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To the Et Hon Merlyn Rees, HP
Secretary of State for the Home Department

PROPOSALS FOR THE FUTURE ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS
FOR THE LONDON BOROUGH OP BROMLEY

1.

We, the Local Government Boundary Commission for England, having

carried out a review of the electoral arrangements for the. London
Borough of Bromley in accordance with the requirements of Section 50(3)
of the Local Government Act l972> present our proposals for the future
electoral arrangements for that London borough.

2.

In accordance with the procedure laid down in Section 60(l) and

(2) of the 1972 Act, notice was given on 10 June 1975 that we were to
undertake this review. This was incorporated in a consultation
letter addressed to the Bromley Borough Council, copies of which were
circulated to the Greater London Council, the London Boroughs
Association, the Association of Metropolitan Authorities, the Members
of Parliament for the constituencies concerned, the headquarters of
the main political parties and the Greater London Regional Council of
the Labour Party* Copies were also sent to the editors of local
newspapers circulating in the area and of the local government press.
Notices inserted in the local press announced the start of the review
and invited comments from members of the public and from any interested
bodies.

3.

Bromley Borough Council were invited to prepare a draft scheme of

representation for our consideration.

In doing so, they were asked to

observe the rules laid down in Schedule 11 to the Local Government Act
1972 and the guidelines which we set out in our letter of 10 June 1975

about the proposed size of the council and the proposed number of
councillors for each ward.

They were asked also to take into account

any views expressed to them following their consultation with local
interests.

We therefore asked that they should publish details of their

provisional proposals about six weeks before they submitted their draft
scheme to us, thus allowing an opportunity for local comment.

4.

On 25 February 1976 Bromley Borough Council presented their draft

scheme of representation.

The Council proposed to divide the area of

the borough into 26 wards each returning 1, 2 or J> councillors to form
a council of 60 members.

i?.

The Borough Council's draft scheme included copies of the

correspondence received by them during their local consultations.

We

reviewed this together with the submissions sent to us by a local
political party and a local political association.

Both organisations

objected to the Council's decision to propose a council of 60 members,
and each put forward an alternative scheme for our consideration.

One

of these provided for a council of 69 members and the other for a council
of 70.

6.

In considering the Council's draft scheme and the comments which had

been made, we recognised that, according to our own guidelines, there
would be no objection to Bromley having a council of 70 members. Nevertheless, we gave due weight to the Borough Council's view that 60 members would be

sufficient to carry out the Council's functions efficiently and
effectively. We also noted that the Council's scheme seemed to provide
a more even standard of representation than either of the alternative
eelternes, and accordingly we decided that we should adopt the draft
scheme for 60 councillors as the basis for our draft proposals.

7.

We noted that the Borough Council had made alternative proposals

for the Clock House, Copers Cope, Kelsey Park and Eden Park wards, in
the event of expected development occurring on the South Norwood Sewage
Farm site by about 1980. Although there 'was doubt about the" timing of
the development, we decided to include in our draft proposals the four
wards which made allowance for it. We decided also to propose a number
of modifications to the boundaries of the Bromley Common, Parnborough
and Keeton and Hayes wards in the draft scheme and 'to rename.the
latter ward "Hayes", After consulting the Ordnance Survey, we made a
number of minor technical alterations to some ward boundaries.

8*

Subject to the modifications referred to in paragraph 7 above* we

decided that the Council's draft scheme provided a satisfactory basis
of representation in compliance with the rules of Schedule 11 to the
Local Government Act 1972 and with our guidelines. He formulated our
draft proposals accordingly.

9.

On 30 July 1976 we issued our draft proposals and these were sent

to all who had received our consultation letter or had commented on
the Council's draft scheme. The Council were asked to make these drej*t
proposals, and the accompanying map which defined the proposed ward
boundaries, available for inspection at their main offices,
^presentations were invited from those to whom they were circulated and,

by public notices , from other members of the public and interested
bodies. We asked for comments to reach us by 8 October

10. Bromley Borough Council accepted our proposal for a 60 -member council
but they objected to the changes which we had made to their draft
scheme proposals for the Bromley Common, Farnborough and Keston and
Hayes wards. The Council also informed us that it was not now expected
that development of the South Norwood Sewage Farm site would be
substantially completed by I960* They suggested.* therefore, that the
four wards originally proposed by them which did not make .allowance for
the development were more appropriate than those incorporated in our
draft proposals..

11. We heard from four constituency political associations which in
general seemed to support the Council's views on their
particular areas. The local political party and local political
association which had written to us previously, both wrote again objecting
to the proposed size of council and asking that their alternative schemes
should be reconsidered. A constituency association wrote in support of
the local political association mentioned above. Mr John Hunt HP objected
to the loss of the name "Keston" in a ward name, and a local club wrote
in similar terms. Finally, we received a large number of letters from
local residents, all of whom objected to the proposal lhat the council
should comprise only 60 members.

12, In view of these comments, we decided that we needed further
information to enable us to reach a conclusion. Therefore, in
accordance with Section 63(2) of the 1972 Act and at our request,
Mr John Taylor was appointed as an Assistant Commissioner to hold a
local meeting and to report to us*

13* Following the announcement of the meeting, we received
representations from Mr Ivor Stanbrook, HP, who objected to our proposed
boundary between the Bromley Common and Farnborough wards* Five local
residents wrote in similar terms. A branch of a political association
wrote about the Kestori area.

14* The Assistant Commissioner held a local meeting at the Town Hall,
Bromley on 16 and 17 February and 7 and 8 March 1977» A copy of his
report to us (without attached Documents) is at Schedule 1 to this report.

15. In the light of the discussion at the meeting and his inspection of
the areas concerned, the Assistant Commissioner recommended that a scheme
for 69 members, based on a draft scheme prepared originally by Council
officers, should be adopted. In the event of our not accepting this
recommendation, he suggested that our draft proposals should be modified
by changes to the proposed Clock House, Copers Cope, Kelsey Park, Eden Park,
Bromley Common, Farnborough, St Paul's Cray and St Mary Cray wards.

16. We considered our draft proposals in the light of the comments we had
received and of the Assistant Commissioner's report. In the result, we
- >;'•!•

did not follow the Assistant Commissioner's recommendations, and we thought
it appropriate to record in some detail the following reasons that led us
to take this exceptional course*
17-

As stated in para 12 of this report, the reason for the appointment

:

.

of an Assistant Commissioner to hold a local meeting at the draft'proposals
stage of an electoral review, is the need felt by the Commission to obtain
further information before reaching final conclusions.

The Commission

also look to an Assistant Commissioner to weigh this information and
indicate the conclusions to be drawn from it; and in most cases the
Commission feel able to adopt the Assistant Commissioner's assessment in
formulating final proposals.

In the case of Bromley, however, the

Commission did not find that the Assistant Commissioner's recommendations
were substantiated by the information and facts already embodied in the
draft proposals and by the further information elicited by. his enquiries.
18. As regards the size of the council, the Assistant Commissioner concluded
that the case for 60 or 69/70 councillors was evenly balanced, but he
tipped the balance in.favour of a council of 69/70 because of (i) his belief
in the larger council as making better provision for the representation of
minority political parties, (ii) his view that councillors in a 60 member
council would be over-worked, and (iii) his view that a council of 69/70
would be more appropriate for one of the larger boroughs in London.

On

his first point, it is relevant that in a 69 member council the number of
elected representatives would be nine more than the number of elected

councillors in the Borough of Bromley under present arrangements.

On

his second point, the Commission felt that the Assistant Commissioner might
have reached.his conclusion without giving proper weight to the Council's
views on the participation by councillors in the executive functions of
local government and the prospects of organisational changes that would
lessen the work load.

On his third point, the Commission did not accept

his assumption that one of the larger London boroughs necessarily required
a council of 69/70 members.

The Commission have in fact adopted a scheme

of representation providing for 60 councillors in another outer London borough
with an electorate only 1000 less than Bromley's 228,460 (1976 register).

19.

The Commission also recognised that in proposing a'council of 60 members

the Bromley Council had responded to the guidance given to them by the
Commission in the original letter of invitation to prepare a scheme of
representation, when, in common with Councils in London boroughs and elsewhere, Bromley Council were asked for a scheme in which the number of
councillors "should be no more than is necessary to carry out the Council's
functions effectively".

In other instances in their electoral reviews the

Commission had found it necessary on occasion to criticise the size of a proposed
council as in excess of what was necessary.

In this case, if the Commission

were to follow the Assistant.Commissioner, they would for the first time be
imposing a substantially larger size of council in the face of the
considered judgement of the Council, supported with detailed fact and
argument related to the particular requirements of the Borough.

The

„_

Commission would be extremely reluctant to make such a recommendation.

HO.

Turning to the merits of the "Officers' Scheme" of representation for

69 councillors recommended by the Assistant Commissioner, the Commission

noted the terms in which this scheme had been criticised by all parties
represented at the local meeting, not least by the Chief Executive of
the Council.

21.

The view of the Commission throughout their electoral reviews has

been that,.in judging the merits of a scheme of representation, priority
must necessarily be given to the observance of the statutory provisions in
.Schedule 11 of the Act relating to equality of representation, good
boundaries and the avoidance of breaking local ties.

The size of council

produced by a scheme is of importance for the general objective of
efficient and convenient local government, but is a factor that cannot
override the statutory requirements. In paragraph 48 of his report the
Assistant Commissioner commended the "Officers' Scheme" as striking a
balance between the political and other interests involved in the meeting;
but the striking of a balance between such interests is, in the view of
the Commission, irrelevant to the satisfaction of the statutory requirements.

22.

In the present case, the "Officers' Scheme" was shown to be defective

in respect of the statutory requirements by the criticisms reported by the
Assistant Commissioner, and the defects were only partially remedied by
'the adjustments to the scheme subsequently suggested to us by the Assistant
Commissioner.

The Commission were left in no doubt that the evidence

provided at the local meeting confirmed the superiority of their draft
proposals for a 60 member council in respect of the statutory criteria of
equality of representation, boundary definition and local ties, subject to
the further improvements in these respects proposed by the Assistant Commissioner
for

(a)

the adoption of the alternative arrangements now proposed by

the Borough Council for the Clock House, Copers Cope, Kelsey Park
and Eden Park wards

(b)

the transfer of the Holwood Park Avenue area to Farnborough ward

(c)

the amendment of the boundary between St Paul's Cray and St Mary

Cray ..wards to include St Mary's Church in St Paul's Cray ward.
In the view of the Commission the superiority of this scheme of representation,
producing a council of 60, should override the Assistant

Commissioner's

preference for an inferior scheme producing a council of 69«

Accordingly, the

Commission resolved to confirm their draft proposals as their final proposals,
subject to the adjustments (a) (b) and (c) above.
23«

Details of these final proposals are set out in Schedules 2 and 3 to this

report and on the attached map.

Schedule 2 gives the names of the wards and the

number of councillors to be returned by each.
the areas of the new wards.

Schedule 3 is a description of

The boundaries of the new wards are defined on the map,

PUBLICATION
2*+.

'

.

In accordance with section 60(5)(b) of the Local Government Act 1972, a copy

of this report and a copy of the map are being sent to Bromley Borough Council
and will be available for public inspection at the Council's main offices.

Copies

of this report (without map) are being sent to those who received the consultation letter and to those who made comments.

L.S.
Signed
EDMUND COMPTON (CHAIRMAN)
JOHN M RANKIN

(DEPUTY CHAIRMAN)

PHYLLIS BOWDEN
J T BROCKBANK
MICHAEL CHISHOLK
H R THORNTON
ANDREW WHEATLEY

:i DIGNKY (Secretary)
15th September 1977
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2. M I T R E C O U R T B U I L D I N G S ,

•

TEMPLE, LONDON. EC4Y 7BX

•<*

The Secretary
,
" .
Local Government1 Boundary Commission for England
Room 123
20 Albert Embankment
London SE1 7TJ.
Sir,
Review of Electoral Arrangements
The London Borougji of Bromley
. In accordance with my appointment by

the

Secretary of State as an Assistant Commissioner, I have
the honour to submit the following report.
1.

Date of Meeting.

A local meeting was held at the Town Hall of
the London Borough of Bromley on February 16 and 17 and
March 7 and 8 1977On February 17 and 18 and March 8
I made visits and Inspections throughout the whole of
the Borough.
2.

Attendance

The signed attendance lists accompany this
Report (Document 1).
Those who spoke or participated
in the proceedings were :The Council of the London Borough of Bromley.
Mr. P.J. Bunting., LL.B., Chief Executive Officer
Councillor M.B, Kenward, Chairman of the General
Purposes Committee.
Mr.

David Harris, G.L.C. Councillor.

'** "

Mr. G.A. Picot, Beckenham Conservative Association.
Mr. J.H.

Pope, Secretary~'and Agent, Chislohurst Conservative

Association.

2.

Mr. R. Jackson, Councillor, Plaistow and Sundridge Ward.
Mr. C.A.L.Brangwin,

Alderman London Borough of Bromley

Mr. R.L. Ainsby, The Committee of the Keston Branch of the
Ravensbourne Conservative Association.
Mr. C^C.S. Reeves, Councillor, Chislehurst Ward.
The Local Government Committee of the Labour Party of
the London Borough of Bromley.
Mr. D. Wood, Councillor, St. Paul's Cray Ward.
Mr. J.D. Burnell.
Mrs. R. Huzzard, Secretary/Agent Chislehurst and
Orpington Labour Parties.
Beckenham and Penge, Chislehurst, Orpington and Ravensbourne
Liberal Associations
Mr. David Crowe, Councillor, Manorhouse Ward.
Mr. B. Lees, Chairman Orpington Liberal Association
Mr. L.G. Whitman, Councillor West Wickham South Ward.
Mrs. J. Hatcher, Councillor Petts Wood Ward
Brigadier R.G. vAllan^ , Resident, Marlings Park, Chlslehlirst •
Mrs. M. Rowe, Councillor Darwin Ward.
Cudham Residents' Association
Mi Gerald Williams.
Mr. A*M. Ashtpn, Resident, 89 Kensington Drive, Marlings
. Park, Chislehurst.
Ravensbourne Labour Party.
Mr. Peter Ranee, Secretary
Mrs. M.I. Harvey, Councillor Anerley Ward.
3.

The Commission's Draft Proposals.

The Londo n Bo rough of Biomley submi tted to the
Commission a Scheme based on the rewarding of the Borough
into Wards returning 60 Councillors. The precise proposals
were in the form of a main scheme with alternative
proposals for k wards, i.e. Clockhouse, Copers Cope, Kelsey
Park and Eden Park.
This alternative scheme was to be

3.
adopted if it were clear that proposed development of
the South Norwood Sewage Farm land would commence shortly.
Representations were submitted to the Commission from the
Local Government Committee of the Labour Party and the
Bromley Liberal Association providing for alternative
schemes for 69 and 70 Councillors respectively. Having
considered the Borough's submitted Scheme and the
representations made, the Commission decided to adopt
the Council ' s draft scheme as the -basi s for their draft
proposals including the ward proposals for the *t wards
which included provision for the South Norwood Sewage
Farm land to be developed subject to a number of
modifications
(a)

the transfer from Keston and Hayes Ward to Bromley
Common Ward of (1) the area south of Croydon
Road and (2) an area comprising Hook Farm Road
and properties on the west side of the road known
as Bromley Common: and the remaining part of
the Keston and Hayes Ward to Hayes;

(b)

the t r a n s f e r to the proposed Hayes Ward of the
area of the Bromley Common Ward lying to the
north and west of HomeaJIdale Road;

(c)

the transfer from the Farnborough ward to the new
Bromley Common ward of an area to the we'st of
the A21;

(d)

a small number of minor boundary adjustments
recommended by the Ordnance Survey in the
interests of technically better boundaries.

4.

The Issues for Consideration.

The comments on the Draft Proposals and the
character of the cases advanced at the meeting can be
conveniently cla ssed under three main headings:(i)

those relating to the principal issue of whether
the new Council should be composed of 60 members
or 69 or 70;

(ii)

those relating to the character of any scheme for
69 or 7O members, if it were decided to adopt
rewarding arrangements which provided for a
Council of that membership;

(iii)

those relating to the Commission's draft proposals
if it were decided to adopt a 60 member basis for
the constitution of the Borough Council.

At the meeting I endeavoured to hear comments
and submissions on these three matters separately and I
propose to organise my report in three Sections on that
basis.
Section I
The Overall Size of the New Council.
5.

Cases Advanced at the Meeting.

The following paragraphs 6 to 18 deal with the
cases advanced at the meeting in support of, or against
the Commission draft proposals, and in relation to the
proposals that the Council should consist of 70 or 69
members.
My assessment of the weight of the arguments
advanced at the meeting is contained in paragraphs 19 and
20 below.
6.

The Council of the London Borough of Bromley.

Mr. P.J. Bunting made an opening statement on
behalf of the Council.
Bromley he pointed out was the
largest of the London Boroughs having a total area of
3718^5 acres: it was largely residential in character
with comparatively little industry or commerce. There
was.a very high percentage of owner-occupied dwellings.
He then described briefly the physical characteristics and
development of the Borough from Anerley in the north west
to the Green Belt areas in the South, noting the presence
in the south of independent villages. He stressed that
although so much of the Borough was built up, the built
up area in fact comprised distinct communities, which he
described.
He commented on the history of the manner in
which the Council had handled the ward review. He pointed
out that when the issue of rewarding first arose in 1973,
in the context of consultation with the London Boroughs
Association, the Council, without giving full detailed
consideration to all the implications, decided in favour
of having 7O Councillors.
That decision was re-affirmed
by the General Purposes Committee in early 1975 and accepted
by the Council.
Following that decision consultations
took place with the Conservative, Labour and Liberal
Associations and these organisations submitted proposals
based on a membership.for the Council of 70.
These proposals
were analysed and the officers prepared sketch proposals
for 70 members for consideration by the Council so that
all the possibilities could be examined.
A Special
Meeting of the General Purposes Committee was held in

September 1975 whe.re the Officer' s proposals with those
of the three polit£al parties were scrutinised. The
Committee resolved to circulate the Officers' proposals
for comment.
At that meeting members expressed concern
at the major recasting of wards necessitated by adoption
of a 70 member Council and reservations were expressed as
to whether after all that approach was correct. Further
consideration was given to the question at a meeting of
the Committee on 15 October 1975 when it was decided to
recommend the Council to rescind its previous decision and
to adopt the proposal for a total membership of 60 .elected
Councillors only.
That recommendation was adopted by the
Council on 17 November 1975The political parties were
invited to submit proposals for rewarding on a 60 member
basis but only the Conservative party chose to do so, the
other parties disagreeing fundamentally with the concept
of a 60 member Council.
The Council therefore admittedly
changed its mind at a late stage but it was done for good
reasons and was justifiable.
Mr. Bunting then invited
Councillor Kenward, the Chairman of the General Purposes
Committee to explain these reasons.
Councillor Kenward referred to the initial decision
of the Council to favour a future membership of 70 for the
Council and stressed that that decision was made without
detailed consideration of its implications and at a time
when there was less financial stringency in relation to
Council expenditure.
The Council changed their mind at
the meeting of 17 November 1975 because
(i)

there would be an early saving of .cost as a ward
structure for 60 members would require fewer
adjustments of polling districts and amendments
to the Register of Electors than for a structure
of 70 members, and beginning in 1978, there should
be a continuing saving of the total paid in
members allowances;

(ii)

Restrictions on Local Government spending, which
seem likely to continue for some time, had
reduced the amount of Council business;

(iii)

a smaller Council would enable individual members
to play a larger part in the work of Committees
and would encourage greater efficiency;

(iv)

an extensive alteration of ward boundaries would
add to confusion caused to electors .by the
reorganisation of local government and other
public bodies and aggravate concern over public
expenditure.

6.
Councillor Kenward accepted that the Council's views
were those of the Conservative Party majority but refuted
any suggestion that the decision was based on political
considerations. A 60 member Council was best for the
Borough.
The Council were very cost-conscious and fully
aware of the need to economise.
The smaller council
would be less expensive minimising the work-load on the
Chief Executive's department.
The fact that business
was falling off consequent upon the financial stringency
afflicting Councils meant that a smaller Council could
function just as efficiently as a larger. He disputed
any argument that the large population of Bromley, the
Borough being the second largest in London, and the fact
that the Council was a local education authority required
a larger Council membership than 60.
The whole argument
was about the work-load of members.
The meetings to
be attended fell into three basic groups. First, meetings
of the various committees, sub-committees or working
parties within the town hall administration; second,
other meetings linked to the Council's function as
Education Authority e.g. of school managers, and thus,
representation on outside bodies, whether the representation
was mandatory or discretionary, e.g. local authority
associations, health authorities various consultative
committees and a range of organisations dealing with social
service, environmental and recreational matters.
As to
the first category, the work of the Council was organised
on a seven-week cycle of meetings spread over the year,
with breaks at Christmas, Easter and Mayor making time.
At the present time, the Council committee system required
^11 seats to be filled by elected members.
For a 70
member Council that represented an average 5-9 seats for
each elector member: for a 60 member Council it would
represent 6.9 seats assuming the same level of work,
which in any event had been heavier over the previous
two years by reason of current financial difficulties
and would be unlikely to continue.
Secondly, the education
structure provided for the filling of 209 seats by elected
members, or an average of 3 per member of 70 member Council
and for a 60-member Council an average of 3 • 5 •
That
difference was marginal.
Thirdly, on outside bodies
there were 110 seats to be filled.
For a 70 member
Council that was 1.5 seats per member, and for a 60 member
Council 1.8 seats per member.
Those figures were simplified
arithmetical averages and had to be treated with some
caution.
However, it demonstrated that for a 60 member
Council the total workload would not be significantly
increased for individual members despite the loss of
the present 10 Aldermen.
The arithmetical approach was
based on a false assumption: it assumes that the workload
is and always will be shared equally by all elected members.
However, the workload is in fact unevenly spread. Further,
it rest s on a ssumptions about the timing and regularity
of meetings, which are not correct.
The Standing Committees

7.
of the Council, with the exception of the Policy and
Resources Committee which meets twice, mee,t' once in each
seven-week cycle.
Other sub-committees and working
parties meet as and when required and the workload is not
evenly spread.
Meetings of school managers and Governors
are usually three times a year, and extra-meetings are
unusual, although at times they do occur.
The outside
committees do not function on any pattern at all. It would
not be correct to assume in any event that the present
Council structure will continue.
Some of the Standing
Committees might be reduced in membership.
At present
most have 1? members with the exception of the Education
Committee with 25 and the Policy and Resources Committee
with 16.
Sone of the existing panels and working parties
would not continue indefinitely.
In the outcome it could
not be assumed that the workload on members of a 60 member
Council would be too much.
There would not be too many electors moreover
to each Councillor.
While the range of electorate per
member in Bromley on a 6O member basis was as high as
anywhere in London, being from 35^1 to 4190, that was
not dissimilar from Barnet where the range was 3^*03 to
4:203 for a 60 member scheme.
In the absence of information
about the method of working, committee structures or other
relevant information, it was unreliable to draw comparisons
with other Boroughs.
A significant fact was that since
1965 the workload of 'constituency1 work had in any event
been shared by 60 Councillors, the number proposed for the
future.
The general view of the majority party was that the
workload was not too much.
A Council of 6O would function
efficiently and the number of members was adequate.
In answering the representations made on behalf
of a Council of 7O members, Mr. Bunting referred to three
matters; first, the irrelevancies which had been raised;
second, an analysis of the reality of the workload on
Councillors and third, an elaboration of the reasons
advanced for a .60 member Council.
As to the matters which
were irrelevant, it was not true that, in reaching a
conclusion on the rewarding arrangements, the Council had
considered the effect on parliamentary constituencies.
While the effect had been noted for members, it was only
as a matter of information.
The Plan produced by the
Labour Party as a diagram of the existing Borough was
unhelpful.
Bromley was no more diverse than other London
Boroughs were.
The Liberal emphasis on the fact that
before 1965 there were many more Committees of the predecessor
authorities was irrelevant.
It could be no guide in
assessing the current position.
The suggestion that the
60 members scheme was an exercise in gerrymandering was
unjustified.
As to the workload, it was necessary very
carefully to scrutinise the Council structure.
Not all
the Committees met every cycle and some of the bodies
in existence were working parties and panels with limited

8.
functions and possibly temporary life.
Mr. Bunting
then analysed the work of the Council Committees, panels
and working parties in detail.
No conclusion was to be
drawn he stressed from Labour Document D.W.I.
One must
analyse the Committees by reference to the frequency of
the meetings and the raison d'etre for the existence of
the body in question.
The Establishment Committee dealt
with staffing affairs outside education.
It had five
sub-committees.
The Establishment Sub-Committee looked
after the 'bread and butter 1 stuff.
The Manpower SubCommittee was a creation of the last two years to analyse
vacancies to see whether economies in staffing were
possible.
£50O.000 had been saved as a result but its
work would not go on for ever and there was a possibility
that it might be amalgamated with another Sub-Committee.
The Regrading Appeals Sub-Committee met ad hoc only and
the Training Panel was an innovation of the last year
to improve staff efficiency.
That would not last for
ever.
The Development Control Committee and its SubCommittees were exercising continuous ongoing functions
of the Council.
The Education Committee was the biggest
Committee of the Council.
The annual turnover was £3^m,
but the test of finance in assessing its workload could
be misleading. Most of the budget was relatively routine,
e.g. teachers* salaries, routine maintenance, milk and
meals.
The Working Party on Secondary Education ReOrganisation had been in being only a matter of months
and its functions would return to the Secondary Education
Sub-Committee.
The Joint Working Party on Primary School
Development had been in being only a month and its job
was likewise only temporary to equate schools and population.
The Careers Sub-Committee met once every three months.
The Finance and General Purposes Sub-Committee, the Further
Education and Youth Service Sub- Committees, the Primary
Education and Welfare Sub-Committee and the Secondary
Education Sub-Committee were Standing Sub-Committees. The
Education Building Panel had been in existence only one
month to examine the control over building for schools.
It would be entirely temporary.
The Policy and Resources
Committee was a one-party Committee.
It met twice a
cycle.
The Working Party on Capital Projects was responsible
for assessing the effectiveness of controls over expenditure.
The Land and Development Sub-Committee needed no comment.
The Special Sub-Committee to consider Education Matters
was set up two years ago to study the problems of education
from a policy and resources point of view.
There was
a view that it had served its purpose and could disappear.
The Airports Committee was not a Standing Committee.
Biggin Hill Airport was run by Surrey Aviation.
It was
a kind of liason Committee with the residents considering
the future of the airport.
Its work load was undetermined
depending on whether the Council decided to run the airport
or grant concessions to others.
The Highways and Works
Committee and the Road Safety Committee needed no comment,
nor the Social Services Committee.
The Adoption Agency

9.
met once every eight to ten weeks.
The Recreation
Committee was the normal type of Standing Committee
dealing with open spaces.
The Housing Management
Committee and the Housing Development Committee only
became separate Committees in 1976.
The agenda had
been so long that the original Housing Committee had
had to be split.
The Housing Tenants Lia son Committee
was an ongoing Committee but the Tower Blocks Liason
Group would disappear when the task of examining problems
relating to three tower blocks was complete.
The St.
Mary Cray Working Party was examining housing problems
in an area of dire need.
The Finance and Scrutiny
Committee worked closely with the Policy and Resources
Committee to raise finance and control expenditure.
The
Charitable Rate Relief to Sports Clubs Panel met only once
a year.
The Investment Sub-Committee met every two
months or so with the Council's financial advisors.
The
Housing Advances and Grants Panel met regularly to deal
with mortgages and improvement Grants.
The Scrutiny
Sub-Committee was concerned with the search for economies.
The General Purposes Committee was a residual Committee
concerned with1all the other functions, such as rewarding,
Crematoria and the constitution of Committees.
It met
less frequently than in the pa st.
The Bains Working
Party had completed its work and was virtually dormant.
The Library Theatre Panel had existed since 1969 but
once the Theatre was leased its function would be terminated
The Office Accommodation Panel kept office accommoda tion
under review but was irregular in meeting.
The Repairs
and Maintenance Committee met once a year.
The Gypsy
Panel was less active than in the past.
The whole structure of the Council had therefore
to be looked at in the way he had outlined- qualitatively
as well as quantitatively.
Many of the Committees shewn
met irregularly and infrequently and some were disappearing.
The assessment of the workload on outside bodies must be
looked at with care.
In many cases there was no need
for the Council to have a representative at all, and there
was no attendance obligation on Councillors.
If time
saving were needed, it could be achieved by giving up
attendance at meetings of many of these bodies.
As for,
the workload in the wards, the fact that 60 already did
the 'constituftency' work suggested that 60 would be
adequate inthe future.
There would be no increased,
workload on Councillors.
The load in any event varied:
it was heaviest in Penge and Anerley, lighter, elsewhere.
The problems with which members had to deal in Biomley were
not unusual and the Borough was in no sense a housing
stress area. The workload of Councillors in any event
varied.
Some had membership of 12 Committees, others of
only 2.
The majority party Councillors were busiest
on Committees and their view is that 60 members are enough.
That should carry some weight.
As for the four reasons
advanced by Councillor Kenward, smaller Committees would
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mean members played a better role in the work and that
the efficiency of committees would be improved. While he
accepted that the 60 member scheme resulted in 19 wards
being aff ect'ed and that Table DW*l Document 2 gave an
accurate picture, only 12 changes occurred in polling
districts.
That compared with 23 in the Labour Party
Scheme for the larger Council, and 2*4 on the Liberal
Party Scheme.
On the economic cost of a 70 member Council,
Mr. Bunting said that cost would be incurred in rewriting
the Computer programme of the Register of Electors.
The
draft scheme would cost £1000 for the rewriting of the
programme, the Labour Party scheme £2300 and the Liberal
Party Scheme £26OO.
The cost of elections at present
values worked out at £800 to £1000 per ward.
An increase
in the number of Wards would result in extra cost.
The
Labour Party scheme would cost £2^00 to £3000. per election.
A 6O Member Council saved administrative costs in the Chief
Executive's department.
It saved in costs of distributing
papers but the financial saving was unquantifiable.
The
sum saved on attendance allowances was of the order
suggested by Labour Party and he accepted that»
He
concluded by saying that no formal Council decision had been
taken on the reduction of and restructuring of.. Committees,
although there had been discussions with the Leader of the
Council and the Chairman of the General Purposes Committee.
On the last day of the meeting Mr..Bunting
drew my attention to a Schedule (Document 3) indicating
how other London Boroughs were preparing to restructure
their Councils and stressed that the majority appeared
to be decreasing their membership.
He thought that this
consensus of view appeared to strengthen the approach
adopted by his Council.
8.

Mr, David Harris, G.L.C. Councillor.

Mr. Harris said that one of the dangers faced
today was that over-representation of the electorate on
different authorities -and bodies.
The G.L.C. would be
loosing 15 Aldermen but had decided not to increase the
existing number of Councillors.
Large Committees were
unwieldiy and many in local government are too large.
The
efficiency of public bodies need not be impaired by
reduction in the number of Committees.
There was a need
for stability and people wanted as little change as possible
There should be an attempt to adhere as closely as possible
to the existing pattern.
9.

Mr. G.A. Picot., Beckenham Conservative Association

Mr. Picot said that he was the Chairman of the
Beckenham Conservative Association and that his association
had discussed and considered at all levels rewarding
arrangements.
They supported the principle of 60 members,
although they had studied schemes for ?O members.
A 7O

11
member Council would mean many more changes. . There was
no desire among electors for more Councillors and he thought
that the Council functions could be adequately performed
by 6O members.
In answer to me he conceded however that
in the area of his association a 70 member Council would .
necessitate 7 changes of wards and a 60 member Council
would require 6 alterations of Wards.
10.

Mr. J.H.Pope, Chislehurst Conservative Association

His Association's approach to rewarding within
the boundaries of the Chislehurst constituency had proper
regard to the rules in the Local Government Act 1972.
The
Borough proposals, now embodied in the draft Commission's
scheme fully met the criteria.
The 5 Wards of Chislehurst
were within the permitted tolerance of 3^00 electors per
Councillor.
The Ward bounda ries were substantially
unchanged with readily identi fiable boundaries.
Existing
local ties were fully maintained.
Having 70 Councillors
would reduce the electorate per Councillor to 330O.
The
additional 50O electors did not prevent a Councillor
from giving satisfactory service.
He disputed Mr. Grcwe ' s
figure of 14 hours work a week for Councillors.
11.
Council_lor R. Jack sp_n.
Councillor Jackson said
that today people were overgoverned and ovei*represented.
There would be beneficial effects in a smaller chamber.
Committees could be reduced twenty-five per cent in membership
and that would reduce the time of meetings.
He thought the
Committees were too large, particularly the Education
Committee with 37 members.
The reduction in time from
the reduced Council would be one seventh in Committee time.
His experience was that the. smaller the Committee the more
quickly was business disposed of.
At a subsequent hearing
Councillor Jackson further elaborat ed his case.
He had
examined in detail over a period the work of the Development
Control Committee, recording since May 197^ the numbers
attending and the duration of meetings.
There was a clear
relationship between numbers attending and time taken.
The average at tendance was 14.6 out of 17 i.e. S6%.
One
member could affect the duration of a meeting by 10 minutes
and 3 by half an hour.
The smaller committees were no
worse in decision than the larger ones.
12.

AIderma n C.A.L. Brangwin.

Alderman Brangwin said that from time to time
Council responsibilities were reduced.
He instanced
the powers of the Council as area health authority which
were removed in 197^.
On most Sub-Committees of 5 members,
2 constituted a quorum and no difficulty of finding a
quorum arose. Aldermen did not involve themselves in
'constituency' work and thus that work was already being
done by 6O Councillors. Only one Alderman was Chairman
of a Committee at present,
Working Parties were more often
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than not mannefl by the busiest Council members. DWI (Document
and statistics were not very helpful guides to assessing
the burden of Council work.
Some Committees and panels
met irregularly e.g. the Library Theatre Panel had met
only once in the last six months, the Gypsy Panel met only
once a year and the Bayneapanel had been wound up.
13-

Mr. R.L. Ainsby

Mr. Ainsby disputed the points made by Mr. Wood
and Mr. Crowe.
The picture given was exaggerated - for
example Stockwell College was closing.
There was a need,
on the Council for people of commonsense not for specialists.
6O members was adequate if it was correct for the G.L.C.
which was even more remote.
There was no relationship
in fact between the time spent on debate and the availability
of money.
14.

Mr. C.C.S. Reeves

Councillor Reeves said that he was a member of
three Standing. Committees and four sub-Committees.
It
involved about nine to ten hours a week.
He did not hold
surgeries but dealt with most problems by telephone.
15 -

Mr. B.Lees

Mr. Lees said that his view was that Councillors
were already very busy.
There was great difficulty in
obtaining their attendance for Liberal Association meetings
because of their Council commitments.
The increased load
of work, because of the disappearance of Aldermen, would
result in rushed and incorrect decisions.
16.

Mr. Derek Wood.

The Local Government

__

of the Labour Party of the London Borough of Bromley
Mr. Wood began by referring to the .history of
the rewarding arrangements.
Every interest and Party,
he said, had regarded a Council membership of ?O as a
good idea.
It was,a matter of regret that the issue of
the number of members had become a decision on party lines;
it would have been better if that original consensus had
been retained.
The Borough was the largest in Greater
London in geographical size and the second largest in terms
of population. , Croydon was the largest with a population
of 329,300 compared to Bromley's 301,600.
The respective
electorates were 2^0,308 and 227,977It was one of only
5 Boroughs returning ^ members of Parliament.
There was
a wide diversity of land use.
The Borough had been
served by 7O members of the Council: none were underemployed and .in some cases they-were overworked.
He produced

13exhibit D.W.I (Document 4) showing the structure of the
Council.
The Council's annual turnover was £lOOm. and
that of the Education Committee was £3^m. broadly involving
the exercise of one third of the authority's powers.
Each Committee met once per seven week cycle.
In looking
at the other functions of Councillors he referred me to
the handbook, Exhibit D.W.2. (Document 5) The Education
Committee was responsible for 90 primary schools,31
Secondary Schools, 5 Special Schools, a College of Technology,
a College of Art, a College of Further Education and
shared joint responsibility with fent County Council for
Stockwell Education College.
There was an Adult Education
Centre as well.
Managers or Governors met once a term,
unless the situation was exceptional.
Councillors' work
was important in all these bodies.
The Social Services
Committee ran 10 Old Peoples Homes and 5 Childrens ' Homes.
All had to be visited, so that it would be wrong to assume
that work on these Committees involved only three evenings
a year.
There were speech days and special occasions to
attend.
The other Committee to be noted was that relating
to Biggin Hill Airport.
There were sound rea sons ba sed on the chara cter
and functions of the Council for 70 members.
The present
membership, including Aldermen, represented 1 member to
3257 electors, or to ^300 of population.
The figure
of 70 wa s wit hin acceptable norms and the electorate was
not over-represented.
The larger Council meant that
there would be a better chance of servicing the Committees
with people properly informed on all the problems.
In
assessing the burden of Council work one should not loose
sight of the 'constituency ' work.
The fact that Bromley
was an Education Authority was also material.
In the
course of their work the Councillors must be able to speak
for a diversity of interests and problems.
He referred
me to D.W.3- (Document 6).
That showed diagramatically
the diversity of the Borough, which contained within its
boundaries areas of urban decay such as Anyterley and Penge
and of the Green Belt.
The diversity called .for specialist
representation over the whole spectrum and.a larger Council
was more likely to provide it.
This was particularly
important on the Development Control Committee where local
knowledge was invaluable.
The loss of the Aldermen was moreover serious.
They were freed from constituency work and carried a very
considerable workload.
Many of the major jobs were held
by Aldermen and the Council would be hard pressed if the
work had to be redistributed between 60 Councillors.
That
factor argued for maintaining the status ^uo_.
There
should be good reasons for reducing the size of the
Council.
It might be fair if the population were going
to fall but in fact a marginal increase was.predicted.
It had been asserted chat the functions of the Council

might diminish but that proposition had not been demonstrated.
No specific function was suggested as subject to 'winding
up1 and many of the functions were indeed statutory. It
was an illusion that, because finance was more difficult,
that the work was less.
It required greater debate and
consideration of priorities.
Government continued to
add to Council functions and some existing functions
could expand e.g. the Airport Committee.
The four reasons for reducing the Council were
on analysis not persuassive.
Only 4 or 5 Wards were
unchanged on the Council's scheme.
The suggestion that
there was a saving on a 60 member scheme because changes
were limited was unjustifiable.
The cost of reprograming
the registers was the same whether the scheme was for 60
or 70 members.
Polling districts would need alteration
in any event.
The saving on Attendance allowances was
negligible.
The total paid to 70 members in 1974 to 1975
was £9,648 and in 1975 to 1976 £10,094.
The average
claims were therefore for each member £204 and £2l6 for
these years.
One could not divide the annual sums by
one-seventh, since the Committee work would have to be
redistributed.
Only the cost of Council "meetings would
be saved.
As to the reduction of business suggested,
for the reasons he had already given he disputed that claim.
The idea that smaller Committees meant greater efficiency
should be treated with caution.
The point about confusion
in the minds of electors was not crucial.
Few electors
know their Ward boundaries.
They were more concerned with
the Polling Station where they had to vote.
The four reasons given by the Council for sixty
members totally discounted the important aspect of
constituency work.
A greater number of Councillors was
desirable to spread the load of this aspect of Council
work.
The burden tended to differ according to the Ward
represented.
The Wards with urban problems tended to
require greater 'constituency' effort.
Most of the
problems were housing problems.
He spent .one Saturday
in four on such work and a member could be involved on
three or four njgits a week.
The load of reading had to
be remembered, particularly on Committee Chairmen.
Mr. J.D. Burnell produced Exhibit D.W.4. (Document 2).
That comprised a table showing the amount of disruption
occasioned to existing Wards by the 60 member scheme.
They had classified the degree of change involved: less
than 5% had been classified as minimal: 5% to 19% as
moderate and over 20% as substantial.
On that basis
only 7 Wards were unchanged, 11 subject to minimal changes,
5 subject to moderate change and 9 subject to substantial
changes.
The Council scheme therefore, he argued,
involved substantial and significant changes in the
existing Ward structure.

15.
17.

The Liberal Associations of Beckenham and Penge,
Chislehurst, Orpington and Raverfl&QUrqft

Mr. David Crowe, acting for these Associations,
adopted the case made by Mr. Wood.
The suggestion that
Council business was being reduced was inaccurate.
Legislation continued to impose new duties on Councils,
such a s the Community Land Act and the Consumer Credit
Act.
Reducing Committees in size might effect the
ability of Sub-Committees to function.
There were two
recent instances where only two Councillors had arrived
for two Committee meetings.
If there were less available,
that could happen more.
If the 60 member Scheme were
adopted, Committees would be spread more thinly over the
Borough.
This was a disadvantage because of the size of
the Borough.
It was difficult to be familiar with the
whole area and there could be cases of Committees where
no member would be present who knew the area under discussion
That could hinder the exercise of planning functions.
He thought that his experience of Council work was not
untypical.
He spent sixty-five hours a month on Council
business.
There was three to four hours reading a week
to be done; Committee meetings took on average three hours
a week.
Three hours was spent in letter writing,
telephoning and visiting.
Constituency work could with
travelling and officer discussions take up to 1^ hours
a week.
That kind of burden was very considerable.
Committee Chairmen could need to spend longer.
The
reduction in membership from 60 to 70 would mean for the
average Councillor two hours extra work per week or 2
full working days a month on a job basis.
The burdens
would discourage some people from feeling that they could
become members of the Council.
In any event he thought
that the reduction in numbers would be detrimental to the
proper representation of the electorate.
It would be the
second reduction in twelve years.
Before 1965 there
were five authorities with many more members.
Beckenham
for example had 2^ Councillors, apart from the Aldermen.
Now there were only 16.
Local Council polls were already
low because people thought that the local Council was too
remote.
Where people could identify with their Councillor,
polls were higher, for example - Darwin Ward, which had a
seventy per cent poll.
There were fewer electors in
Darwin Ward.
There was one other factor to be considered.
The larger the Wards the less chance there would be of
minority parties winning seats on the Council.
It was
important that minority interests should have a place on
the Council.
In conclusion, he said that the greater
workload would mean less time for Councillors to consult
their electors and both Councillors and electors would be
less well-informed about the problems of their areas and
about Council policies.

16.
18.

Mr. L.G. Whitman.

Councillor Whitman said that it did not follow
that a reduction in size made the Council more efficient.
The classification of efficiency seems to be the shortness
of deliberations.
In fact on some Committees a minority
of speakers speak too often.
Democracy would be better
supported by a larger Council and it was for a long time
acceptable to the Conservative Party and the majority on
the Council.
19-

Assessment of the Weight of the Argument s.

In considering the issue of the .appropriate
number of Councillors for the reconstituted Council, I
took as my starting point the weight to be attached to
the four reasons given by the Council at their meeting
of 1? November 1975 to justify their change of mind that
60 Councillors would be more suitable than 70.
Despite
Mr, Bunting's well presented argument, I am not persuaded
that any of the arguments justify the conclusion that a
sixty-member Council is the correct number to adopt. The
argument relatingto the cost saving of a smaller Council,
judged against the need for electors to be properly and
effectively represented, is trivial in the context of
the Borough's financial resources.
As the figures provided
by Mr. Wood indicate, and by Mr. Bunting relating to the
cost of elections, the sums involved are scarcely of
moment against the background of a Borough where the product
of a penny rate amounts ot £500,000.
The savings of a
sixty-member scheme are so negligible that I - do not believe
that, even in a period of strict economy in local government
expenditure, any serious weight can be attached to this
argument.
The point that a seventy-member scheme would
involve more substantial changes of Ward boundaries than
a sixty member scheme seemed to me a further argument
lacking substance on the evidence advanced.
As Mr, Burnell
demonstrated in Document 2 the degree of change of Wards
in a sixty-member scheme was significant and substantial.
The erosion of this point led Mr. Bunting to change his
ground and rely on the number of changes in Polling
Districts as the acid test of disruption.
The figures
which he gave shewed that, while a seventy member scheme
may result in more changes in polling districts than a
sixty member scheme, material changes are involved.
I
can see little advantage to be gained in rejecting a
seventy-member scheme on the basis of this argument when
the computer programme of the Register will in any event
need revision and when none of the schemes appear to
cause to electors difficulties of access to a suitable
polling station.
The remaining two arguments are less
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easy to assess since they rest on essentially subjective
assessments of the factors involved.
The suggestion that
Counci 1 bu sine s s wa s be ing r educ ed wa s cont e.st e d by Mr.
David Crowe and doubts were expressed whether a smaller
Council would be more efficient.
I have reached the
conclusion that the changing level of Council business is
too transient a factor to persuade me that the size of
the Council over an unforeseen period in the future should
be determined by the state of business at the end of 1976
and in early 1977.
While Councillor Jackson sought to
demonstrate that smaller Committees would be time saving
and more efficient, and despite my sympathy for his view
that debate could often benefit in effectiveness and
perception by a reduction in the time of discussion, the
evidence does not persuade me that there will be conclusive
and material benefits in efficiency in the operation of the
Council by reason of a reduction of ten members.
I do not
regard a saving of ten minutes per Committee meeting per
member as demonstrating any such point.
The conclusion
that I have reached therefore is that none of the four
reasons given by the Council for a sixty-member Council
conclusively support the contention that sixty members
are the correct number for the Council.
It seemed to
me necessary therefore to examine next the arguments for
a Council of seventy (or sixty-nine) members.
It was
urged upon me that I should have regard to the special
diversity of Bromley Borough and the burdens of Constituency
work upon members in forming a view.
In regard to both
those points I accept Mr. Bunting's arguments that there
is no special element in the character of Bromley that
requires a larger Council rather than a smaller, and that
as sixty members at present bear the burden of constituency
work there will be no difference so far as that aspect
of Council work is concerned in the current position if
a 6O member Council is adopted. I also accept Mr. Bunting rs
argument that in assessing the burden of Councillors'
obligations on the; Council I should apply a qualitative
test to the analysis of the Council and Committee structure
rather than the quantitative approach which Mr. Wood
urged.
The argument put forward for seventy members
rather than sixty seemed therefore to me to be no more
conclusive than those advanced by the Council.
20.
In this situation the matter can only be resolved,
by resort to the principles underlying the reform of local
government in the period since I960.
The object of
reform has been to achieve effective units of local
government which attract in terms of membership members
of a high calibre.
These objectives seem to me to be
best achieved where within the Council there are effective
groups of members of adequate size to insure that policies
evolved are the subject of effective scrutiny and opposition,
and where members are not so overburdened by commitments
arising from Council work that that work cannot be performed
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SECTION II
The "Seventy" Member Scheme
21.
The second issue for determination was the
appropriate scheme to be adopted if a larger Council were
to be recommended for approval.
The meeting had for
consideration a scheme prepared by the Local Government
Committee of the Labour Party of the London Borough of
Biomley and another scheme tendered by the Beckenham and
Penge, Chislehurst; Orpington and Ravensbourne Liberal
Associations. During the period before 15 Otober 1975
the officers of the London Borough of Bromley had prepared
draft proposals for a 'seventy1 member Council.
These
proposals were circulated to the various political interests,
who commented upon them, and were presented to the General
Purposes Committee of the Council in September 1975•
Atr an early stage in the meeting I asked for these proposals
to be given to me but was met by an outright refusal by
the Council to disclose them.
I understand that the nondisclosure was on the instructions of the Chairman of the
General Purposes Committee. fc A schedule of the proposals
was however helpfully given^by Mr. J.D. Burnell, on behalf
of the London Borough of Bromley Labour Party.
From
this schedule I have been able to reconstruct the offieers '
proposals.
At the end of the meeting, once it was realised
that I had the officers ' proposals in my possession, I
was tendered a Plan of the proposals and had the benefit
of the Councils' comments on these proposals.
This
helfulness on the part of the officers at the meeting
mitigated the unfavourable impression I had gained from
the member ' s refusal to allow me to have the proposals
for consideration.
22.
I propose to consider the proposals for the
larger Council by dealing first, with the Liberal Party
Scheme, second, with the Labour Party, and lastly, with
the Officers' Scheme.
23.

Scheme of the Liberal Party for 70 Members.

Mr. David Crowe presented the Liberal Scheme
to me.
Appendix 1 sets out the Wards created with the
respective ratios of members to electorate for each Ward.
Document 7 is the Plan showing the Wards boundaries.
Appendix 1 comprises parts (A) and (B), the schemes being
prepared on the basis of including and excluding the
future prospective electorate on the South Norwood Sewage
Farm development.
For the reasons indicated in paragraph 51
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below discussion was concentrated on the proposals
excluding the population likely to arise from the South
Norwood Sewage Farm development.
Mr. Crowe said there were three schemes for
consideration.
Unless the schemes were absolutely equal,
judged by the criteria in the Local Government Act, it
would be ultra vires to have regard to the cost of the
scheme.
The extent of upheaval was also not a factor
to be regarded, unless it involved the clear breaking of
local ties.
He then analysed the Liberal Proposals.
The problem area, he conceded, in relation to achieving
equality of .representation in 1980 was the North West
Beckenham area.
He justified however the Liberal approach
by stressing the character of the area and the difficulties
caused by the physical features on the ground.
The
Crystal Palace Ward had a clear boundary along a railway
line.
It was an area of urban stress.
The eastern
boundary of Penge West and Birkbeck and Clockhouse was
another railway line.
The future of the sewage Farm land
was a problem.
If built by 1980, the scheme might be
improved in terms of equality by transferring the Avenue
Road Area to Penge West.
If tha t were done Appendix 1(B)
might be changed as follows Penge West 5690 + 242 = 5932

Birkbeck & Clockhouse 10715-242 = 1O4?6
The same approach could be adopted on Appendix 1(A).
While Penge West would have a better relationship of
electorate to representation, Birkbeck & Clockhouse would
however remain significantly over-represented.
Another
approach might be to reduce the Council Membership to
69 and assume that the sewage farm development did not
take place.
That was the most realistic approach.
There
could 'also be two other adjustments.
The polling district
BR could be moved to Penge East and Kent House and the
remainder of BO polling district could be moved to Penge
West.
That would reduce Birkbeck and Clockhouse by 1465
electors.
The result of these adjustments would be Penge
East and Kent House 64?7 + 566 = 7143
Penge West
5&9O + 9OO = 6831
Birkbeck and Clockhouse 8463 - 1465 = 6997On that basis the appropriate entitlements for 2 members
for each Ward would become 2.18, 2.08, 2.14.
Chislehurst
was a problem since the area was bounded on the south by
the railway and by the northern boundary of the borough.
Chislehurst was, he said, under-represented but the scope
for change was limited by physical factors.
The difference
over an acceptable member/elector ratio: was not however
great.
He realised there could be objection to having

3Polling District CS in St. Pauls Wood but it could not be
transferred to Chislehurst.
It contained 876 electors.
There were other factors in the scheme that would
be criticised, but they arose from the constraints against
which the scheme had been devised.
The north-west boundary
of Bromley Common could be criticised.
It followed
Crown Lane, Mosslea, Balfour Road, Union Road and the
rear of houses in Mitchell Lane along the edge of an open
space.
It was only bad insofar as it zig-zagged but
unless the boundary followed that course the quotas for
Bromley Town and Bromley Common Wards would be wrong.
The Hayes boundary might look curious but it was logical
and followed proper and identifiable features.
The
Ramsden Road/Petten Grove boundary of St. Mary Cray might
be attacked for its division of a housing estate.
A
similar division of estates had been made between St. Pauls
Wood and St. Pauls Cray.
The decision was based on quota
considerations and the unacceptability of k member Wards.
They had kept .Daywitt as a single ward in the rural area,
and would have preferred to have retained Pratts Bottom
in the Ward.
If it were removed from Green St. Green
Ward, the quota for the Ward in 19 80 would have been
reduced to 5500 and the Ward would have been significantly
over-represented.
He thought that the population of
Biggin Hill derived from the Borough's figures was overoptimistic in 1980.
While considerable development was
in progress there were difficulties with community
facilities, unmade roads and the infrastructure;
These
were reasons used for resisting the grant of planning
permission and he doubted whether the development predicted
would all take place.
The electorate was likely to be
nearer 713^If that were correct, there would be no
quota problem as far as Biggin Hill was concerned in
Appendix l.
He had not tried to disguise possible criticisms
of the proposals.
They should howeversbe looked at overall
and the two Wards,- where quota problems were significant Crystal Palace and Chislehurst - were de minimis.
24.

The Bromley Labour Party Local Government Committee

Mr. J.D. Burnell felt that significant criticisms
could be made of the Liberal Proposals, although his
Committee supported the principle on which they were
founded. The proposed Nottingham and Elmstead Ward was
unsatisfactory.
Polling Districts CO, CN and part of CP
had added to Mottingham.
These areas had no affinity
with Mottingham.
They looked to Chislehurst High Street.
Only CO polling District had any degree of joint interest
with Mottingham.
He also disputed the size of the
electorate in 1980, on the same basis that he challenged

the Borough's figures in this area.
He attacked the
arrangements f pr the St. Pauls Wood and St. Pauls Cray
Wards.
A Council estate was clearly divided.
CS and CU
polling districts, and CT and CV should be merged.
The
southern boundary of St. Mary Cray Ward isolated Bow
Crescent from Goddington.
Pickhurst combined two
identifiable communities. Polling Districts RP and RO
were related to West Wickham.
Hayesford Park Drive Estate
was a separate entity.
25.
Mr. R.L. Ainsby.
Mr. Ainsby said that the
Liberal proposals disrupted several established communities.
He referred particularly to its effect in relation to
polling districts RK, RJ and Keston.
The Br.omley Town
boundary divided the Chatterton Road district in half.
The boundary between Biomley Common and Coney Hall and
Keston divided the Bromley Common community.
26.
Chislehurst Conservative Association.
Mr. Pope
said that he objected to the Liberal Association's boundary
between Mottingham and Chislehirst.
It was a difficult
boundary to identify.
Polling Districts CN and the part
of CP which were transferred had nothing in common with
Nottingham.
He agreed with objections made by the Marling's
Park residents that polling district CS should remain with
Chislehurst.
27.
Beckenham Conservative Association.
Mr. Ridgewell
said that the Association was dissatisfied with the
Liberal Plan for North West Beckenham.
Lawrie Park
and Copers Cope were part of the same Ward community with
similar traffic problems.
They should not be separated.
The London Borough's solution was better.
Penge was a
distinct community and should not be split.
28.
The Council of the London Borough of Bromley. Mr.
Bunting joined with Mr. Ainsby and Mr. Ridgewell in
critising the Liberal proposals.
The scheme split communities
and did not use reasonable boundaries.
The Crystal Palace
.Ward was unsatisfactory: polling district BA looked to the
East.
It was separated from the rest of the Ward.
Penge
East and Kenthouse was a recasting of the existing Ward.
It divided however the existing Penge Ward.
Penge was a
distinc't natural community.
The Avenue Road boundary
behind the houses was unsatisfactory.
The Birkbeck and
Clockhouse Ward depended on the sewage farm development.
Eden Park Ward had unsatisfactory boundaries on the east
along the perimeter of a sportsfield.
South Eden Park Road
was excluded and placed in Park Langley Ward. That divided
a community.
It was wrong to have the area of the present

5Eden Park Ward east of Wickhara Road placed in Shortlands.
The Southern boundary of Pickhurst Ward along Meadway
divided a Council housing estate.
The parts of Coney Hall
and Keston had no affinity with each other.
The northwest boundary of Bromley Common Ward was atrocious and
polling di strict RC had no connexion directly or affinity
with the rest of Bromley Town Ward.
At Chislehurst
he entirely supported Mr. Pope.
The polling districts
CO, CN and CO were part of Chislehurst, as was Marlings
Park Drive.
He supported Mr. Burnell ' s criticism of the
southern boundary of the St. Mary Cray Ward.
The proposed
Orpington Central Ward contained communities without any
community of interest.
The boundary should run along
Court Road and not behind the houses.
The Green St. Green
Ward was not a single village community.
Pratts Bottom
was a separate entity.
He disagreed wit h the criticisms
made by Mr. Crowe about the quota figure for Biggin Hill
of 7584 electors in 1980.
The electoral population had
risen from 6127 to 6684 between 1971 and 1977.
The
existing Register was only 900 from the figure suggested.
The pattern of growth was moving forward as expected.
Out
of 1250 Units planned by 1976 700 units had been completed
leaving only 550 by 198O,
There were 475 units under
construction or with planning consent.
There was no
justification for thinking that the electorate would not
reach the quota figure by 1980.
There was no way of
remedying the defect in the Biggin Hill quota.
The scheme
illustra t es the difficulty of Ward Boundaries ba sed on the 7O
member principle.
29 -

The Local Government Committee for the London
Borough of Bromley, Labour Party.

Mr. Burnell presented the proposed Scheme of
the Committee for a Council compri sed of 69.members.
Appendix 2 sets out the Ward created with the respective
ratios of members to electorate for each Ward.
The
appendix comprises Part A based on the Labour Party's
projection of populations and Part B based on the Borough
Planning Officer's projections.
Document 8 is a Plan
showing the Ward boundaries proposed.
A further plan was
submitted during the meeting revising the arrangements in
North West Beckenham.
(Document 9)»
Part C of Appendix
2 sets out the appropriate electorates and ratios on the
Borough Planning Officer's figure for the revised scheme.
There is a slight variation in the totals from the Borough
Planning Officer's figures i.e. 412 in 1975 and 177 in
1980
but the difference is B o minimal that it is of no
statistical relevance.
Mr, Burnell commenced by dealing with the difference
in estimation between the Labour Party's estimated figures
for 1975 and those of the Borough Planning Officer.
Their
approach was based on a form of regression analysis
endeavouring to ascertain the line of fit best for the
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discernible trends.
In any statistical prediction the
outcome was very much a matter of guesswork.
The Borough
Planning Officer's figure could be right or wrong.
It
could be 90 times out of 100 correct within a 5% range,
but any other figure within the range was equally valid.
Where there were marginal differences in 1980 quotas
between the Labour Party and the Planning Officer, the
question of the population entitlement was not significant.
It was material however on Appendix 2(A) and (B) for
Clockhouse, Copers Cope, Langley Park, Laurie. Park and
Mottingham Wards.
In these cases there were- disagreements
about interpreation of the "trends.
In using rounded
figures, they had rounded off to the nearest 500.
One could
add or subtract 250 from any figure and remain well within
the statistical range.
The Planning Officer's figures
for 1980 could only be an indication of a trend: their
approach was similar but expressed more satisfactorily.
In deciding the proposals the Committee had been
fully conscious of the clashes inherent in the different
criteria.
They had however aimed for a scheme which was
internally consistent, whose prime aim wa s to identify
areas with a community of interest and then adjust the
boundaries to achieve the necessary equality of representation
All the boundaries were clear. Only 3 boundaries ran
behind properties, i.e. Oakdene Avenue in Mottingham and
Chislehurst.
Railways had not been regarded as of
overwhelming importance e.g. in the Petts Wood Ward, and
in Cray Village where the railway was not a barrier.
The
approach of identifying communities could be seen at
Orpington Town.
The areas around the High Street had a
close identity around it and they had sought to remove the
present split of communities. If that approach was accepted,
the quotas were sound.
There was a special problem in
Clockhouse Ward, related to the sewage Farm development.
The figure of 9568 in Appendix 2(B) included the population
to be housed in that development.
If it were excluded,
the quota was reduced to 7316 giving an entitlement of
2.32 members.
To have a Ward with only 2 members would
allow a further to be added without difficulty when the
development was complete.
In Copers Cope and Langley Park
he doubted whether the population growth to 198O in
Appendix 2(B) would be as large as predicted.
Anerley
Ward involved difficult problems of prediction.
South
Penge had been cleared in part, and there were a large number
of properties vacant in October 197'*.
Because of multiple
occupation, there tended to be low take-up rates in
electoral registration.
In redevelopment areas registration
was better.
The i960 figure on Appendix 2(B) was therefore
a gross underestimate: with redevelopment and better
registration the population would rise.
On Appendix 2(B)
>;' -.tingham was well below the desirable quota.
The
Committee disagreed however with the Planning Officer's
projection.
The trend adopted had ignored the substantial
proportion ol empty properties caused by tVie G.L.C.
renovation programme.
In the middle of 1975 there were
10O - 15O such properties.
The other factor was that
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Mot ting ham ' s population was ageing rapidly.
The single
people dieing were being replaced by married couples and
the overall occupancy rate of dwellings was rising.
This
was an estate of young couples in the nine teen- thirties and
had one age band.
He believed the occupancy rate would
increase but had no statistical evidence to support that
view.
Inspection of the area was not an adequate guide
since one could not see the single occupier houses. His
impression had been formed by work at the polling stations .
By letter dated 10 March 1977 Mrs. Huzzard
said she had compared Polling District (ONN). with Polling
Districts (CK, CL , and CH ) on the 1976 Register, (ONN)
was a Council Housing area built some 15 years after the
Nottingham Estate.
The following comparison could be
seen ONN

CK , CL , CM

1 elector
2 electors
3 electors

15-9%

6'i.5%
l't.2%

24
51-3%
16 . 3%

4 electors

$.2%

6.9%

5 or more electors

0.2%

1.1%

No . of dwellings as a
percentage of the total
occupied by -

It. might be argued that Keston should be joined
with Bi omley Common Ward.
That would not be satisfactory
in terms of equality of representation, although he
conceded that Keston had ties with the Ward .
The Croydon
Road was however a good boundary.
Polling District
(CS) in St . Pauls Cray Ward was similarly a problem.
Physically it was part of St. Pauls Cray but all its
social ties were with Chislehurst.
Its addition to
St. Pauls Cray made the Ward better balanced socially.
Mrs. R. Huzzard, Secretary and Agent of the
Orpington and Chislehurst Labour Parties was asked by
Mr. Burnell to comment of the rest of the Borough.
The
position in the rural area, shesaid, had been looked
at carefully but proper regard had to be made to the
problem of quotas.
In the end the Committee had decided
that the best solution was a three member Ward covering
Biggin Hill and the villages.
A team of Councillors
could in effect serve a Ward more efficiently.
Pratts
Bottom had been linked to Green St. Green for quota
purposes and because it looked in that direction.
The
fact that their scheme might result in 69 Councillors
only was not a disadvantage.
There were other Councils
with a membership in irregular numbers.
3O .

Cliislehurst Conservative Association .

Mr. Pope said that he accepted that , if the
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Council had. to have seventy members, there had to be some
redrawing of the boundaries between Chislehurst and
Mottingham.
His sounding of opinion in Polling District
(CO) showed that electors had no desire to be part of
Mottingham.
The planning officerfe forecast of population
for 1980 was on the low side.
It was not his experi ence
that there was however anything special about the Council
Estate in Mottingham Ward.
It was difficult to see how
the Chislehurst Ward could be re-arranged.
That showed
that a 60 member Council was better: that solution would
safeguard Marlings Park.
The Cray Village Ward involved
a new principle in that it crossed the Parliamentary
Constituency boundary.
St. Pauls Cray could be adequately
divided into two two-member Wards.
St. Mary Cray looked
to Orpington and the railway was a good boundary.
Even
if St. Pauls Cray Village north of the railway were a onemember Ward that would reflect the traditional situation.
31.
Councillor Mrs. Hatcher.
The Socialist Party
scheme in Orpington was a hotch-potch devised for political
advantage.
Polling Districts (OCC) and (ODD) had nothing
in common with (OFF) district and looked to the West.
(OCC) district in particular was more akin to Petts Wood.
It was the same type of area as Polling District (OBB).
Darwin Ward was a large rural area at present and it
should not be joined with the suburban community of Biggin
Hill.
Pratts Bottom was not part of the Green St. Green
area and had been removed from that area at the last
boundary review.
The Goddington Ward was made of parts
without any community of interest.
There was in any event
no advantage in having extra-councillors.
.The Liberal
Party Scheme in the Orpington Area was even less satisfactory
than that of the Labour Party.
32.
Brigadier R.G. Yolland.
Brigadier Yolland said
that as a resident of Marlings Park he objected to both
the schemes proposed for a seventy-member Council.
The
proposals would switch about 1OOO electors from Chislehurst
to St. Pauls Cray.
The change was unnecessary and cut
across the wishes of the residents of Marl'ings Park.
The
area was traditionally part of Chislehurst and looked to
Chislehurst for its social ties and services.
There was
no link with the St. Pauls Cray estate.
The woods between
Marlings Drive and Chislehurst were a link and not a
barrier.
Needless interference and change was undesirable
Even if a 70 member solution were adopted, he would wish
Marlings Park to remain in Chislehurst.
33Councillor Mrs. Rowe.
Councillor Mrs. Rowe
said she represented the present Darwin Ward with an
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electorate of 2800.
In looking at proposed Ward areas
the needs and views of the electors themselves should not
be disregarded.
Size of Ward was not the determinative
factor provided there was the proper quota of electors
per member.
The rural areas had a minority view which
needed to be heard in Council.
The villages, should be
properly joined in one Ward.
The fact that the Darwin
Ward always had a high poll showed that the electors cared
Even if a single member could not attend each Committee,
a Councillor could put his or her views in writing for
consideration.
She objected most strongly to the Labour
Party proposal for the Biggin Hill Ward and to the
exclusion by. the Liberal Party of Pratts Bottom from the
Darwin Ward.
Biggin Hill was completely suburban in
character.
3^.
Mr. Gerald Williams.
Mr. Williams said that he
appeared on behalf of the Cudham Residents Association;
He opposed both the Liberal and the Labour Party proposals
His association was Scrupulously non-political.
Leaves
Green had all the peace and calm of the country.
That
heritage was treasured.
Its interests were entirely
different to the suburban township of Biggin Hill.
A
three-member Ward would always result in rural interests
being out-voted.
He fully supported the sixty member
proposals. -.
35Mr. A.M. Ashton.
Mr. Ashton said that the
Marlings Park Area was entirely linked to Chislehurst.
He had for presentation a Petition from local residents
containing ?80 signatures out of a total electorate of
948 supporting the continued link of polling district (CS)
to Chislehurst.
The petition was entirely non-political.
The rewarding arrangements should resist the breaking of
local ties, if there were valid alternatives.
The
Petition is attached as Document 10.
36.
The Council of the London Borough of Bromley.
Mr. Bunting, in replying to the Labour Party proposals,
said that he accepted that there were considerable
uncertainties in population forecasts but the -differences
between the Labour Party and the Borough Planning Officer
was not merely a matter of methodology.
Divergent
assumptions had been made.
Even the Registrar-General's
estimates for Bromley Borough had been proved wrong,
He
pointed out that I had seen the approach of the Planning
Officer in the Documents before me and he relied on that
statement to show that the appropriate method had been
used.
No marked assistance was gained by rounding out
figures to the nearest five hundred or thousand.
The

10.

divergence on the totals was in any event of only limited
significance.
The important differences were in relation
to individual Wards.
In the Anerley Ward the dispute as
to the electorate in 1980 lies between the Planning Officer's
figure of 6016 and the Labour Party's of 7000.
In fact
there had been a decline in population since 1975, there
having been a fall of 477 electors.
The population was
at its lowest point and would rise with redevelopment
but the fact of the fall supported the Plaining Officer's
approach.
The divergence of view over the Nottingham
Ward between the Planning Officer's 8l66 in 1980 and the
Labour Party's 9500 rested on a dispute about three matters,
first, the effect of the 315 units under construction at
the present time, second, the assumption that in 1975 150
units were vacant and would be occupied in 1980, and third,
that the occupancy rate would rise with the replacement of
single persons by couples.
There was little evidence
on occupancy rates available.
However in the Nottingham
Ward as existing in 1971 there were 176 households of
single persons per thousand.
That compared with Anerley
226, Bickley 168, Biggin Hill 84, Bromley Common 159,
Plaistow and Sundridge 200.
There were no grounds therefore
that thinking that the Nottingham Ward was very special.
In 1975 there were only 86 vacant dwellings as far as they
could ascertain.
It is unlikely, that full improvement of
the G.L.C. Estate will be completed by 1980.
The effect
of new construetion was always problematical.
On the
current 1976 list 40 new properties had been occupied but
the electorate had fallen by 37He did not accept the
Labour Party's view of the effects of the three matters
to which they had ref e rred.
As far a s the Penge. area wa s
concerned, the point made about the non-registration of
electors in properties in multiple occupation was over-stated
Bromley had a very good response to registration of electors
and the distribution of the forms was followed by canvassing
and visits.
The disagreement over Copers Cope related
to the scale of future redevelopment.
The Planning Officer
had carefully analysed the situation and he asked that his
view be accepted.
As far as the precise character of the boundaries
wa s concerned, even allowing for the changes in North We s t
Beckenham on the recent proposals, the scheme contained
some strang.e answers to devising proper Wards.
On quota
grounds the scheme on the Planning Officer's figures
was well out.
The Anerley Ward he found a strange
suggestion.
The Labour Party had always contended that
polling district (BA) was properly part of Laurie Park.
Placing it with districts (BJ) and (BK) threw community of
interest out of the window.
The Copers Cope .proposals
meant that part of the present Copers Cope Ward is placed
in New Beckenham and Kent House.
The only connection
was via Bridge Road and there was no real link between
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the areas.1
He did not wish to comment on the scheme
point by point but close analysis demonstrated that division
of the Borough into Wards for 69 Councillors, as opposed
to 60, disregarded community of interest in fixing the
boundaries.
On 60 member proposals there were sound quotas
and recognition of natural ties of interest.
He stressed
that an example of breaking community interest, which was
serious, related to the transfer in these proposals of
Marlings Park from Chislehurst to St. Pauls Cray.
StPauls Cray and St. Mary Cray were firmly divided by the
railway and Sweeps Lane was the most tenuous link between
the two.
Orpington Town comprised several areas without
real community of interest one with another.
The boundary
on the south along Charterhouse Road divided a distinct
community.
The Goddington Ward had unsatisfactory
boundaries.
The polling district (OHH) was completely
separated by the Orpington By-Pass and Goddington Parks
from polling districts (OJJ) and (OKK). Pratts Bottom was
not properly part of Green St. Green: it was more closely
linked to the rural area.
The boundary of the Farnborough
Ward cut through the area to be developed. It was contrary
to the nature of the communities in the area to link
Biggin Hill with Cudham and Downe.
There was no community
of interest between the parts of Keston and Coney Hall.
They were distinct and separate communities. In the
Martins Hill and Town Ward polling district (BDD) was more
akin to Shortlands than it was to the rest of the Ward.
37.

Rav^ensbourne^ Labour Party ,

Mr. Ranee said that he supported the joining
of Coney H 11 and Keston in the 69 member scheme.
There
was no case to link Keston with Bromley Common.
It had
more in common with Hayes.
38.

London Borough of Bromley Labour Party Local
Government Commijtt ee.

Mr. Burnell replied on behalf of the Committee
to the various points which had been raised.
He disagreed
with Mr. Pope's view that the Council houses were fully
occupied in Mottingham.
There was no conclusive objection
to crossing the railway line so far as rewarding was
concerned in the Chislehurst area.
The railway was not
so conclusive a boundary.
The polling district (CY)
was part of the Ward across the railway line until 1971•
The railway in the area of Cray Village and St. Mary Cray
was not so decisive a boundary.
He disagreed with
Councillor Mrs. Hatcher about the Orpington Ward.
The
Labour Party proposals had due regard to community of
interest and they had tried to merge small communities
in the Ward which were not able to form Wards by themselves.
It was better in the Darwin area to share the Ward work with
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three Councillors.
Pratts Bottom posed similar problems
to the Darwin Area but it looked to Green St. Green and
was properly in that Ward.
In answer to Mr. Bunting, M.. Burnell welcomed
Mr. Bunting's admission that forecasting electorates in
1980 for wards being formed now involved elements of
uncertainty.
It was on that basis alone that the Labour
Party had chosen to use 'trend' figure estimates as
preferable.
He thought that Mr. Bunting had over-reacted
to his remarks on non-registration.
He still thought
that in the Anerley area in existing conditions of multioccupation there was likely to be a lower rate of
registration than elsewhere in Bromley.No'case has been
made out that it was more 'natural' to ward Bromley for 60
Councillors .than for 69At least the 69 Councillor solution
had sufficient flexibility to allow for an extra councillor
in the Clockhouse Ward when the sewage works development was
complete.
The conflict of views on the Nottingham Ward
raised difficult problems. To justify 3 membersby1980
there needed on the Planning Officer's figures to be an
extra 1000 electors.
Clearly the future involved matters
of opinion turning on the judgment made about the current
occupancy of the Council housing.
He maintained that the
population had reached its lowest point and would not tend
to have an upward turn.
The comparison of figures for the
degree of one person occupancy with St. Pauls Cray and
Bickley was possibly misleading since in the former ward
there were.substantial numbers of one-person dwellings and
in the latter at Fairmead Close sheltered accommodation.
So far as criticisms were made of the detailed proposals,
he thought that Polling District (BA) had sufficient links
with (BJ) and (BK) to justify the area being within the
proposed Anerley Ward.
Inspection would show that the
proposed boundary for the New Beckenham Ward was perfectly
acceptable.
The removal of polling District (BDD) from •
the existing Short lands Ward for inclusion in Martins Hill
was an attempt to reflect real community of interest.
The
severing of Polling District (BBB) was crucial to quota
considerations.
The division of Leaves Green between
Keston and Coney Hall and Biggin Hill Wards was justifiable
in that Leaves Green was essentially two centres - a northern
community and the south comprising the R.A.F. Married
Quarters.
The Holwood Park Avenue area could, he
conceded be regarded as having ties to the Farnborough Ward.
He would not oppose that view.
Keston and Coney Hall was
in a sense a residual Ward made up of small communities not
able to form a Ward as single entities.
Each community
was however not divided within the Ward boundaries adopted.
39.

Councillor Mrs. Harvey.
Mrs. Harvey thought that whatever proposals were

13to be adopted the Penge area should not be severed.
She
had been associated with the Anerley and Penge district
for twenty-five years and there was a real community
identity centred on Penge High Street.
There were
numerous local bodies which reflected that community spirit
in action, various fora for discussion, a Penge Festival
and educational project.
The traditional area of Penge
should not be severed.
kO.
During the period before September 1975
when the interests of the Council were all agreed on the
basis of a rewarding of the Borough for 70 Councillors,
officers prepared draft proposals for consideration.
It
was only after I had myself reconstructed these proposals
from the Schedules of the Scheme provided me by Mr. Burnell
(Document 11) .that the Council f urni shed me with a properly
drawn Plan to illustrate this draft scheme
(Document 12).
Appendix 3(A) contains the statement of Wards and analysis
of these proposals, based on a 7O member Scheme and taking
account of the completion of the sewage farm development.
Appendix 3(B) represents a reworking of the figures based
on a scheme of 69 members excluding the sewage farm
development.
*4l .

London Borough of Bromley Labour Party Local
Govejimment Commi 1 1 ee .
Mr. Burnell referred me
to the Committee's written observations on the Officers*
Proposals, entitled Review of Electoral Arrangements A Further Consideration dated September 1975 •
The most
detailed criticisms made of the Officers* proposals related
to the Beckenham area and attention was drawn to the
division of the Penge community.
The k member proposal
for St . Pauls Cray was opposed and some criticism made of
the principle of the Biggin Hill Ward.
Individual
boundaries were the subject of comment .
Mr. Burnell
expanded these comments by saying that he regarded a onemember Cray Village Ward as undesirable.
Consideration
should be given to linking the Cray Village Ward with
part of St. Mary d ay .
Tne railway line did not create
an effective barrier between the two communities.
In
practical terms Sevenoaks Way wa s far more di vi sive .
*i2.

The London Borough of Bromley .

Mr. Bunting said that the statu s of the officers '
proposals should be fully understood. The officers tried
to evolve proposals against the background of a scheme
to have 70 Councillors . It was an exercise against the
background of the statutory criteria, a kind of "Aunt Solly"
for consideration.
It was only produced as a basis for
comment: it had no foundation or status.
The criticism

made by the various political interests of the proposals
was considered together with the other schemes for a
seventy-member solution.
There were three hours of
intense debate in the General Purposes Committee about
the matter.
None of the proposals seemed to provide an
irresistible solution to rewarding and that led to the
idea that a sixty-member scheme would have a better 'fit'
for the Borough.
Considerable criticism was made in the
Committee of the Officers' draft.
The inclusion of
Polling District (BA) in the Anerley Ward was objected to
by all interests on. the basis of the community interests
of the area. Strong objection came from both the Conservatives
and the Labour Party to the division of Penge along the High
Street, splitting polling districts (BM) and (BN).
The
suggested Eden Park Ward was opposed by the Liberals who
were against the dismemberment of the Manor House Ward and
the division of Elmers End.
There was objection to the
inclusion of polling district (BY) into Shortlands, since
it was felt that the area was more related to Beckenham
Central.
Langley Park Ward was an area divided up into
different sections by the golfcourse along Barnfield Wood
Road.
In the Sundridge Ward, the area south of Widmore
Road had no.community of interest with the area to the north.
There was serious objection to the inclusion, of Marlings
Park (Polling District (CS» un St. Pauls Cray Ward but
there would be no alternative to the form of Mottingham and
Chislehurst proposed.
The concept of the four member
Ward for St. Pauls Cray was strenuously opposed by the
Committee and there was no support for a single member ward
at that time.
Most members were unhappy at the adoption
of such solution.
There was however apart from the Labour
Party Councillors a general wish to retain the railway
line as a boundary.
The Biggin Hill Ward was disliked
because the rural area was not retained as an entity.
The severance of the Knoll area from Petts Wood was criticised
and there was opposition to the inclusion in Green St. Green
Ward of Polling Districts (OL) and (OJ).
The Orpington
Central Ward was the subject of criticism for the
incorporation into the Ward of the Knoll Area.
There was
no common interest between (OFF) polling district and
polling districts (ODD) and (OCC).
The Martins Hill Ward
should include polling district (RC) to which it has direct
links.
There was no direct access from Town Ward to
polling district (RC) and there was opposition to the inclusion
of part of (RE) polling district in the Ward.
The members
expressed the wish for tha t di strict to remain part of Haye s.
The concept of the Coney Hall and Keston Ward was opposed
since it contained diverse areas.
43 -

Assessment of the Weight of the Argument s.

There were submitted for my consideration two
schemes for a seventy-member Council.
Both were initially
based on the assumption that the South Norwood Sewage
Works development would take place but were adaptable

15to exclude the completion of that development by 1980.
The Borough Officers1 scheme assumed a seventy-member
Council based on the completion of the sewage works scheme.
I have looked at the different proposals based on electorates
excluding that development and on the a ssumption that equality
of representation in accordance with the requirements of the
Local Government Act is more significant in 1980 than in
1975In areas, where residential development is proceeding,
it is inevitable that, if future electorate is being
assessed in arriving at equality between Ward electorates,
then in some cases existing electorates must be seriously
below quota.
For this reason I have attached greater
weight in my assessment to future equality of electorates
between Wards.
44.
Labour party Scheme.
The Labour Party's
projection(Appendix 2 A ) w a s b a s e d on the Local Government
Committee's own estimat es of future electorates.
On
that basis the scheme aChi8V8<3 an aceptable level of equality
of electorates between Wards.
However, when the Planning
Officer's projections were substituted for those of the
Committee, the scheme showed up significant divergencies
from quota in 1980 e.g. Clock House, Copers Cope, Langley
Park, Mottingham, South Bromley.
Further exaggerations
arise if the Sewage Farm development was' omitted.
At my
suggestion the Commit tee endeavoured to amend its proposals
for the North-West of the Borough.
The results of that
Amendment are shown on Appendix (2C).
The amended scheme
showed rea sonably accept able result s apart from Mottingham,
South Bromley and West Wickham Wards.
45.
The first issue, which arises against that
background, is whether the Labour Party's method of
population projection should be adopted rather than that
of the planning officer.
I can see much force in the
argument made by Mr. Burnell about the proper method of
projection to be adopted and I recognise the conjectural
quality of any attempt to estimate population change.
However, it seems to me that the essential characteristic
of any comparison between alternative schemes for rewarding
is that they should all rest on a common basis of population
calculation.
Consequently I feel there is lit tie utility
in making a choice between what are essentially speculative
and in the last analysis unproveable exercises.
If I had,
however, to make a choice, I should prefer the planning
officer ' s projections, since such scant evidence of trends
a s does exi st to dat e support s hi s calcula tions. I do not
propose therefore to accept the Labour Party's population
projection as the basis upon which their scheme should be
judged.
It must be tested with the others on a common
basis.
The only major divergence remaining on population
was at Mottingham.
I listened carefully to the Labour
Party's arguments and carefully inspected the area.
I
noted Mrs. Huzzard's letter of 10 March 1977 but feel that
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the case made by Mr. Bunting on this point was the more
persuasive and adopt the Planning Officer's projection
for this Ward.
On the question of Boundaries, I agree
with the criticism made of the New Beckenham and Kent
House and Copers Cope boundary, and the merging of St.
Pauls Cray Village and St , Mary Cray crossing the railway
line. The southern boundary of the latter Ward seems
to me unfortunate and the proposed Goddington Ward a
somewhat illogical creation.
The Orpington Central Ward
is probably justifiable but it s extensive character does
result in the difficulty at Goddington to which I have
referred.
The Farnborough-Crofton Ward boundary is
objectionable in that it cuts through the area to be
developed.
The Polling District BDD does not seem
logically to belong with the area to the east of the
railway line and I agree with Mr. Bunting 's criticism
of MarfctiQS Hill and Town Ward in this respect.
46.

Liberal Party Scheme^.
The relevant analysis of the Liberal Party's

scheme is contained in Appendix 1A.
Although the Liberal
Party used the Planning Officer's projections of electorates
for 1980, their proposals suffer from the fundamental
weakness that the achievement of equality of electorates
is less perfectly realised than in the other schemes before
me.
I draw attention in particular to the divergence
from quota entitlement to be found in Crystal Palace,
Penge West, Birkbeck and Clockhouse, Chislehurst and
Biggin Hill Wards.
While suggestions were made for
adapting the proposals in North West Beckenham which
improved the position, the scheme still remained less
satisfactory than that of the Labour Party.
Mr. Crowe
conceded that there was no way of improving the position
at Chislehurst, and sought to justify the Biggin Hill
situation by suggesting that the planning officer's figures
for 1980 were too high.
On this point however I accept
Mr. Bunting's argument, so that the quota arrangements for
Biggin Hill must in my view be regarded as seriously
defective.
47•
On boundaries I agree wit h the comments made
by Mr. Pope, Mr. Burnell and Mr. Bunting about the boundary
of the Mottingham Ward.
I think the encroachment into
Chislehurst proper far too extensive.
The southern
boundary of the St. Mary Cray Ward is subject to similar
objections to those of the Labour Party scheme in this area.
I agree with Mr. Bunting that the Orpington Central boundary
should be in Court Road.
The arrangements in North West
Beckenham and the amendments suggested relating to Penge
West are unsatisfactory.
The eastern boundary of the
Eden Park Ward is poor.
The Bromley Common Ward is a
badly devised Ward.
I agree with Mr. Bunting that the

17northern boundary is rather less than ideal and
Hastings Road is a boundary which divides an area that on
inspection evidences a geographical affinity,
^8.

Borough Officers Scheme.

Mr . Bunting wa s at pains to empha si se how
unloved tnese proposals were. In that respect he seemed
to share common ground with the three political interests
involved in the meeting .
Their unanimity of view
persuaded me that the proposals probably struck a fair
and reasonable balance between all interests involved,
hence their unpopularity.
I considered therefore that
the proposals justified the most careful scrutiny to
identify defects and where necessary see whether reasonable
solutions existed to these defects.
The initial difficulty
was the adoption of a 1980 electorate which included the
South Norwood Sewage Farm development.
The Beckenham
area needed adjustment to allow for this change .
Certain
of the quota entitlements on a seventy-member basis were
unsatisfactory e.g. Anerley , Eden Park, Copers Cope ,
Chislehurst .
The proposed four member Ward at St . Pauls
Cray was unacceptable, although an alternative existed for
a St. Pauls Cray and Cray Village Ward.
There could be
strong criticism of the proposal to transfer Marlings Park
from the Chislehurst Ward.
The scheme merged the rural
areas with more urbanised settlements.
A 69 member adaption
by the reduction of Clockhouse to a 1 member ward (Appendix 3B J
showed similar entitlement difficulties so that I decided
to examine how and what improvements could be achieved.
49-

Appendix 3(C)

represents the result of adjustments

made by me to the Officer's scheme with a view to dealing
with the difficulties identified.
The Adjustments made
may be summarised as follows :(i )

the merger of the Ane rley and Clockhouse Wards as
a three-member Ward-,

(ii)

the transfer of part of polling district (CO)
north east of Wai den Avenue to the Nottingham
Ward ;
.

(iii)

the division of the St. Pauls Cray Ward into
two wards on the basis of tho Liberal Party
proposals forming St. Pauls Wood and St . Pauls
Cray Wards ;

(iv)

minor boundary adjustments to Bromley Town,
Bickley and Petts Wood Wards.

13.
The result is an improvement in the acceptability of the
quota entitlements although imperfec tions remain e.g.
at Eden Park, Copers Cope, Petts Wood and Nottingham.
In none of these cases is easy adjustment of boundaries
possible since the boundaries delimited represent defined
geographical features which are logical boundaries between
the wards.
50.
Against this background I considered which
scheme should be adopted for the larger Council.
None
of the schemes was without imperfections and in this context
I accept Mr. Bunting's argument that the Borough seems
to be more easily divisible into Wards returning 60 members
than 69 or 70.
However, on balance the Adjusted Officer's
Scheme seemed to me to represent the best result available.
There is little to choose between the schemes in terms of
achieving equality of representation although the Liberal
Party Scheme has more Wards with unacceptable relationships
between the number of electors and the number of members than
the Labour Party and Adjusted Officer's Schemes.
The
Labour Party scheme has more totally unacceptable Wards
in 1980 than the Officers' Adjusted Scheme.
Thus, on
balance 1 take the view that in terms of equality of
representation the Adjusted Officers Scheme is to be
preferred despite its imperfections.
That view was
confirmed by my assessment about the boundaries shown.
I studied carefully the objections listed by Mr. Bunting
to the Officers' scheme but found none of them, apart from
the argument about Marlings Park, as persuasive as the
objections m.'ide to the other seventy-member proposals.
My inspection confirmed chat some of the points were overstressed and many of the comments depended on the historic
familiarity of the existing ward a n-angemonts rather than
on any logical geographic a ssessmeiit of the position on
the ground.
The argument about Penge illustrated this
approach.
There is no visible.geographical justification
for keeping the existing Penge Ward boundaries intact and
I cannot believe that membership of the active Penge
organisations is exclusively accorded co those people
resident within the existing Ward boundaries.
The area
is a continuous built-up area typical of South London
of much the same age of development centred round the
High Street.
The existence of Penge as an. entity is
sufficiently recognised by the Adjusted Officer's scheme
without requiring slavish acceptance; of hi s tori c Wa rd
Boundaries.
Another example where historic arrangements
seemed to be the sole basis of criticism m,:ide was at Orpi.ngton
I.n the existing Ward scheme Polling Districts (OCC) (ODD)
and (OEE) form a kind of detached promontary from the main
body of Pet.ts Wood intruding south-east to Orpington High
Street.
The residents clearly shop in that street and the
pattern of travel is linked to Orpington High Street and
station rather than to Petts Wood.
It seems logical to me
therefore that they should form part of Orpington Central

19Ward with the estates east of the railway which look in the
same direction.
At the end of the day the major boundary
criticisms which could be made of the officers' scheme
seem to me to be twofold only (i) the severance of polling
district (CS) from Chislehurst, and (ii) the merging of most
of the rural area into the Biggin Hill Ward,
The first
objection is common to all 'seventy' member schemes: and
arises from the quota problems which flow from the
configuration of the Borough north of the railway line
which cuts off the Chislehurst and St. Pauls Cray areas.
There is no solution possible in my view which would permit
the residents of (CS) to remain in Chislehurst on the•larger
Council basis. In any event the eastern boundary of the
polling district already severs part of the Marlings Park
estate and the inclusion as proposed of this area in the
proposed St. Pauls Wood Ward would provide a better socially
balanced Ward.
The second objection led me to consider whether
any'arrangement was possible to avoid dismemberment of the
Darwin Ward.
Having experimented with various combinations
of polling district and studied the Liberals' scheme,
I reached the conclusion that the present Darwin Ward
could not be retained.
I do not believe that a threemember Ward including Biggin Hill, which is itself a selfcontained community detached from the main part of the
Borough, will lead to a situation adverse to the interests
of this area on the Council.
The whole area is essentially
'Green Belt 1 , outside the Biggin Hill development area, and
experience tends to show that new residents in such an
area are among the most stalwart defenders of its amenities.
I doubt therefore whether in practice the combination of
Biggin Hill with the village areas will 1 ea'd to any difficulty
for the Ward representatives in safeguarding the rural
character of this part of the Borough.
In the outcome
I am satisfied that neither objection ought to prevail over
the wider interest which I believe exists in the sixty-nine
member scheme as Adjusted.
I therefore recommend the
adoption of that proposal.
I am satisfied that all the
boundaries as defined meet the.criteria of the Local Government
Boundary Commission.
The only area where the.boundaries
which I have defined may need scrutiny are those between
Biggin Hill Ward and Keston and Coney Hall (Polling districts
(OC) and (OH)), Biggin Hill and Green St. Green (Polling
Districts (OH) and (0J) and (01), and Farnborough and Keston
and Coney Hall (Polling Districts (OM) arid (Rl).
I have
endeavoured to follow the natural features in these areas
by reference to National Grid map references but the precise
definition may need further checking.
The Scheme
recommended forms Appendix IV to this Report, and is shown
on Document 13•
In order to accord wit h my recommenda tion
in Section III relating to the Holwood Park Avenue, I
considered whether under the sixty-nine member proposals
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the area could be included in the Farnborough Ward and
excluded from Keston and Coney Hall.
For quota reasons
I decided tha t such a course was not possible as it would
reduce the entitlement of Keston and Coney Hall unacceptably

SECTION III
Draft Scheme of the Local Government Boundary
Commission
51.

The London Borough of Bromley

Mr. Bunting began by commenting generally on
the proposals for a 60-member Council.
The scheme provided
for 60 members and twenty-six Wards.
The Commission had
differed from the Borough Council proposals in making
adjustments at Bromley Common, Farnborough and Keston and
Hayes and in.omitting the name Keston.
They had also assumed
that the South Norwood Sewage Farm development would be
likely to be complete by 1980 and warded North-West Beckenham
accordingly*
The sewage farm development involved the likely
addition to the electorate of 2,252 electors providing for
an average electorate per Councillor of 380.0.
Only two of
the proposed Wards were below quota on that basis - Biokloy
and St. Mary Cray.
None was if no allowance were made for
the Sewage Farm development.
The new Ward Electorates in
1980 would range from 3575 to 4l90 electors per Councillor
compared with the present range of 2839 to 4402.
The
Commission's scheme therefore obtained a better balance of
representation throughout the Borough.
For seventeen out
of twenty-six wards the results are within 5% of the guide
figure of 3^19.
There had only been the most limited
criticisms of the boundaries of both the Borough Councils
and Commission's draft proposals:
the observations of the
Labour Party were only in the broadest terms.
The draft
scheme .had removed certain anomalies, which had previously
existed e.g. the inclusion of the Hayes Hill cul-de-sac in
West Wickham Ward.
That had now been included in the Hayes
Ward.
The Married Quarters for the Roya1 Air Foree at
Leaves Green had been transferred to Biggin Hill and
sixteen electors at Nash Lane had been placed in the Darwin
Ward.
He &Ld not believe, as the Labour Party asserted,
that•the draft Scheme created new anomalies.
The Darwin
Ward was a proper reflection of the rural area which it
covered.
The majority of the electors resided i-n four
villages having their own community lives.
6l'i electors
had been added from the existing Biggin Hill Ward at Leaves
Green.
The Orpington Central Ward was in fact the centre
of Orpington.
The Bromley Common Ward was no t unduly long it covered only 2.9 miles.
The boundary between Plaistow
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and Sundridge and Bickley Wards in Park Farm Road might be
criticised but there were severe quota problems if it
were redrawn.
The changes if redrawn to Sundridge Avenue
or Chislehurst Road would involve 700 to .800 and 500-400
electors respectively.
The major adjustments which had ben
made in the 60-member proposals had arisen because population
growth was concentrated in four areas, but the London
Borough of Biomley had felt that changes should be kept
to the minimum.
The most extensive alterations were in
North-West Beckenham and Orpington, 628? electors.
As a
result of the changes 628? electors would need new polling
arrangement s: that compared with 11,108 electors if the
Labour Party Scheme for 69 members were adopted, and 19 i 551
electors if the Liberal Party Scheme were to be followed.
That would entail considerable changes of habit.
So 'far as the Bromley Common, Hayes and Farnborough
Wards were concerned there were four matters upon which he
wished to comment First,

the transfer to Hayes Ward from Bromley Common
of the area north-east of Masons Hill bounded
by Homesdale Road;

Second,

the transfer to Bromley Common from Hayes of the
area to the West of Bromley Common, being numbers
2 to 28;

Third

the transfer of the Keston Area to Bromley Common
from the Hayes Ward;

fourth

the.transfer to the Bromley Common Ward from
Farnborough Ward of the Holwood Park Avenue
area.

As to the first, he thought the area nad a much closer
affinity to Bromley Common than to Hayes.

It appeared

only to have been added for quo ta rea .sons to compensa t e
for the changes in the South.
As to the second, he conceded
that the properties were separated from Hayes by Norman
Park but there had been no representations for any change.
Only 1^5 electors were involved.
The status-quo should
be retained.
As to the third, the Council were opposed
to the Keston area being part of Bromley Common.
The
character of Keston was more unlike the Bromley Common
area than it was unlike Hayes.
He conceded however that
for shopping and other purposes Keston probably looked
both to Bromley and to Hayes.

There was a duality.

To

place Keston in Bromley Common depended for its validity
only on the quota position and was related to. the northern

triangle crossing the A21 north-east of Masons Hill.
As
to the fourth, the Council wished to retain Holwpod Park
Avenue in the Farnborough Ward.
There was a- real sense
of community with that Ward and that should have precedence.

22.

He added a final plea that because of its long history
the name Keston should be included in the scheme.
He then commented on the future of the South
Norwood Sewage Farm area.
The land had not been used
for sewage treatment for a decade.
It was owned by the
London Borough of Croydon and formed part of a larger area
to the south.
In October 1975 there was uncertainty as
to how soon development would proc eed.
The development
of the larger area involved the resolution of certain
planning questions relating to the provision of open
space and traffic issues affecting Elmers End Road.
The
Greater London Council were anxious for more open space to
be provided with fewer houses. Discussion was still
proceeding about the planning of the sit e.
The Borough
Council had now been told by the London Borough of Croydon
that that Council did not now expect the development to
be substantially under way or occupied by 1980.
The
Bromley Council had therefore concluded that it would not
be right to make allowance for the development in the
rewarding arrangements.
In reply to comments made Mr. Bunting said that
no alternative proposals for 60 members were suggested and
he doubted whether better proposals could be found than
those of the Borough Council.
52.

The London Borough of Bromley Labour Party
Local Government Committee.

Mr. Burnell said that the draft Commission scheme
created in the view of his Committee certain anomalies.
The Orpington Central Ward wa s totally mi sconceived.
It
covered only part of the High Street.
The High Street
had four Wards dividing it into segments. The High Street
should have been used as the basis of the Ward.
The
southern parts of the Petts Wood Ward (polling districts
(ODD) and (OCC))had no affinity with the rest of the Ward.
Crofton Road was a dividing line and they should form part
of a proper Orpington Town Ward.
It was wrong to include
Leaves Green in D arwin Ward.
A better solution would
be a Coney Hall and Keston Ward, of which Leaves Green could
form part.
The Darwin Ward covered too wide a geographical
area.
So far as the Bromley Common Ward was concerned the
area south of Croydon Road had its community -links with
Keston.
He agreed with the Borough Council that the area
north-east of Masons Hill (polling di strict RD) had more
affinity with Bromley Common than Hayes. The unmade road
between the Sundridge and Bickley Wards was an unsatisfactory
boundary.
He preferred Sundridge Park Avenue to the North.
He said that the boundary between Martins Hill and Town Ward
and Plaistow and Sundridge Ward should be altered.
The
triangle south of London.Lane (Gilbert Road and Fairfield Road)
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should be added to Martins Hill and Town Ward. 400-^50
electors were involved.
He conceded that the. quota
entitlement of.Plaistow Ward would be lowered however to
2.70 councillors.
53-

Councillor Mrs. J. Hatcher.

Mrs. Hatcher felt that the Holwood Park Avenue
area should remain in the Farnborough Ward.
The bridleway
was not a clear boundary to the south and the electors
had a close affinity with the Farnborough Ward.
Their
churches were in that Ward.
5^.

Chislehurst Conservative Association.

Mr. Pope said that his Association fully supported
the Borough's scheme and that of the Commission for his
area.
It left local ties and interests intact and the
railway line was a firm Southern boundary.
55 -

Mr. Ivor Stanbrpok, M.P.

He wished, he said, to support the objection to
the inclusion of the Holwood Park Avenue area in the Bromley
Common Ward.
The Farnborough Ward should come across the
A21 at this point.
The inclusion of Holwood Park Avenue
in the Bromley Common Ward probably looked tidy administratively
but it was not supported by any local political interest.
About 180 electors were involved and they had always formed
part of Farnborough.
They had no affinity with or community
ties with Bromley Common.
They shopped at Locks Bottom or
further along the A21.
Deviations were clearly acceptable
where justified by local ties and he instanced the exclusion
of St. Mary Cray Parish Church from polling district (CW).
Out of 82 houses involved some 65 had signed the Petition.
The character of local feeling could be judged from letters
such as that of Mr. Trellings and Mrs. Ingram.
56.

Mr. R.L. Ainsby.

.

v

Mr. Ainsby said he was fully in favour of the
Boundary Commission proposals for Keston.
Keston had
nothing in common with Hayes and should be linked to
Bromley Common.
It was separated from West Wickham
by open land.
57.

'

Assessment of the Weight of the Argument

In this Section of the Report I propose to deal
first with the position relating to the South Norwood
Sewage Farm development and then to consider the arguments

, 24.
relating to the major changes by the Commission to the
Borough proposals for a sixty member Council.
58.
I am satisfied by the evidence tendered by Mr.
Bunting that the South Norwood Sewage Farm development is
unlikely to be started and occupied by 1980.
No allowance
should therefore be made for the electors.likely to be
generated by that scheme in the rewarding arrangements. The
alternative arrangements for the 4 Wards concerned i.e.
Clockhouse, Copers Cope, Kelsey Park and Eden Park which
were proposed by the Council should therefore be adopted if
the sixty-member Council arrangement is preferred.
These
are shown on Document 14 attached.
59 The first three matters upon which Mr. Bunting
commented involved the changes made to the Keston and
Hayes Ward and Bromley Common Wards proposed by the Borough
Council.
The transfer to Hayes Ward of the area north-east
of Masons Hill and north of Homesdale Road is inter-related
with the transfer to Bromley Common of the Keston Area.
The numerical analysis shows that the Commission's proposals
for the three-member Bromley Common Ward throw up entitlements
of 3.51 in 1975 and 3-19 in 1980 for the Ward, and for Hayes
(3 members) 3.14 in 1975 and 3.OO in 1980.
The Borough's
proposals for Bromley Common show entitlements of 3-37 in
1975 and 3.05 in 1980 and for Keston and Hayes 3-2^ and 3-10The Commission's proposals could therefore be considered
marginally better in 1975 and the Borough's in 1980.
There
is therefore nothing to choose in terms of equality of
representation between the two proposals.
The matter becomes
a question of boundaries.
The Commission's proposal seems
to me to have the advantage that the Hayes Ward becomes more
compact in terms of its developed part than under the
Council ' s scheme, although the Homesfield Rpad area is not
logically directly related to Hayes proper.
On the other
hand Keston (insofar as it is related1, to any area) seems
to me more related to the area north of Croydon Road than to
Hayes.
The area is however a relatively independent
geographic unit not dissimilar in this respect from Coney
Hall.
In these circumstances I have concluded on balance
that the Commission's proposals should be adopted.
The
result is a more compact Hayes Ward and Keston is related
more to the area north of Croydon Road than to Hayes.
6O.
In the circumstances I can see no reason to alter
the Hayes-Bromley Common Boundary as defined by the Commission
tfi include the frontages of Bromley Common in the Ward
of that name.
That is an entirely sound proposal having
regard to the open area which separates these properties
from Hayes.

25.
6l.
There remains the question of the transfer of the
Holwood Park Avenue to Bromley Common from the Farnborough
Ward. . Only about 180 electors are involved.
On the
Commission's Scheme Fa rnbo rough with 2 members has entitlement
of 1.52 in 1975 and 2.1^ in 1980 and Bromley Common with
3 members entitlements of 3-51 in 1975 and 3-19 in 1980.
The transfer of thi s area to Farnborough would increase
that Ward's entitlements to 1.57 in 1975 and 2.20 in 1980 and
decrease the Bromley Common entitlements to 3»^8 in 1975
and 3-1^- in 19^0.
Looked at overall the arrangement seems
to result in a marginally better situation in 1975 and
one which is not significantly worse in 1980.
As there
is a strong body of local opinion which supports the
inclusion of the area in the Farnborough Ward and there is
no overriding public advantage to be secured to the contrary,
I consider that the Holwood Park Avenue area should be
transferred under the Commission's draft scheme to the
Farnborough .Ward.
The boundary should therefore be adjusted
to follow Hollydale Drive, Croydon Road to the rear
boundary of Holwood Park Avenue properties, then southwards
along the boundaries to the western boundary of O.S. 7100
referred to in the Commission's description of Ward
Boundaries.
62.
It was urged upon me that the name Keston should
be retained in any rewarding arrangement s adopted. The
area has sufficient identity in my view to justify that
course.
-Although the name 'Bromley Common and Keston'
is unwieldy, I can see no reason why the Ward should not
be so named having regard to the views expressed on the matter
63.
It follows from my conclusions about these matters
that I have not accepted the arguments put forward by the
Local Government Committee of the Bromley Labour Party
on this part of the argument.
Their content was of course
logically related to the seventy-member scheme put forward
and in the absence of acceptable alternatives to the
Commission's proposals being put forward I could give little
weight to the arguments made.

SECTION IV
Wri 1 1 en Repre sentait_i.on s
64.
Written Representations and submissions were made
by a number of persons and bodies who did not appear at
the local meeting.
They included - the. Ravens bourne
Conservative Association, Orpington Conservative Association,

26.

Keston Tuesday Club, London Borough of Bromley's Residents'
Federation, Chislehurst Residents'Association, Downe Village
Residents' Association, Pratts Bottom Residents' Association,
Lady Avebury J.P., Mr. John Hunt M.P., Councillor Ronald
W. Huzzard, Mr. Paul Johnson.
I have read and taken account
of all the points in the written submissions put. to me, and
I do not propose to comment on them in detail, save insofar
as new point s are raised not put fully at the local meeting.
65 -

Keston Tuesday Club.

Both the Tuesday Club and Mr. John Hunt M.P. suggest
that the Keston name be retained in the 'Keston and Bromley
Common Ward'.
66.

London Borough of Bromley Residents' Federation,

Mr. Mack wrote to the Commission on 4 October
1976 objecting to a 60-member Council and preferring a
scheme for 70 members.
That contention was repeated in his
written submission of 16 February 1977 and enlarged by his
setting out the reasons why the Federation feared that the
smaller Council would result in members bearing too heavy
a load of work.
By letter dated 26 February 1977 Mr. Heaney
reported that the Council of the Federation had resolved
that 'the Federation objects to the Coalescence of distinctly
urban and rural areas in the Boroughs' Wards.'
Mr. Bunting
enquired by letter whether the resolution implied that the
Federation were no longer objecting to a Council of 60 members
At the local meeting Mr. Bunting drew attention to the
Resolution and sugge sted that the Council of the Federation
might not have authorised Mr. Mack's letter of 16 February
1977

67.

objecting to the sixty-member scheme.

Chislehurst Residents' Association

The Association strongly opposed any transfer
of the Marlings Park polling district from the Chislehurst
Ward.
.
68.

Downe Resident^ ' Association

The Association supported the proposal for the
Darwin Ward to remain a single member Ward for the rural
areas.

69.

Pra11s Bo11om Residents ' Association

The Association opposed the proposals to include
Pratts Bottom in the Green St. Green Ward. They had not been
consulted about the proposals but were of the view that
local opinion was opposed to any such course.

27.
70.

Councillor R. Huzzard

Councillor Huzzard submitted a letter setting
out the arguments in favour of a sventy-member Council.
Most of the. points put are already recorded in the Section
of the Report dealing with that Issue.
In addition he
submitted a very helpful record of the scale of his
commitments between 15 November 1976 and 2? February 1977.
The record indicated that he had experienced a clash of
meetings on Council business. He had spent in all 17.8
hours at meetings over twelve working weeks i.e. almost
15 hours a week, excluding case work, correspondence,
reading and preparatory work.
71.

Mr. Paul Johnson

Mr. Johnson wrote to t.ell me that St. Paulinus
Church was likely to be declared redundant once the Royal
Assent is given to the measure. St. Mary's Church will
then become a joint parish Church for St. Mary Cray and
St. Pauls Cray.
There was therefore no need to maintain
the deviation in the draft Commission scheme to include the
parish church in St. Mary Cray Ward.
72.
It will be obvious from earlier sections of
my report what weight I have been able to attach to these
representations. I have accepted the desirability of
retaining the name 'Keston1 whatever Ward arrangements
are adopted.
If the sixty-nine member scheme is adopted,
regrettably effect can not be given to the wishes of the
Chislehurst, Downe and Pratts Bottom residents' associations
I have given full weight to the representations made by
Councillor Huzzard and Mr'. Paul Johnson and the results are
embodied in earlier sections of my report.
73I also recommend that on the Commission's proposals
the boundary of St. Pauls Cray and St. Mary Cray Wards
be straightened to run along the railway line in view of
Mr. Paul Johnson's letter, thus including St. Mary Cray
Church in St. Pauls Cray Ward.
No electors are involved.
7k.

Acknowledgments.

I should like to record my thanks for the
assistance which I received at the meetings from those
taking part and for the help given me by the Borough Council
Officers.
I should^ish particularly to mention the
Electoral Registration Officer Mr. Morgan who accompanied
me on my inspections' and met all my requests for information
most efficiently and helpfully sometimes at personal
inconvenience to himself.

Re co tnmenda t i on s.

'

75 I have had considerable difficulty in reaching
my conclusions since the arguments have been so evenly
balanced.
It seems proper to me that before setting out
my recommendations I should note therefore that any final
choice for rewarding the London Borough of Bromley on the
basis of the proposals under consideration must weigh
the advantages of implementing a sixty-nine member scheme
as recommended in this report against the fact that the
sixty-member Draft Scheme of the Commission achieves overall
better equality of representation.
On balance I believe
that the expressed interests of the electors in the area
would best be met by the proposals for the larger Council of
sixty-nine, despite the imperfections of the scheme
recommended.

I therefore recommend -

(i)

that the Draft Scheme of the Commission should not
be accepted;

(ii)

that the rewarding arrangements should be
implemented on the basis of the proposals set
out in Appendix IV of the Report and on Document 13;

(iii)

that, if notwithstanding ray recommendation in
paragraphs (i) and (ii), it should be decided
to adopt the Draft Scheme for 60 members, then
I consider that:-

(a)

the alternative arrangements for the Clockhouse
Copers Cope, Kelsey Park and Eden Park Wards,
proposed by the Borough and shown on
Document l^i should be adopted;
.

(b)

the proposed Hayes and Bromley Common Wards
should be as defined in the Commission's
draft scheme with the exception of the
Holwood Park Avenue area which should be
transferred to Farnborough Ward;

(c)

the boundary between St. Pauls Cray and
St. Mary Cray Wards be amended to include
St. Mary's Church in St. Pauls Cray Ward.

I have the honour jha be. Sir,

APPENDIX I (A)

BROMLEY LIBERAL ASSOCIATION'S SCHEME: ANALYSIS
(excluding South Norwood Sewage Farm Development)

NO.

1975

OF
WARD

CRYSTAL PALACE
PENCE. WEST
PENCE EAST & KENT HOUSE
BIRKBECK & CLOCK HOUSE
MANOR HOUSE
EDEN PARK
COPERS COPE
SHORTLANDS
PARK LANGLEY
WEST WICKHAM
PICKHURST
CONEY HALL & KESTON
BROMLEY COMMON
HAYES
BROMLEY TOWN
MARTIN'S HILL
PLAISTOW
SUNDRIDGE
BICKLEY
NOTTINGHAM & ELSTEAD
CHISLEHURST
ST. PAUL'S WOOD
ST. PAUL'S CRAY
.
ST. MARY CRAY
GODDINOTON & CHELSFIELD
FARNBOROUCH
CROFTON SOUTH
PETTS WOOD
POVHBEST
ORPINOTON CENTRAL
GHEEN STREET GEEEN

COUNCILLORS ELECTORATE

' 2
2
2
3
2
2
3
2
2
2
2
. 2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
3
2
2>
2
2
3
2
2
3
2

5954
5827
6806
8869
7250
6318
7434
53^7
5633
7439
6628
6835
7078 '
7367
6778
7194
6890
7009
6957
10937
?8l4
66l4
6820
6808
9993
47&0
6233
9l4l
6655

2
2

7117
6411

BIGOIN HILL

2

6126

EARWIN

1

2918

1980

ENTITLEMENT

1.83
1.79
2.09
2.72
2.23
1.94
2.28
1.64
1.73
2.28
2.04
2.10
2.17
2.26
2.08
2.21
2.12
2.15
2.14
3-36
2.40
2.03
2.09
2.09
3-07
1.4?
1.91
2.8l
2.04
2.19
1.97

ELECTORATE • ENTITLEMENT

5836
5690
64?7
846?
6379
6450
9570
6013
6100
7134
6454
6441
6376
.7073
;-. 6358
69^0
6915
.7038
6911
104?6
7339
6126
6301
6835
10350
7156
. 6119
9222
. 6191

1.78
1.74
1.98
2.59
1-95
1.97
2.92
1.84
1.86
2.18
1.97
1.97
1.95
2.16
1.94
2.12
2.11
2.15
2.11
3-20
2.24
1.87
1.93
2.09
3.16
2.19
1.87
2.82
1-89

7200
6386 '

2.20 .
1.95

1.88

7584

2.32

0.90

3223

0.98

APPENDIX 1 (B)

BROMLEY LIBERAL ASSOCIATION'S SCHEME; ANALYSIS
(including South Norwood Sewage Farm Development)

NO.

1975

OF
WARD

CRYSTAL PAIACE

PENGE WEST
PENGE EAST & KENT HOUSE

BIRKBECK & CLOCK HOUSE
MANOR HOUSE
EDEN PARK
COPERS COPE
SHORTUNDS
PARK UNGLEY
WEST WICKHAM
PICKHURST
CONE; HALL & KESTON
BROMLEY COMMON

HAYES
BROMLEY TOWN
MARTIN'S HILL
PIAISTOW
SWDRIDOE
BICKLEY
NOTTINGHAM & ELSTEkD
CHISLEHUHST
ST. PAUL'S WOOD
ST. BOIL'S CRAY
ST. MARY CRAY
QODDINQTON & CHELSFXEU)
FARNBOROUGS
CROFTON SOUTH
PETTS WOOD
FOV5RBST
ORPXNOrON CENTRAL
GREEN STREET GREEN
BIGGIN HILL
DARWIN

COUNCILLORS

ELECTORATE

2
2
2

595*
5827
6806
8869
7250

3
2
2

6318

3

7*3*
53*7
5633
7*39
6628
6835
7078
7367
6778
719*
6890
7009
6957
10937
78l*
661*
6820
6808
9993
*78o
6233
91*1
6655
7117
6*11
6126
2918

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
2
2

'2
2

3

2
2
3
2
2
2

2
1

.

ENTITLEMENT

1*83
1.79
2.09
2.72
2.23
1.9*
2.28
1.6*
1.73
2.28
2.0*
2.10
2.17
2.26
2.08
2.21
2.12
2.15
2.1*
3.36
2.*0
2.03
2.09
2.09
3.0?
l.*7
1.91
2.81
2.0*
2.19
1.97
1.88
0.90

1980

ELECTORATE

5836
5690
6*77
10715
6379
6*50
9^70
6013
'. 6100
713*
6*5*
6**i
6576
6358
.69*0
6915
7038
6922
10*76
7339
6126
6301
6835
10350
7156
6119
9222
6191
,7200
6386
758*
3223

ENTITLEMENT

1.77
1.72
1.96
3.2*
1.93
1.95
2.90
1.82
1.85
2.16
1.95
1.95
1.93
2.1*
1.92
2.10
2.09
2.13
2.09
3.17
2.22
1.85
1.91
2.07
3.13
2.17
1.85
79
87
18
93
2.29
0.98

APPENDIX 2 (A)

BROMLEY IABOUR PARTY: ANALYSIS
(labour Party Projection)
NO.
OF
WARD
ANERLEY
RECKENHAM CENTRAL
BICKLEY
•BIGGIN HIIL
BROMLEY COMMON
CHISLEHURST
-CLOCK HOUSE
COPERS COPE
CRAY VILLAGE
CROFTON
ELMERS 2ND
FARNBOROUCB
OODDINGTON
GREEN STREET OKEEN
HAYES
KESTON & CONEY HALL
IANGLEY PARK
IAURIE PARK & KENT ROUSE
MARTIN'S HILL & TOWN
MOTTINGKAM

ORPIN OTON TOWN
PENCE
PETTS WOOD
PUISTOW
POOREST
ST. PAUL'S CRAY
SUNDRIDGE
SOUTH BROMLEY
WEST WICKHAM

COUNCILLORS

2
3
2
3
2
3
2
2
2
2
2
2
3
2
3
2 2
2

3
3
3
2
3
2
2

3
2
2
3

1980

1975
ELECTORATE

6l*f7
93*7
7332
8013
7501
10269
7693
6506
7*72
6233
6610
*787
98^2
6938
9905
6289
719*
6136
10729
S4?7
952*
7*80
9255
6890
6551
10518
7009
6253
11085

ENTITLEMENT

1.86
2.83
2.22
2.^3
2.27
3.U

2.33
1.97
2,26
1.89
2.00
l.*5
2.98
2.10
3.00
1,90
2.18

•1.86
3.25
2.57
2.88
2.26
2.&0
2.09
1.98

3.18
2.12
1.89
3.36

ELECTORATE

ENTITLEMENT

7000
9500
7000
9500
7000
10000
7000
7000
7000
6000
6000
7000
10000
7000
9500
6000
7000
6000
10500
9500
9500
7000
9500
7000
6500
10000
7000
6000
10500

2.11
2.87
2.11
2.87
2.11
3.02
2.11
2.11
2.11
1.81
1.81
2.11
3-02
2.11
2.87
1.81
2.11
1.81
3-17

a. 87
2.87
2.11
,8?
,11
.96
,02
2.11

3.17

APPENDIX 2 (B)

UBOTO PJOm:

MUOJSIS

(Boroug^i Planning Officer's Projection)

NO.

1975

OF
WAED
ANERLEY
BECKENHAM CENTRAL
BICKLEY
BIGGIN HILL
BROMLEY COMMON
CHISLEHURST
CLOCK HOUSE
COPERS COPE
CRAY VILIAGE
CROFTON
EU4EBS
OT>
FARNBOROUGH
GODDINGTON
GREEN STREET GREEN
HAYES
KESTON & CONEY HALL
IANGLEY PARK
LAURIE PARK & KENT HOUSE
MARTIN'S HILL & TOWN

COUNCILLORS

ELECTORATE

1980

ENTITLEMENT

ELECTORATE
60l6
92^9
. 7289
-. 9710
6762
96kk
9568
8?64
7209
6119
$22**
7163
10220
6939 '
9320
6(*7
7759
5&35
10617

ENTITLEMENT

2
3
2
3
2
3
2
2
2
. 2
£
2
3
2
. 3
2
2
2
3

6lA?
93^7
7532
8013
7501
10269
7693
6506
7^72
6233
6610
^787
98^2
6938
9905
6289
719^
6136
10729

1*86
2.8?
2.22
2.4?
2.27
3.U
2.33
1.97
2.26
1.89
2»QQ
1.^5
2.98
2.10
3.00
1.90
. 2.l8
1.86
3.25

MOTTINGHAM
ORPINOEQN 'EOWK

3
3

8^77
952^

2.57
- 2.88

PENGE
PBTTS WOOD
PIAISTOW
PCVEREST

2
3
2
2

7^80
9255
6890
6551

2.26
2.80
2.09
1.98

7299
9336
6915
6087

2.18
2.79
2.06
1-82

ST. PAUL'S CRAY

3

10518

3.l8

. 9712

2.90

SUNDRIDGE
SOUTH BROMLEY
WEST WICKHAM

2
2
3

7009
6253
11085

2.12
1.89
3-36

7038
5?8l
10724

2.10
1.73
3-20

.

8166
9675

1.80
2.76
2.18
2.90
2.02
2.88
2.86
2.62
2.15
1.83
1.86
2.1^
3-05
2.0?
2.?8
1.80
2.32
1.7^
3.17

'

'

2.^
2.89

APPENDIX 2 (C)

BROMLEY IABOUH PARTY:
(Amended Beckenham Wards:

ANALYSIS

Borough Planning Officer's Projection

and excluding the Sewage Works Development)
NO.

1975

OF
WARD

COUNCIIiORS

ANERLY
-BECKENHAM CENTRAL
BICKLEI

BIGGIN HILL
BROMLEY COMMON
CHISLEHDRST
CLOCK HOUSE
COPERS COPE
CRAY VIUAOE
CROFTON
EU4ERS END
FARNBOROUGH
GODDINOTON
GREEN STREET OiEEN
HAYES
KESTON & CONEY HALL
IANGLEY PARK
MARTIN'S HILL & TOWN

NOTTINGHAM
NEW BECKENHAM & KENT HOUSE '
ORPINGTON TOWN
PENCE
'
PETTS WOOD
PIAISTOW
P073EBE5T
.
ST. PAUL'S CRAY
SIWDRIDGE
SOUTH BROMLEY
-WEST WICKHAM

2
3
• 2

ELECTORATE

.
ENTITLEMENT

1980

,

ELECTORATE
- 7106
9846
7289

ENTITLEMENT

7293
9928
7332

2.21
3.01
2.22

2.1^ 2.97
2.19

3

8013

2.^3

9710

2.92

2
.3
2
2
2
2
2
2
'• 3
2
3
2
2
3

7501
10269
7693
Vf29
7^72
6233
6610
V?87
9&^f2
6938
9905
6289
6^7
10729

2.27
3-H
2.33
1.3^
2.26
1.89
2.00
1.^5
2.98
2.10
3-00
1.90
1.95
3-25

6?62
96H
7316
6962
' 7209
6119
!
622*f
7163
10220
6939
• 9320
60^7
6996
10617

2.03'
2.90
2.20
2.09
2.17
1.8**
1.8?
2.15
3.08
2.09
2.80
1.82
2.10
3-19

3

84?7

2.57

8166

. 2.^6

. 2
3
2
3
2
2
3
2
2
3

68l6
952^
7^80
9255
6890
6551
10518
7009
6253
11085

2.06
2.88
2.26
2.80
2.09
1.98
3-l8
2.12
1.89
3-36

6?33
9675
7293
9336
6915
6087
9712
7038
5781
1072^

2.02
2.91
2.19
2.81
2.08
1.83
2.92
2.12
1.71*
3.23

APPENDIX 3 (A)

BROMLEY OFFICERS 70 - MEMBERS SCHEME
(including the Sewage Farm Development)

NO.
OF
WARD

ANERLEY
KENT HOUSE
PENCE
CLOCK HOUSE
EDEN PARK
MANOR HOUSE
COPERS COPE
SHORTIANDS
LANGLEY PARK
PIAISTOW
SUNDRIDGE
BICKLEY
NOTTINGHAM
CHISLEHURST
•ST. PAUL'S CRAY
BIGGIN HILL
FARNBOROUO*
CROFTON
PETTS WOOD
POV.tiiREST
ST. MARY CRAY
GODDINOTON
GREEN STREET O1EEN
ORPINGTON CENTRAL
MARTIN'S HILL
TOWN WARD
HAYES
BROMLEY COMMON
WEST WICKHAM
CONEY HALL & KESTON

COUNCILLORS

1975
ELECTORATE

5954
7407

9975
4120
7681
6610

7053
8261
5997
6890
7009
7336
7326
11425

13434
8013
4787
6233
9159

6655
10306
6700
6938
6912
7194
7704
9670
7501
7449
6281

1980

ENTITLEMENT

1.82
2.27

3.06
1.26
2.35
2.03
2.16

ELECTORATE

ENTITLEMENT

5836
7049
9666
6167

1.76
2.13
2.92
1.86

2.30
2.28
1.92

6224
9179
9330
6003
6915
7038
7289
7083
10732
12427
9710
7163
6119
9240
6191
10470
6927
6939
6988
694O
7172
9288
6762
7147
6039

3.22
0.89

9707
2720

2.53
1.84
2.11

2.15
2.25

2.25
3.50
4.12
2.46
1.47
1.91
2.81
2.04

3.16
2.05
2.13
2.12
2.20
2.36
2.96

2.22
88
77

2.82
2.09
2.12
2.20
2.14
3.24
3.76

93
16
85
79
87
17
09
10
2.11
2.10
2.17
2.81
2.04
2.16
1.82

'ALTERNATIVE SUGGESTION
ST. PAUL'S CRAY
CRAY VIIIAGE

10513
2921

2.93
0.82

APPENDIX 3 (B)

BROMLET'OFFICERS SCHEME; "69 MEMBERS ADAPTATION.
NO.

OF
WARD
-ANERLEY
KENT HOUSE

I960

COUNCILLORS

ELECTORATE

ENTITLEMENT

2
2

595^
7407

1.80
2.24

'

PENCE
- CLOCK HOUSE
EDEN PARK
MANOR HOUSE
COPERS COPE
SHOKTIANDS
LANGLEY PARK
PLAISTOW
SUNDRIDGE
BICKLEY
NOTTINGHAM
.
CHISLEHURST
*ST. PAUL'S CRAY
BIC5GIN HILL
FARNBOROUCH
CROFTON
PETTS WOOD
P07EREST
ST. MARY CRAY
GODDINQTON
.
(SEEN STREET (31EEN
ORPINOTON CENTRAL
MARTIN'S HILL
TOWN WARD
HAYES
BROMLEY COMMON
WEST WICKHAM
CONEY HALL & KESTON

1975

ELECTORATE

'

ENTITLEMENT

5856
704g

1.76
2.12

3

9975

3.01

9666

' 2.91

1
. 2
2
3
3
2
2
- 2
2
2
3
4
3
2
2
'
3
.
2
3
.
2
2
2
-.
2
2
- 3
2
.
. 2
2

4l20
7681
6610
7053
826!
5997
6890
7009
7336
7326
11425
13434
8013
4?87
6233
9159
6655
10306
6700
6938
6912
7194
7704
9670
7501
?449
6281

1.25
2.32
2.00
2.13
2.50
1.8l
2.01
2.12
2.22
2.21
3*^5
4.06
2.^2
1.45
1.88
2.77
2.01
3.12
2.03
2.10
2.09
2.18
2.33
2.93
2.27
2.25
1.90

- 3915
7344
6224
9179
9330
6003
6915
7038
7289
, 7083
10732
12^27
.9710
. 7163
6119
9240
6191
10470
6927
6939
-6988
. 694O
7172
. 9288
6762
714?
6039

1.18
2.21
1.87
2.76
2.81
1.80
2.08
2.11
2.19
2.13
3.23
3.7^
2.92
2.15
1.84
2.78
1.86
3-15
2.08
2.09
2.10
2.09
2.16
2.80
2.03
2.15
1.82

3
1

10513
2921

3.18
0.88

9707
2720

'

'

.

'ALTERNATIVE SUGGESTION

ST. PAUL'S CRAY
CRAY VILIAGE

2.92
0.82

APPENDIX 3 (C)

BROMLEY OFFICERS SCHEME ADJUSTED
69 MEMBERS

NO.
1980

1975

OF

WARD

COUNCILLORS ELECTORATE ENTITLEMENT

ELECTORATE

ANERLEY & SOUTH PENGE
KENT HOUSE
PEN GE
EDEN PARK
MANOR HOUSE
COPERS COPE
SHORTLANDS
LANGLEY PARK
PIAISTOW
MARTIN'S HILL
SUNDRIDGE
BICKLEY
NOTTINGHAM
CHISLEHDSST
ST. PAUL'S WOOD
ST. PAUL'S CRAY
ST. MARY CRAY
GODDINOTON & CHEISFIELD
ORPINOTON CENTRAL
POVEBEST
PSTTS WOOD
BROMLEY COMMON
BROMLEY TOWN
HAYES
WEST WICKHAM
CROFTON
FARNBOROUSI
KESTON & CONEY HALL
GR£EN STREET GREEN
BIGGIN HILL

10074
7407

9751
7049
9666
7344
.6224
9179
9330
6003
6915
694o
7038
7289

9975
7681

6610
7053
8261
5997
6890'
7194
7009

7336
7564
11187
6634
6800

3.05
2.24
3.02
2.32
2.00
2.13
2.50
1.81
2.08

2.18
2.12
2.22
2.29

3.39

7321
10494

2.01
2.06

. 6149
.6278
10470
6927
6988
6191

7519
7668
9706
7449

3.12
2.03
2.09
2.01
2.77
2.28
2.32
2.94
2.25

6223

1.88

6281
6938
8013

1.90

10306
6700
6912
6655
9148

2.10

2.42

9222
6780

7137
9324
7147
.6119
7163
6039
6939
9710

ENTITLEMENT

2.94
2.12
2.91
2.21
.87
.76
,81
1.80
2.08
2.09
2.11
2.19
2.21
,16
.85
.89
.15
,08
2.10
,86
.78
,04
2.15
2.81
2.15
1.84
2.15
1.82
2.09
2.92

APPENDIX IV

Listed below is the recommended Scheme for a Council
of sixty-nine members.
The scheme is based on the officers
draft proposals to which Amendments have been made to improve
the Scheme.
The Proposals follow the outline set out in
the Schedule prepared by the Officer's Pioposals produced
for me by the Labour Party
1.

Anerley and South Penge
No. of Members:

3-

Description of the Area:This Ward will comprise Polling Districts BA, BJ, BK,
BL, BP and part of BS (South of the Centre of Elmers
End Road).
The Boundaries are defined commeni'cingi.n the South West
where the Cat ford Bridge-Addiscombe Railway meets the
Borough Boundary, thence generally north westwards
and northeastwards along the Borough Boundary to
Westwood Hill, thence eastwards along the Borough
Boundary to where the Borough Boundary meets the
Sydenham-East Croydon railway and thence southwestwards
along the railway to the point where the railway
crosses Anerley Road, thence South eastwards along
Anerley Road and Elmers End Road to the point where
the Elmers End Road crosses the Catford Bridge-Addiscombe
railway, thence southwestwards along the railway to the
point of commencement.
The Estimated Electorates will be -

1975
BA
BJ
BK
BL
Part of BS

2.

1.146
2611
2197
1339
10,074

1980
1090
2441
2305
1270
9751

Kent House
No. of Members:

2

Description of the Area:This Ward will comprise Polling Districts BB, BC, BD',
BR, Part of BM (North of High Street) and Part of BN
(North of High Street).

2.

The Boundaries are defined comimen'Cingit the point where
the Sydenham-East Croydon railway crosses Penge High
Street, thence northeastwards along the said railway to
the point where the Borough Boundary crosses the railway,
thence generally eastwards to the point where the
Borough Boundary crosses the Cat ford Bridge-Addiscombe
railway, thence southwards along the said railway to
the point where the said railway crosses the Beckenham
Road and from thence northwestwards along Beckenham
Road and Penge High Street to the point of commencement.
The Estimated electorates will be:-

BB
BC
BD
BR
Part
High
Part
High

3.

of BM (North of
Street)
of BN (North of
Street)

1973

1980

2344
1252

1394
595

2230
1190
1325
566

1139

106?

Penge
No. of Members:-

3

Description of the Area:This Ward will comprise Polling Districts Part of
BM (South of High Street), Part of BN (South of High
Street), BQ, BO, Part of BS (North of Elmers End Road)
The Boundaries are defined commencing at the point
where the Sydenham-East Croydon railway crosses the
Anerley Road, thence north eastwards along the said
railway to the point where the said railway crosses
High Street Penge, thence southeastwards along High
Street and Beckenham Road to the point where the
Catford Bridge-Addiscombe railway crosses Beckenham
Road, thence sout hwestwards along the said railway t.o
the point where the Elmers End Road crosses the said
railway, thence northwestwards along Elmers End Road
and Anerley Road to the point of commencement.
The Estimated Electorates will be :-

Part of BM (South of
High Street)
Part of BN (South of
High Street)
BQ
BO
Part of BS (North of
Elmers End Road)

1975

1980

1851

1851

1054
2753
1660

1024
2686
1579

3.
Eden Park
No. of Members:-

2

Description of the Area:This Ward will comprise Polling Districts BT, BV and BW.
The Boundaries are defined commencing from the point
where Catford Bridge-Addiscombe railway is crossed by
Elmers End Road, from thence northeastwards along the
said railway to the point where the Beckenham Road
crosses the said railway, thence eastwards along Beckenham
Road, High Street Beckenham and Manor Road to the point
where Manor Road meets Wickham Road, thence southwards
along .Wickham Road to the junction of Stone Park
Avenue and Hayes Lane, thence southwestwards along
Stone Park Avenue and Crossways Road to the junction
of Eden Park Avenue and Crossways Road, thence
northwestwards along Eden Park Avenue.to the junction
with Croydon Road, thence southwestwards along Croydon
Road to the junction with Elmers End Road, thence
northwestwards along Elmers End Road to the point of
commencement,
The Estimated Electorates will be:-

.

'

BT
BV
BW

1975

1980

3530
2150
2001
7681

3106
2195
20^3

73^

Manor House
No. of Members:-

2

Description of the Area:This Ward will comprise Polling Districts BU and Bx.
The Boundaries are defined commencing at the point
whe re the Ca tford Bridge-Addi scombe railway crosse s the
Borough Boundary, thence northeastwards along the said
railway to the point where Elmers End Road crosses
the said railway, thence southeastwards along Elmers
End Road to the junction of Elmers End. Road and
Croydon Road, thence northeastwards alpng Croydon Road
to the junction with Eden Park Avenue, thence
southeastwards along Eden Park Avenue, to the junction
with Crossways Road, thence northeastwards along
Crossways Road and Stone Park Avenue to the junction
with Hayes Lane and South Eden Park Avenue, thence

southwestwards along Eden Park Avenue to the stream
known as the Beck, thence generally southwards along
the said stream to a point due east of NG reference
TQ 3748266586 being on the western boundary of the
Borough, thence due west to the said point on the
said Borough Boundary, thence generally northwestwards
along the said Borough Boundary to the point of
commencement.
The Estimated Electorates will
BY
BX

'19JJT"

1980

3720
2890
6610

3273
2951
6224

Copers
No. of Members:-

3

Description of the Area :This Ward will comprise Polling Districts BE, BF , BG ,
and Part of BI on the north side of the Now BeckenhamShort lands railway.
The boundaries are defined commencing at the point where
Beckenham Road crosses the Cat ford Bridge -Addis combe
railway., thence northeastwards and northwards to the
northern boundary of the Borough , thence ea stwards and
southeast wards along the said boundary to the point where
the said boundary crosses the Cat ford- Bromley South
railway , thence so uthea stwards along the said railway
to the point where the said railway meets the. New
Beckenham- Short lands railway , thence westwards along
the New Beckenham-Short lands railway to the point where
West gate Road crosses the said railway, thence southwards
along West bate Road to it s junction with Oakwood
Avenue and Bromley Road, thence westwards along
Bromley Road, Manor Road, High Street Beckenham and
Beckenham Road to the point of commencement .
The Estimated Electorates are :-

1973

1980

BE
BF
BG
Part of BI (North of

1109
3004
2843

1148
'iO?2
3862

the railway)

_ 97_

97

9179

57-

Shortlands
No. of Members:-

3

Description of the Area:This. Ward will comprise Polling Districts BH, Part of
BI (South of the Railway Line), BY, BZ, BBB, BCC and
BDD.
The boundaries are defined commencing at the junction
of Hayes Lane, Soth Eden Park Road, Stone Park Avenue
and Wickham Road, thence northwards along Wickham
Road to the junction of Wickham Road, Manor Road and
Bromley Road, thence eastwards along Bromley Road to
the junction with Westgate Road, thence northeastwards
along Westgate Road to the point where Westgate Road
crosses the New Beckenhara-Shortlands railway, thence
eastwards along the said railway to the point where
the said railway meets the Catford-Bromley South
railway, thence southeastwards along the Cat fordBromley South railway to the point where the said
railway crosses Aylesbury Road, thence southwards and
eastwards along Aylesbury Road to its junction with
Banbury Road, thence southwards along Banbury Road
to its junction with Westmoreland Road, thence
southwestwards along Westmoreland Road to its junction
with Hayes Lane, thence northwestwards and westwards
along Hayes Lane to the point of commencement.
The Estimated Electorates will be:BH
Part of BI (South of New
Beckenham-Shortlands
railway)
BY
BZ
BBB
BCC
BDD

8.

1980
1099

842

277
7^7
1398
1986
1399
1612
8261

.

391
763
1502
2l6l
l64l
. 1773
9330

Langley Park
No. of Members:-

2

Description of the Area:This Ward will comprise Polling Districts BAA, RP
and Part of RO (north of the Catford-Bridge Hayes
Railway).

6.
The boundaries are defined commencing at the point
where the Catford Bridge-Hayes railway crosses a stream
known as the Beck, thence northwards along the said
stream to South Eden Park Road, thence northeastwards
along South Eden Park Road to its junction with Stone
Park Avenue, Wickham Road and Hayes Lane, thence
eastwards and southeastwards along Hayes Lane and
Pickhurst Lane to a point on the northern boundary of
157 Pickhurst Lane, thence southwestwards along the
said boundary, thence southwestwards along the boundary
of the allotment gardens and sports ground to a point
where the rear boundaries of properties in Courtlands
Ave. and Pondfield Road meet, thence southeastwards
along the rear boundaries of the properties fronting
Pondfield Ave. and Hayes Hill Road to the junction
of Hayes Hill Road and Tiepigs Lane,.thence along
Tiepigs Lane to the point where the Catford Bridgeto Hayes railway crosses Tiepigs Lane, thence
northwestwards along the said railway to the point
of commencement.
The Estimated Electorates will be:-

1973
BAA
Rp
Part of RO (North of the
Catford Bridge-Hayes
railway)

9.

2118
24^1

1^38
5997

1980
' 2186

6003

Plaistow
No. of Members:

2

Description of .the Area : -

The Ward will comprise Polling Distric ts CA, CD and
Part of CC (less the part south of London Lane).
The Boundaries are defined commencing at a point
where the northern boundary of the Borough crosses
B xomley Hill, thence northeastwards and southeastwards
along the said northern boundary of the Borough,
to a point where the said boundary crosses New
Street Hill, thence southwards along New Street Hill
to the point where Oak Tree Gardens meets the said
road, thence southwestwards along the western
boundary of Sundridge Park Golf Course to a point
where the boundary meets the footpath from Minster
Road to Milk Street, thence westwards along the said
path to the Grove Park to Bromley North railway,

7.
thence southwards along the said railway to Plaistow
Lane, thence northwestwards along the said Lane to
its junction with College Road and London Lane, thence
westwards and northwestwards along London Lane and
Bromley Hill to the point of commencement.
The Estimated Electorates will be:-

CA
CB
Part of CC (less the Area
South of London Lane)

1975

1980

2930
17^3

2851
17^5

2317

2319

6890

6915

10. Martins Hill
No. of Members:Description

2

of the Area:-

This Ward will comprise Polling Districts RA and RB
and part of.CC being the area to the south of London
Lane.- The boundaries are defined commencing
at the point where the Catford-Bromley South railway
crosses Kingswood Road, .thence northwestwards along
the said railway to the northern boundary of the
Borough, thence eastwards and northeastwards along
the said Borough boundary to where the boundary
crosses Bromley Hill, thence southeastwards and
eastwards along Bromley Hill and London Lane to its
junction with College Road and Plaistow Lane thence
southeastwards along Plaistow Lane to the Grove Park
to Bromley North railway, thence southwestwards
along the said railway to Tweedy Road, thence
southeastwards along Tweedy Road to its junction with
Widmore Road, thence southwestwards along Widmore
Road and Church Road to its junction with Glasssmill
Lane, thence southwards and westwards along Glassmill
Lane and Queensmead Road to the junction of Queensmead
Road and Kingswood Road, thence southwestwards to the
point of commencement.
The Estimated Electorates will be:-

RA
KB
Part of CC (Area to the
South of London L a n e )

1973

1980

1958
^791

188'*
'1611

frfrg

4^5

69^0

8.
11. Sundridge
No. of Members:

2

Description of the Area:The Ward will comprise polling district s CD, CE, parts
of CG and Part of CH (north of Chislehurst Road)The Boundaries are defined commencing at a point on
the Bromley South-St Mary Cray railway where a footpath
known as Love Lane crosses the said railway, thence
northwards along the said footpath to Widmore Road,
thence northwestwards along Tweedy Road to the Grove
Park to Bromley north railway, thence northeastwards
along the said railway to a point where the said
railway is crossed by a footpath between Minster Road
and Milk Street, thence eastwards along the said footpath,
thence northeastwards along the boundary of the
Sundridge Park Golf Course to New Street Hill, thence
eastwards and northeastwards along the said road to
the northern boundary of the Borough; thence eastwards
to the boundary between the cemetery and Elmsteyd
Wood, thence southwestwards along the western boundary
of the said wood to the Grove Park to Chislehurst
Railway, thence southeastwards along the said railway
to the point where the said railway crosses the
Chislehurst Road, thence westwards and southwestwards
along the sail road to its junction with Bickley
Road, thence northwestwards along Bickley Road
to it s junction with Tylney Road, thence southwards
along Tylney Road to its junction with'Nightingale
Lane, thence westwards along Nightingale Lane to a
point to the east of the school fronting on the south
side of the said road, thence southwards from a point
opposite Pembroke Road along the eastern boundary of
the said school to the point where the said boundary
meets the western boundary of the Works, thence
southwards along the said boundary to the Bromley
South to St. Mary Cray Railway, thence westwards
along the said railway to the point of commencement.
The Estimated Electorates will be:-

CD
CE

Part of CG
Part of CH

1973

1980

30^7
2682

3O99
2665

98l
299

975
299

7009

7038

912. Bickley
No. of Members:

2

Description of the Area:This Ward will compri se Polling Districts Part of CF,
Part of CG (to the east and south of Tylney Road),
Part of CH (area to the south of Chislehurst Road)
and Part of OZ.
The Boundaries are defined commencing at the point
where the Sundridge Ward boundary meets the Bromley
South - St. Mary Cray Railway thence northeastwards
and eastwards generally along the said Sundridge Ward
boundary to the Grove Park - Orpington railway, thence
southeastwards along the said railway to NG ref.
TQ 4387768398 thence southwestwards in a straight
line to NG reference TQ 438276832! thence continuing
southwestwards along the fence to lltf • r-eference TQ
4368368097i thence southeastwards in a straight line
to the northwest corner of No. 11 Kerton Gardens,
thence southwards along the western boundary of the
said property to the eastern boundary of the St.
James R.C. Primary School, thence continuing generally
southwards along the said eastern boundary to the
Southborough Park Baptist Church to Soutborough Lane,
thence westwards along Southborough Lane to the footpath
running from Southborough Lane to Blenheim Road, thence
northwestwards along the said footpath to the southern
boundary of No. 46 Brooklyn Road thence northeastwards
along said boundary and the rear boundary of No. 48
Brooklyn Road to the northern boundary of the said
property thence southwestwards along said boundary to
the aforementioned footpath thence northwards along
said footpath to the southern boundary of No. 49
Blenheim Road then northwestwards along, the said
boundary to the northwestern boundary of said property
thence northeastwards along said boundary and in
prolongation thereof to a point opposite the footpath
running through Whitehall Pleasure Ground, thence
northwestwards along said footpath to Southlands Road
thence eastwards along said road to the unnamed road
southwest of the swimming baths, thence northwestwards
along said unnamed road to the access road east of
the Works, thence northeastwards along said access
road to the Avenue, thence northwestwards along said
avenue to the St. Mary Cray to Bromley South railway,
thence westwards along the said railway to the point
of commencement.
The Estimated Electorates will be:-

CF
Part of CG
Part of CH
Part of OZ

1975

1980

2793
3885
658
7336

2776
-*86l
652
7289

10.

13- Mottingham
No. of Members:

2

Description of the

Area:-

. ..

This Ward will comprise Polling Districts CI, CJ, CK,
CL, CM and Part of-CO east of Walden Avenue.
The Boundaries are defined commencing at the point
where the eastern boundary of the Sundridge Ward
meets the northern boundary of the Borough, thence
generally northwestwards, northeastwards and southeastwards
along said borough boundary to Earnshaw, thence
southwestwards along said road and continuing along
Oakdene Ave. to its junction with Walden Avenue,
thence northwestwards to Elmstead Lane, thence
southwestwards along the said Lane to a point opposite
the northern boundary of Elmstead Wood, thence westwards
to and along said northern boundary to the southern
boundary of No. 316 Beaconsfield Road, thence
southwestwards along said southern boundary to the
eastern boundary of the Castlecombe County Primary
School, thence southeastwards along said eastern
boundary to the footpath on the northern boundary
of Elmstead Wood, thence northwestwards along said
footpath to NG ref. TQ 4l8637l488, thence due north
from said grid reference to the point of commencement.
The Estimated Electorates will be :-

CI
CJ
CK
CL
CM
Part of CO

1973

. 1980

484
2272
875
2240
1455
238

423
1986
1445
1958
1271
238

7564

:

7321

14. Chislehurst
No. of Members:-

3

Description of the Area:This Ward will comprise Polling District s CN, Part of
CO, CP, Part of CQ, and 6R.
The Boundaries are defined commencing where the
eastern boundary of Sundridge Ward meets the northern
boundary of the Borough, thence eastwards and souteastwards
and northeastwards along the southern boundary of

11.
Nottingham Ward to the northern boundary of the
Borough, thence generally southeastwards, northeastwards
and southeastwards along said borough boundary to the
western boundary of Parcel number 5050 on OS 1:2500
Plan TQ 46-4770 Edition of I960, thence southwestwards
along said western boundary to the rear boundary
of No. 98 Lullingstone Crescent, thence southwestwards
along Nos. 98 to 168 Lullingstone Crescent and
continuing along the western boundary of No. 176
Lullingstone Crescent to the northern perimeter of
midfield County Primary School, thence generally
southwestwards along said northern perimeter to the
footpath leading to the road kno»m as St. Paul's
Wood Hill, thence southeastwards along said footpath
to St. Pauls Cray Road, thence southeastwards along
the said road and Orpington Road to the point where
the said road crosses the Grove Park to St. Mary
Cray railway, thence westwards and northwestwards to
the point where the Sundridge Ward boundary leaves
the said railway along the western boundary of Elmstead
Wood, thence northeastwards to the point of commencement
The Estimated Electorate will be:-

CN
Part of CO
CP
CR
Part of CQ

1975

1980

833
892 .
3245
3960
2257

782
824
3O48
3820
2120

11187

10494

15. St. Pauls Wood
No, of Members:

2

:

Description of the Area:This
Part
with
with

Ward will comprise Polling Districts CS, CT, CV
of CU (West of Chipperfield Road to junction
Petersham Drive, along Petersham Drive to junction
Sunneyfield Road), and Part of CW.

The Boundaries are defined commencing at the point
where Chislehurst Ward boundary meets the Grove Park
- St. Mary Cray Railway, thence northwards and
northwestwards along the eastern boundary of
Chislehurst Ward to the northern boundary of the
Borough, thence eastwards along the said Borough
Boundary to the point where Sidcup By-Pass meets
Sandy Lane, thence southwestwards along the said
Sandy Lane continuing along Main Road to NG reference
TQ 4737569120 where a footpath leads from Main Road
to Sevenoaks Way thence westwards to Sevenoaks Way,

12.

thence westwards along Broomwood Road to its junction
with Chipperfield, thence southwards along the said
road to its junction with Petersham Drive, thence
southwestwards along the said drive to a point where
an unmade track leads southwards to the termination of
Sunneyfield Road, thence northeastwards to and along
the northern boundary of No. 30 Sunneyfield Road
to the eastern boundary of said property thence
southwards along said boundary and continuing along
the western boundaries of Nos. 97 to 57 Ringshall Road
and continuing along the western boundary of the
property known as Sherwood, crossing Leesons Hill to
a point opposite the eastern boundary of No. 73
Clarendon Way, thence southwards to and along said
eastern boundary to Clarendon Way, thence westwards
along said Way to Wimborne Avenue, thence generally
southwards along said avenue to.Kevington Drive
thence westwards along said drive to a point opposite
the eastern boundary of No. 59 Kevington Drive, thence
southwards to and along said eastern boundary and in
prolongation thereof to the St. Mary Cray to Grove
Park railway, thence westwards along the said railway
to the point of commencement.
The Estimated Electorates will be:-

1975
CS
CT
CV
Part of CU
Part of CW

1980

933

876

2052
3311
315
23

1896
3059
295
23

-

16. St. Pauls Cray
No. of Members:

2

Description of the Area:-

.

This Ward will comprise Polling Districts Part of
CU, Part of CW, CX and Part of ORR.
The Boundaries are defined commencing at the point
where St. Pauls Wood boundary meets the ChislehurstSt. Mary Cray railway, thence generally northwards,
northeastwards, eastwards and northeastwards along
the said Ward boundary to the northern boundary of
the Borough, thence eastwards southeastwards and
southwards along the Borough boundary to the Swanley to
Chislehurst railway, thence westwards to the point of
commencement.

13The Estimated Electorates will be : 1975

1980

Part of CU

4175

385'*

Part of CW
CX
Part of ORR

2398
22?
-

221/i
210
-

.

6800

.

6278

17. St. Mary Cray
No. of Members:-

3

Description of the Area:This Ward will comprise Polling Districts Part of ORR,partrf
OQQ, Part of OPP, OKK, OJJ, and Part of OFF,
The Boundaries are defined commencing at the junction
of Avalon Road and Orpington By-Pass, thence northwards
along Orpington By-Pass and Cray Avenue to the Swanley
to Chislehurst railway, thence eastwards along the said
railway to the eastern boundary of the Borough, thence
southwards southwestwards and southwards along the
said Borough Boundary to NG reference 499OO 66800
where a footpath leading from Cockmanneys Lane to
Crocken crosses the said Boundary, thence southwestwards
along .the said footpath to its junction with
Cockmanneys Lane, thence southwestwards along a
footpath commencing at that point and leading to the
junction of Skeet Hill and Chelsfield Lane, thence
southwards along Chelsfield Lane to its junction with
Avalon Road, thence along the said road to the point
of commencement.
The Estimated Electorates

will be : -

1975

1980

Part of ORR

23^5

2527

OQQ (part of)
Part of OPP
OKK
OJJ

40
2166
2251
3299

38
. 1924
2340
3429

Part of OFF

205

10306

18. Goddington and Chelsfield
No. of Members:

2

-

212

10470

14.
Description of the Area:This Ward will comprise Polling Districts OGG, OHH,
Oil, OY, Part of ODD, Part of OPP, part of OQQ
The Boundaries are defined commencing at the point
where the eastern boundary of the Borough crosses
the Chislehurst to Sevenoaks railway, thence
northwestwards along the said railway to the point
where the said railway crosses Crofton Road, thence
eastwards along Crofton Road, Station Road and
Spur Road to the Orpington By-Pass, thence northwards
along the said bypass to its junction with Avalon Road,
thence eastwards along the said road being the boundary
of St. Mary Cray Ward and thence northwards and northeastwards along the said Ward boundary to the eastern
boundary of the Borough, thence generally southwards
along the said Borough boundary to the point of
commencement.
The Estimated Electorates will be:-

1973
OGG
OHH
Oil

OY
Part of ODD
Part of OPP

,

1980

2219
3030
451

2307
3149
469

407
547
46

4O3
553
46

6700

6927

19- Orpington Central
No. Of Members:

2

Description of the Area:This Ward will comprise Polling Districts Part of
OFF, OEE, OCC, Part of OQ, Part of OR, Part of ODD.
The Boundaries are defined commencing at the junction
of Crofton Road and Crofton Lane, thenc e northwards along
Crofton Lane to its Junetion.with Towncourt Lane,
thence northeastwards along Crofton Lane to its
junction with Chislehurst Road, thence southeastwards
along Chislehurst Road to its junction .with High Street
Orpington, thence northeastwards along High Street
to its junction with Orpington By-Pass thence
southwards along the by-pass to its junction with
Spur Road, thence westwards along Spur Road, Station
Road and Crofton Road to the point of commencement.
The Estimated Electorates will be:-

15

Part of OFF
OEE
.
OCC
Part of OQ

Part of OR

1973

i960

1^51
10^0
J&5
963

1821
1053
1^37
937
980
760
6988

993

Part of ODD

750
6912

20. Poverest
No. of Members:

2

Description of the Area : This Ward will comprise Polling Districts OLL , OOO,
ONN and OMM.
The Boundaries are defined commencing at the junction
of Orpington High Street and Chisel hurst Road, thence
northeastwards and northwards along Chislehurst Road
to the point where the said road crosses the Swanley
to Chiselhurst railway, thence eastwards along the
said railway to the point where the said railway .
crosses Cray Avenue, thence southwards along Cray
Avenue to its junction with High Street Orpington,
thence southwest wards along the High Street to the
point .of commencement..
The Estimated Electorates will be :-

OLL
000
ONN
OMM
. .

1975

1980

13^0
17^1
2782
792
6655

1138
1521
2513
1019
6191

21. Petta Wood
No. Of Members:-

2

Description of the Area:This Ward will comprise Polling Districts Part of OZ,
OBB, OAA, Part of OQ, Part of OP, Part of CF, and
Part of CG.

16.
The boundaries are defined commencing at a point in
Crofton Road where a footpath northeastwards to
Shepperton Road joins the said road, thence
northeastwards along the said footpath to a point
immediately to the west of St. Thomas Drive, thence
proceeding northwestwards to the eastern boundary of
Roundabout Wood NG reference 4410066300 thence
southwestwards and westwards along the boundary of
Roundabout and Sparrow Wood to the western boundary
of the said wood, thence northwards along the eastern
boundary of the properties fronting Faringdon Ave. and
Laburnum Way crossing Laburnum Way to the eastern
boundary of No. 15 Laburnum Way, thence northwards
along the said boundary to the western boundary of
Nos. 72 to 2 Prescott Ave, thence northwards along
the said western boundary to the northern boundary of
No. 2 Prescott Avenue, thence eastwards along the
said boundary to the eastern boundary of No. 8
Chesham Avenue, thence northeastwards along the said
boundary, crossing Chesham Avenue to the eastern
boundary of No. 9 Chesham Avenue, thence northeastwards
along said boundary to the eastern boundary of No. 104
Oxhawth Crescent, thence northeastwards along the
eastern boundaries of Nos. 104 to 126 Oxhawth Crescent
to the southern boundary of No. 452 Southborough Lane
thence eastwards along said boundary and the southern
boundary of No. 456 Southborough Lane to the Eastern
boundary of said property, thence northwards along
said eastern boundary to the eastern boundary of
Bickley Ward, thence generally northwestwards along
said boundary to the point where the said Ward
boundary meets the Chislehurst to St. Mary Cray
railway,, thence southeastwards along the said railway
to the point where Orpington Road crosses the said
railway, thence southwards along Chislehurst Road to
its Junction with Crofton Lane, thence southwestwards
and southwards along the said lane to its junction
with Crofton Road, thence westwards along the road to
the point of commencement.
The Estimated Electorates will be :-

1973

1980

Part of OZ

2997

3034

OBB
OAA

4569
738

4626
7^7

829

807

Part of

OQ

Part o f O
Part of CF
Part of CG

P

8
-

9148

-

9222

8

1722. Bromley Common
No. of Members:

2

Description of the Area:This Ward will comprise Polling Districts RJ and RM,
and Part of ON.
The Boundaries are defined commencing at the point
where Croydon Road crosses the Ravensbourne River
thence northwards along the said river to the. point
where Rookery Lane crosses the said river, thence
northeastwards along the said Lane to Bromley Common
Hastings Road, thence northwestwards along the said
road to the junction ,of Crown Lane, thence eastwards
along the said Lane to its junction with Southborough
Lane, thence northeastwards and eastwards along the
said Lane to the point where the Petts Wood boundary
crosses the said Lane, thence southwards along the
boundary of the said Ward to the western boundary
of Farnborough Ward to the point whe re the said
boundary joins Far (Thorough Common road, thence
southeastwards along the said road to its junction
with .Croydon Road, thence westwards along the said
road to the point of commencement.
:
The Estimate of the Electorates will be : -

1975

1980

RJ
RM
Part of ON

7519

. .:

.6780

33. Bromley Town
No. of Members:

2

Description of the Area:This Ward will comprise Polling Districts RC, Part of
RD (excluding small parts of Hayes Road, parts of
New Farm Avenue and Westmoreland Road), RL, RK, Part
of RE (to the west of the Ravensbourne River).
The Boundaries are defined commencing at the point
where .Rookery Lane crosses the Ravensbourne .River,
thence northwestwards along the said river to the
point -where Hayes Lane crosses the river, thence
southwestwards along the said Lane to its junction

J
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with Hayes Road, thence northwestwards along the
said road to its junction with Westmoreland Road at
the point where the Shortlands Ward boundary joins
the said road, thence northwestwards along the boundary
of the said Ward to the point where the southern
boundary of Martins Hill Ward meets the said boundary
thence eastwards along the southern boundary of
Martins Hill Ward to the point where the said boundary
meets the Western boundary of the Sundridge Ward,
thence southwards and eastwards along the western
and southern boundaries of the said Ward, to the
point where the southern boundary of Sundridge Ward
meets the western boundary of Bickley Ward, thence
eastwards and southeastwards along the boundary of the
said Bickley Ward to the point where the said Ward
boundary meets the northern boundary of the Bromley
Common Ward, thence westwards along the said ward
boundary to the point of commencement.
The Estimated Electorates will be:-

RC
Part of.RD
RL
RK
Part of RE

1975

1980

679
2772
909
3152
156

653
2665
820
2843
156

7668

.

7137

24. Hayes

No. of Members:

3

Description of the Area:This Ward will comprise Polling Districts Part of
RE, Part of RD (Parts of Hayes Road, New Farm Avenue
and Westmoreland Road), RF, RG, Part of RH (north
of Croydon Road).
The Boundaries are defined commencing at the point
where Cioydon Road crosses the Ravensbourne River,
thence westwards along the said road to a point at the
junction of Croydon Road and Prestons Road where a
footpath leaves the road northwestwards to Warren
Wood Road, thence northwestwards along the said
footpath to Warren Wood Road, thence southwestwards
along the said road to its junction with Holland Way
thence northwestwards along the said way to its
junction with Bourne Way, thence southwestwards to a
point opposite the southwestern rear boundary of the

19properties in Bickley Wood, thence northwestwards
along the said boundary to Tiepigs Lane, thence
northwestwards along the boundary of Langley Park
Ward to the point where the said boundary meets the
southern boundary of Shortlands Ward, thence
northeastwards along the boundary of the said Ward to
the point where the said boundary joins .the western
boundary of Bromley Town Ward, thence southeastwards
along the said boundary to the point of commencement.
The Estimated Electorates will be:-

1975

1980

Part of RE

1876

1797

Part of RD
RF
RG
Part of RH

72
2080
1824
3854

72
1999 .
1753
3703

9706

9324

25. West Wickham
No. of Members:

2

Description of the Area:
This Ward will comprise Polling Districts RN, Part of
RO (south of Eden Park to Hayes railway), and RQ.
The boundaries are defined commencing at a point on
the western boundary of the Borough where the boundary
of Manor House Ward meets the said Borough boundary,
thenc-e ea stwards and northwards along the boundary
of Manor House Ward to the point where the said
boundary crosses the Eden Park to Hayes railway,
thence southeastwards along the said railway to.the
point at Tiepigs Lane where the said railway crosses
the boundary of Hayes Ward, thence south-eastwards
along the boundary of the said Ward to Bourne Way,
thence southwestwards along Bourne Way, Waddington
Road and AUdington Road to the point where the western
boundary of the Borough crosses the said road, thence
northwestwards and northwards along the said boundary
to the point of commencement.
The Estimated Electorates will be:-

1975

1980

RN
Part of RO

1899
1726

1869
1696

RQ

3824

3582

7449

7147

.
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26. Crofton Ward
No. of Members:

2

Description of the Area:This Ward will comprise Polling Districts Part of OP,
Part of OR (south of Crofton Road) Part of OS, OU and
OT.
The Boundaries are defined commencing at a point on
Crofton Road north of the termination of a footpath
from Lovibonds Avenue to Crofton Road, thence eastwards
along Crofton Road to the Chislehurst to Knockh It
railway, thence southeastwards along the said railway
to the point where the said railway crosses Sevenoaks
Road, thence southwestwards along the said road to
its junction with Shire Lane, thence southwestwards
along Shire Lane to its junction with Farnborough Way,
thence northwestwards along Farnborough Way to a point
opposite the footpath running from Farnborough Way
to the road known as Sandy Bury, thence northeastwards
to and along said footpath to the southern boundary of
Tukkenden County Primary School, thence northwestwards
along said boundary and continuing along the southern
boundary of the playing fields to the western boundary
of the playing fields, thence northeastwards,
southeastwards arri northeastwards along said western
boundary to the southwestern boundary of Darrick
Common, thence northwestwards along the said southwestern
boundary to the western boundary of the said common,
thence northeastwards across said western boundary to
Crofton Avenue, thence northwestwards along the said
Avenue to its junction with Lovibonds Ave, thence
northwestwards along the footpath running to Crofton
Road at the rear of Oakwood Road to the point of
commencement.
The Estimated Electorates will be:-

1975

1980

6223

6119

Part of OP
Part of OR
Part of OS
OU
OT
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27- Farnborough
No. of Members:-

2

.

Description of the Area:This Ward will comprise Polling Districts Part of OP,
00, Part of ON, Part of OR, Part of OS and Part of
OM.
The Boundaries are defined commencing at the point
where Farnborough Common meet s Croydon Road, thence
northwestwards along Farnborough Common to the point
where the boundary of the Bromley Common Ward meets
. the said Farnborough Common road, thence northeastwards
along the boundary of the said ward to the point where
the southern boundary of Pett s Wood Ward meets the
said Ward boundary, thence southeastwards and southwards
along the southern boundary of Petts Wood Ward to
Crofton Road, thence generally southeastwards along
the boundary of Crofton Ward to Shire Lane, thence
Southwestwards along Shire Lane to a point at NG
reference 42900 63375 to the west of Hook Farm,
thence, northwestwards, northeastwards, and northwestwards
along field boundaries to NG reference 4265063775
thence northeastwards along field boundaries to the
northern boundary of parcel 7100 (on OS 1:500 plan
TQ 42/4364 Edition of I960) thence eastwards along
the said boundary to the footpath running through
Ninhams Wood thence northward along the footpath to
the bridleway running from Westerham Road to the road
known as Farnborough Common, thence generally eastwards
along.- the said bridleway to the said road thence
northwestwards along the said road to the point of
commencement.
The Estimates of the Electorates will be:-

Part of OP
00 ' .•,-. ..
Part ,;6f ON Part of OR
Part of OS
Part of OM
•«r

••-

1980

1189
666
1498
26
1408

1562
820.
2556
26
830
1369

4787

28. Keston and Coney Hall
No. of Members:

1975

2

. 7163

:

22.

Description of the Area :This Ward will comprise Polling Districts RR, RS, RI,
Part of RH (south of Croydon Road) Part of ON (west
of Farnborough Common Road), Part of OC (the area
to the north of R.A.F. Camp Biggin Hill), Part of OM.
The Boundaries are defined commencing at the point
where the western boundary of the Borough cro sses
Addington Road, thence northwestwards along the
southern boundary of the West Wickham Ward to the
point where the said boundary meets the southwestern
boundary of Hayes Ward, thence generally southeastwards
and eastwards along the boundary of the said Ward
and the southern boundary of the Bromley Common Ward
to the point where the boundary of the said Ward
joins the boundary of the Farnborough Ward, thence
southeastwards, westwards and southwards along the
western boundary of Farnborough Ward to Shire Lane,
thence southwestwards along Shire Lane to Downe Road,
thence southeastwards along Downe Road to a point at
NG reference 42475 62800 where a footpath runs southwards
to Downe, thence southwards along the said footpath
to NG reference 42575 62375, thence southwards along
a footpath to NG reference 4253762050, thence westwards
to NG reference 42375 62096 at a point on the western
boundary of Woodland, thence southwards to NG reference
TQ 4213O61340 (being a point in Milking Lane) thence
northwestwards in a st raight line to NG reference
TQ 4l6526l438 (being a point on the track leading to
Milking Lane), thence northwestwards along said track
to Milking Lane, thence northwestwards along said lane
to a point opposite the western boundary of the Biggin
Hill Civic airport, thence southwestwards and westwards
along said western boundary to Main Road, thence
southwards along said road to a point opposite the
northern boundary of Biggin Hill R.A.F. Station,
thence westwards along the said boundary and in '
prolongation thereof to the footpath and track
running from the west of Colinette farm to the road
known as Saltbox Hill at its junction with Oaklands
Lane, thence northwards to the footpath and track
running from Ashmore Lane to Payhams Farm, thence
northwestwards to the footpath running from Highams
Hill to Blackness Lane, thence northeastwards to the
continuation of the footpath to Layhams Farm at NG
reference 4000062600, thence northwestwards to Layhams
Farm_to the junction with Layhams Road, thence
northwards along the said road to its junction with
Nash Lane, thence northwestwards along Layhams Road
to the footpath at NG reference TQ 3917962609, thence
southwestwards to the western boundary of the Borough,
thence northwestwards to the point of commencement.

23.
*

.

••

The Estimates of the Electorates will 'be: -

RS
RR
RI
Part
Part
Part
Part

1975

1980

of RH
of ON

932
3232
1433
23
157

8?2
3026
1377
23
197

of OC

504

544

of OM

-

-

6281

6039

29. Green St. Green
No. of Members:

2

Description of the Area:This Ward will comprise Polling Districts 0V, OW, OX
OL, Part of OH, 01, OJ, and Part of OK.
The boundaries are defined commencing at the junction
of High Elms Road with Shire Lane, thence northeastwards
along Shire Lane and Sevenoaks Road to the point
where Chislehurst to Knockh It railway crosses the
said road thence southeastwards along the said
railway to the eastern boundary of the Borough, thence
generally southwards along the said boundary to a
point at the junction of New Years Lane and Washneys
Road at which a footpath commences through New Years
Wood to join the track and footpath leading from Mace
Farm to the Washneys, thence northeastwards along said
footpath to the northern boundary of New Years Wood,
thence northwestwards along a footpath running through
Kangles Wood to the track leading to Mace Farm, thence
crossing the track westwards along the/entrance track
to the farm and the unadopted footpath leading from
Mace Farm to Cudham Lane, thence southwards along
Cudham Lane to the junction at NG reference 4452560725
of a footpath running west and southwest to Downe Road,
thence westwards to the junction of the said footpath
with a path running northwestwards to Cudham Road
and. Hangmore Hill, thence northwestwards along the
said path to a point at NG reference 4382561000 where
a track and footpath runs northeastwards to join
at NG reference 4467562250 with a footpath running
from north Cudham Lane to High Elms Road, thence
northeastwards along the former said path to.the said
point NG reference 4467562250, thence northwestwards
to High Elms Road at High Elms Clockhouse at NG
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reference 44350&31OO, thence northwards along the
said road to the point of commencement.
The Estimates of the Electorates will be:1975
0V
OW

ox
.

OL
01
Part of OH
OJ
Part of OK

.

1980

1614
2139

1596
2115

1879

1858

779
182
NIL
3^5
-

817
191
NIL
362
-

6938

6939

3O. Biggin Hill
No. of Members:

3

Description of the Area:This Ward will comprise Polling Districts OA, OB, OD,
OE, Part of OC (south of Leaves Green) OF, OG, Part
of OH and Part of OK.
The Boundaries are defined commencing at the point
where the Keston and Coney Hall Ward boundary meets
the western boundary of the Borough, thence generally
southeastwards and northeastwards along the said
Ward boundary to the point in Shire Lane where the
Keston and Coney Hall boundary meets the Farnborough
Ward boundary to the junction of Shire Lane with
High Elms Road at the point where the said ward
boundary meets the boundary of Green St. Green Ward,
thence generally southeastwards, southwestwards and
eastwards to the point at New Years Lane where the
said ward boundary meets the eastern boundary of
the Borough, thence generally southwards, westwards
and northwestwards along the Borough boundary to
the point of commencement.
The Estimates of the Electorates will be:-

1973
OA
OB

1262
1987

OD
OE
Part of OC
OF
OG
Part of OH
Part of OK

2877
116
240
128
495
552
356
8013

1980
.

'

1562
2460

3562
144
377
134
519
579
373
9710

SCHEDULE 2

LONDON BOROUGH OP BROMLEY : NAMES OP PROPOSED WARDS AND NUMBERS OP COUNCILLORS
Name of Ward

No. of Councillors

ANERLEY

2

BICKLEY

3

BIGGIN HILL

2

BaCMLEY CQIG&QH &KB KESTQB

3

CHELSPIELD AltD GODDINGTQN

3

CHISLEHURST

3

CLOCK HOUSE

2

COPERS COPE

2

CROFTON

2

DARWIN

'1

EDEN PARK

2

FARNBOROUGH

2

HAYES

3

KELSEY PARK

2

LAWRIE PARK AND KEMT HOUSE

2

MARTINS HILL AND TOWN

2

NOTTINGHAM

2

ORPINGTON CENTRAL

2

PENCE

2

PETTS WOOD AND KNOLL

3

RAISTCW MTO SO^BRHSGE

3-

ST MARY CRAY

3

ST PAUL'S CRAY

3

SHORTLANDS

2

WESTtflCKHAMNORTH

2

WEST WICKHAM SOUTH

2

>

•

SCHEDULE 3

LONDON BOROUGH OF BROMLEY
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED WARD BOUNDARIES

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

.

.

Commencing at the point, where theBirkbeck to Crystal Palace railway meets
the western boundary.of the Borough, thence generally northwestwards and
northeastwards along said borough boundary to the western boundary of
No 77 Westwood Hillv thence generally southwards along said western
boundary to the southern boundary of said property, thence eastwards along
said southern boundary to its southeastern most corner thence eastwards in
a straight line to the southern boundary of No 73a Crystal Palace Park Road,
thence southeastwards.along said boundary and continuing southeastwards
along the rear of the properties Nos 71 to 53 Crystal Palace Park Road,
and continuing southeastwards to and along the rear boundaries of No 49
and V? in said road to the southeastern boundary of the last mentioned
property, thence northeastwards along said boundary to Crystal Palace
Park Road, thence southeastwards along said road to a point opposite the
southwestern boundary of No 4? in said road, thence southwestwards to and
along said boundary to the rear boundary of said property.thence southeastwards along said boundary and the rear boundaries of NosA1 to 33 Crystal
Palace Park Road, thence northeastwards along the eastern boundary of the
last mentioned property to Crystal Palace Park Road, thence southeastwards
along said road to a point opposite the northwestern boundary of The Lodge,
thence southwestwards, southeastwards and northeastwards along the northwestern, southwestern and southeastern boundaries of said property to
Crystal Palace Park Road, thence southeastwards along said road to a point
opposite the northwestern boundary of No 29A Crystal Palace Park Road,
thence southwestwards to and along said boundary, southeastwards along
the rear boundary of said property and northeastwards along the southeastern

2

boundary of said property to said road,thence southeastwards along said
road to a point opposite the northwestern boundary of No 25 Crystal Palace
Park Road thence southwestwards to and along said boundary and southeastwards along the rear boundary of said property to the southeastern
boundary of said property, thence northeastwards along said"boundary to
said road, thence southeastwards along said road to a point opposite the
northern boundary of No 17 Crystal Palace Park Road, thence westwards to
and along said boundary to the rear boundary of said property, thence southwards along the rear boundaries of Nos 17 to 1 Crystal Palace Park Road,
to the Penge Entrance road to the Crystal Palace Park, thence southeastwards along said road to Thicket Road, thence northeastwards along said road to
Crystal Palace Park Road, thence southeastwards along said road and High Street to
the Sydenham to East Croydon Railway,thence southwestwards along said railway to
Anerley Road, thence 'southeastwards along said road and Elmers End Road
to Marlow Road, thence southwestwards along said road to the western boundary
of the Borough, thence northwestwards along said boundary to the point of
commencement.

LAWRIE PARK AND KENT HOUSE HARD
Commencing at the point where the northern boundary of the Borough meets
the Catford Bridge to Beckenham Junction railway, thence southwards and
southeastwards along said railway to NG ref TQ 37181 69876, thence due south
to Rectory Road, thence southeastwards along said road to Beckenham Road,
thence northwestwards along said road to Kent House Road, thence northeastwards alongsai} roadtotbe Beckenham Junction to Penge East Railway, thence
northwestwards along said railway to the Sydenham to East Croydon railway
thence southwestwards along said railway to the northeastern boundary of
Anerley Ward, thence generally northwestwards along said ward boundary to

3
the northern boundary of the Borough, thence eastwards along said Borough
boundary to the point of commencement.

PENGE WARD

Commencing at the point where the

southern

boundary of Lawrie Park and

Kent House Ward meets the Ravenscroft Road, thence southwestwards along said
road to Elmers End Road, thence northwestwards along said road to the eastern
boundary of Anerley Ward, thence generally northwestwards and northeastwards
along said ward boundary to the southwestern boundary of Lawrie Park and
Kent House Ward, thence northeastwards, southeastwards and generally southwards
along said -ward boundary to the point of commencenent*

COPERS COPE WARD
Commencing at a point where the northern boundary of the Borough meets the
Crofton Park - Shortlands railway, thence southeastwarda along said railway
to Bromley Road, thence northwestwards along said road to and northwestwards
along Albemarle Road to High Street, thence northwards along said street to
the Shortlands - New Beckenham railway, thence westwards along said railway
to the eastern boundary of Lawrie Park and Kent House Ward, thence northwestwards and northwards along said ward boundary to the northern boundary of the
Borough, thence generally southeastwards along said borough boundary to the
point of commencement.

KELSEY PARK WARD

Commencing at a point on the southern boundary of Copers Cope Ward where
Albemarle Road meets Bromley Road, thence southwestwards along Bromley Road
to Scott's Lane, thence generally southwards along said lane to Hayes Lane,
thence westwards along said lane to and southwestwards along Stone Park Avenue
to Village.Way, thence northwestwards along said way to Beck Way, thence westwards along said way to the road known as Cherry Tree Walk, thence northeastwards along said road to Groveland Road, thence northwestwards along said
road to Croydon Road, thence northeastwards along said.road and continuing
northeastwards along the eastern boundary of Lawrie Park and Kent House Ward
to the southern boundary of Copers Cope Ward, thence generally southeastwards along said ward boundary to the point of commencement.

CLOCK HOUSE WARD
Commencing at the point where the western boundary of the Borough meets the
southeastern boundary of Anerley Ward thence, northeastwards along said Ward
boundary to the southwestern boundary of Penge Ward, thence southeastwards
along said southwestern boundary and northeastwards along the southeastern
boundary of said ward to the southern boundary of Lawrie Park and Kent House
Ward, thence southeastwards along said southern boundary to the western
boundary of Kelsey Park Ward, thence generally southwestwards along said
ward boundary and continuing generally southwestwards along Croydon Road to
Elmers End Road, thence norltoe'stwarda51101^ Sai(i road
to

Addiscombe

to the

Catford Bridge

railway, thence southwestwards along said railway to the

western boundary of the Borough, thence northwestwards along said Borough
boundary to the point of commencement.

EDfitf PARK WARD
Commencing at the point where the western boundary of the Borough meets
the aomthoartern boundary of Clock Horn** Ward, thence generally northeaetwanU
along said ward boundary to the southern boundary of Kelsey Park
Ward thence southeastwards and northeastwards along said southern boundary
to South Eden Park Road, thence southwestwards along said road to the stream
known as The Beck, thence generally southwards along said stream to the southern
boundary of Parcel:No 5^6} on OS 1:2500 plan TQ 3766 Edition of 1955f thence
westwards along said boundary to the western boundary of the Borough, thence
generally northwestwards along said borough boundary to the point of commencement*

SHORTLANDS WARD

Commencing at the point where the eastern boundary of Eden Park Ward meets
the southern boundary of Kelsey Park Ward, thence eastwards along said
southern boundary and generally northeastwards along the eastern boundary of
said ward

to the southern boundary of Copers Cope Ward, thence

southeastwards along said southern boundary to the Crofton Park to Bromley
South railway, thence southeastwards along said railway to the access road
running at the rear of the Bromley South shopping precinct, thence
northwards and eastwards along said access road to the High Street, thence
southwards along said street and Masons Hill to Westmorland Road, thence
southwestwards along said road and continuing along Barnfield Wood Road to
the road known as Wickham Way, thence northwestwards along said road to
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Hawksbrook Lane, thence generally westwards along said lane to the stream
known as. The Beck, being the eastern boundary of Eden Park Ward, thence
northwards and northeastwards along said ward boundary to the point of
commencement.

'.

MARTINS HILL AND TOWN WARD
Commencing at the point where the eastern boundary of Copers Cope Ward meets
the northern boundary of the Borough, thence northeastwards along said
Borough boundary to London Road, thence southeastwards along said road and
London Lane

to Warner Road thence southwestwards along said road to

Heathfield Road, thence southeastwards along,said road to SJaxon Road, thence
northeastwards along said road to Morgan Road, thence southeastwards along
said road to College Road, thence northeastwards along said road to Plaistow
Lane, thence southeastwards along said lane to the Grove Park to Bromley
North railway, thence southwestwards along said railway to Tweedy Road thence
southeastwards along said road to Widmore Road, thence southwestwards along
said road to the footpath known as Love Lane running from Widmore Road to the
footbridge over the Shortlands to Bickley railway, thence southwards to and
along said footpath to the Shortlands to Bickley Railway, thence westwards
along said railway to the northeastern boundary of Shortlahds Ward, thence
northwestwards along said ward boundary and continuing along the eastern
boundary of Copers Cope Ward to the point of commencement.

PLAISTOW AND SUNDRIDGE WARD
Commencing at the point where the northern boundary of Martins Hill and Town
V/ard meets the northern boundary of the Borough, thence generally north-

eastwards along said Borough bounflary to the road known as New Street Hill,
thence southwards along said road to the,Grove Park to Chislehurst railway,
thence southeastwards alon^ said railway to NG1 ref TQ 42320705^3, thence
due southwe-stwardg to the fence southwest of No 39 Elmstead Lane, thence south/
'
•
eastwards along said fence to said land, thence generally southwards along
said lane and the road known as Logs Hill to Park Farm Road, thence southwestwards along said road to Sundridge Avenue, thence southwestwards along
said avenue to Plaistow Lane, thence generally southwards along said lane
to Widmore Road, thence westwards along said road to the eastern boundary
of Martins Hill and Town Ward, thence generally northwards along said
boundary and generally northwestwards along the northern boundarv of said
ward to the point of commencement.

NOTTINGHAM WARD
Commencing at the point' where the northern boundar"- of the Borough meets
William Barefoot Drive, thence southwestwards along said drive and continuing
along.Elmstead Lane to the footpath leading to Beaconsfield Road, thence
westwards along said path to said- road, thence generall'-' northwestwards along
said road to a point opposite the southern boundary of No 31^.Beaconsfield Road,
thence southwestwards to and along said boundary to the eastern boundary of
the Gastlecombe County Primary School, thence southeastward-^ along said
eastern boundary to the footpath on the northern boundary of Elmstead Wood, •
thence northwestwards along said footpath to NG ref TQ 4136371498, thence due
north from said grid reference to the northern boundary of the Borough, thence
generally northwestwards, northeastwards and southeastwards alon^ said •
boundary to the point of commencement.

8
GHISLEHURST WARD

-

.

•

Commencing at the point where the eastern boundary of Plaistow and
Sundridge Ward meets the northern boundary of the Borough, thence eastwards along said borough boundary to the southern boundary of Nottingham
Ward, thence southeastwards and northeastwards along said ward.boundary
to the northern boundary of the Borough, thence generally southeastwards,
northeastwards and southeastwards along said borough boundary to the
western boundary of Parcel number 5050 on OS 1:2500 Plan TQ 4.6-4770 Edition
of I960, thence southwestwards. along said western boundary to the rear
boundary of No 98 Lullingstone Crescent, thence southwestwards along
Nos 98 to 168 Lullingstone Crescent and continuing along the western
boundary of No 1?6 Lullingstone Crescent to the northern perimeter of
Midfield County Primary School, thence generally southwestwards along said
northern perimeter to the footpath leading to the road known as St Paul!s Wood
Hill, thence southeastwards along said footpath to the southeastern boundary
of Scadbury Park, thence southwestwards along said southeastern boundary
to a point opposite the eastern boundary of St R3Julfs Wood County Primary
School, thence -generally southeastward^ along said eastern
boundary to the road known as St Paul's Wood Hill, thence southwestwards
along said road to NG ref TQ ^5*^569253 a point opposite the footpath to
the north of the property No 179 St Paul's Wood Hill, thence southeastwards
to and generally

southeastwards along said path to Leesons Way, thence

southwestwards along said Way to a point opposite the northern boundary of
the property known as Knockeen, thence eastwards to and along said northern
boundary and southwards along the eastern boundary of said property to the
northern boundary of the property known as Two Trees, thence southeastwards
along said boundary, the northern boundary of the property known as Kennery
and the properties Nos 19 to 29 Highfield Road to the western .boundary of
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of the property known as Hay Shaw, thence northeastwards and southeastwards along the western and northeastern boundary of said property and
continuing along the northeastern boundary of the property known as
Meadow View to the"northern boundary of the property known as Fanling,
thence eastwards and southwestwards along said northern and eastern boundary
to the northeastern boundary of No 37 Highfield Road, thence southeastwards
along said northeastern boundary to the rear of the properties north of
Southfield Road, thence eastwards along said boundary to the northern
boundary of No 21 Sunnyfield Road, thence northeastwards along said northern
boundary to Sunnyfield Road, thence northwards along said road to a point
opposite the northern boundary of No 30 Sunnyfield Road thence northeastward . to and along said northern boundary to the eastern boundary of said
property thence southwards along said boundary and continuing along the
western boundaries of Nos 97 to 57 Ringshall Road and continuing along the
western boundary of the property known as Sherwood crossing Leesons Hill
to a point opposite the eastern boundary of No 73 Clarendon Way, thence
southwards to and along said eastern boundary to Clarendon Way, thence
westwards along said Way to Witnborne Avenue, thence generally southwards
along said avenue to Kevington Drive thence eastwards along said drive
to a point opposite the eastern boundary of No 57 Kevington Drive, thence
southwards to and along said eastern boundary and in prolongation thereof
to the St Mary Cray to Grove Park railway, thence generally northwestwards
along said railway and continuing along the eastern boundary of Plaistow
and Sundridge Ward to the point of commencement.

BICKLEY WARD
Commencing at the point where the eastern boundary of Martins Hill and Town
Ward meets the southern boundary of Plaistow and Sundridge Ward, thence
eastwards and generally northeastwards along said southern boundary and

•
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southeastern boundary of last mentioned ward to the southwestern boundary
of Chislehurst Ward, thence southeastwards along said southwestern boundary
to the Grove Park to Petts Wood railway, thence southeastwards along said
railway to NG ref TQ *t-387768398 thence southwestwards in a straight line to
NG reference TQ ^382768321, thence continuing southwestwards along the fence
to NG reference TQ ^368368097, thence southeastwards in a straight line to
the northwestern corner of No 11 Merton Gardens, thence southwards along the
western boundary of said property to the eastern boundary.of the St James
EC Primary School, thence continuing generally southwards along said eastern
boundary and the eastern boundary of the Southborough Park Baptist Church
to Southborough Lane, thence

generally westwards along said lane to the

footpath running from Southborough Lane to Blenheim Road, thence northwestwards along said footpath to the southern boundary of No k6 Brooklyn Road
thence northeastwards along said .boundary and the rear boundary of No ^8
Brooklyn Road to the northern boundary of said property thence southwestwards along said boundary to the aforementioned footpath.thence northwards
along said footpath to the southern boundary of No ^9 Blenheim Road then
northwestwards along said boundary to the northwestern boundary of said
property thence northeastwards along said boundary and in prolongation thereof
to a point opposite the footpath running through Whitehall Pleasure Ground,
thence northwestwards along said footpath to Southlands Road, thence eastwards along said road to the unnamed road southwest of the swimming baths,
thence northwestwards along said unnamed road to
The Avenue, thence

northwestwards along said avenue to the St Mary Cray to Bromley South railway,
thence westwards along said railway to the eastern boundary of Martins Hill
and Town Ward, thence northwards along said warJboundary to the point of
commencement.
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PETTS WOOD AND KNOLL WARD

Commencing at the point where the eastern boundary of Bickley Ward meets
the southern boundary of Chislehurst Ward, thence southeastwards along
said southern boundary to Chislehurst Road, thence generally southwards
and southeastwards along said road to High Street, thence southwestwards
along said street and continuing along Sevenoaks Road to the Knockholt to
Chislehurst railway, thence northwestwards along said railway to Crofton
Lane, thence westwards and southwestwards along said lane to the footpath
running from Crofton Lane to Faringdon Avenue, thence northwestwards along
said footpath to the western boundary of Sparrow Wood thence generally
northeastwards along said western boundary to the western boundary of
No V? Hollingworth Road, thence northwards along said western boundary,
crossing Laburnum Way to the eastern boundary of No 15 Laburnum Way, thence
northwards along said boundary to the western boundary of Nos 72 to
2 Prescott Avenue, thence northeastwards along said western boundary to the
northern boundary of No 2 Prescott Avenue, thence eastwards along said
boundary to the eastern boundary of No 8 Chesham Avenue, thence northeastwards along said boundary, crossing Chesham Avenue to the eastern boundary
of No 7 Chesham Avenue, thence northeastwards along said boundary to the
eastern boundary of No.10^ Oxhawth Crescent, thence northeastwards along
the eastern boundaries of Nos 104 to 126 Oxhawth Crescent to the southern
boundary of No 452 Southborough Lane, thence eastwards along said boundary
and the southern boundary of No k$6 Southborough Lane to the eastern boundary
of said property, thence northwards along said eastern boundary to the eastern
boundary of Bickley Ward, thence generally northwestwards along said boundary
to the point of commencement.
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ST PAUL'S CRAY WARD
Commencing at a point where the eastern boundary of Chislehurst Ward meets the
northern boundary of the Borough, thence southeastwards and southwards along
the northern and eastern boundary of the borough to the Swanley - Chislehurst
railway line, thence westwards along said railway to the eastern boundary of
Chislehurst Ward, thence generally northwards, northwestwards and northeastwards
along said eastern boundary to the point of commencement.

ST MARY CRAY WARD

•

Commencing at the point where the eastern boundary of Petts Wood and Knoll
Ward meets the southern boundary of Chislehurst Ward, thence generally eastj
..
wards along said southern .boundary and the southern boundary of St Paul's
Cray Ward to the eastern boundary of the Borough, thence generally southwestwards
along said borough boundary to Skeet Hill Lane, thence northwestwards along
said lane to Chelsfield Lane, thence northwestwards along • said lane and
Chelsfield Road to Northfield Avenue, thence southwestwards along said Avenue
and continuing along. Gilroy Way and in prolongation thereof to .Cray Avenue,
thence southwards along said avenue to the High Street, thence.southwestwards
along said street to the eastern boundary of Petts Wood and Knoll Ward, thence
generally northwestwards and northwards along said ward boundary to the point
of commencement.

,

,

.

ORPINGTON CENTRAL WARD

Commencing at the point where the eastern boundary of Petts Wood and Knoll
Ward meets the southern boundary of St Mary Cray Ward, thence northeastwards

and southeajstwards along said southern boundary and continuing southwards
along Chelsfield Lane to Avalon Road, thence westwards and northwestwards
along said road to Court Road, thence southwards along said road to Spur Road,
thence northwestwards along said road to the eastern boundary of Petts Wood
and Knoll Ward, thence northeastwards along said boundary to the point of .
commencement.

.• "\ '
I

CROFTON WARD

.

'

Commencing at the point where the southern boundary of Petts Wood and Knoll
Ward meets Sevenoaks Road thence southwestwards along said road to Shire Lane,
thence southwestwards along said lane to Farnborough Way (A21), thence northwestwards along said road to a point opposite the footpath running from
Farnborough Way to the road known as Sandy Bury, thence northeastwards to
and along said footpath to the southern boundary of the Tubbenden County
Primary School, thence northwestwards, along said boundary and continuing
along the southern boundary of the Playing Fields to the western boundary of
said playing fields, thence northeastwards, southeastwards and northeastwards
along said western .boundary to the western entrance of Newstead Girls
School, thence*northwestwards along the footpath leading from said school

to Crofton Avenue, thence northwestwards and northeastwards along said avenue
to Crofton Road, thence eastwards along said road to Crofton Lane, thence
generally northwards along said lane to the southern boundary- of Petts Wood
and Knoll Ward, thence northeastwards and southeastwards along said southern
boundary to the point of commencement.

CHELSFIELD AND GODDINGTON WARD

. • .

Commencing at the. point where the eastern boundary of Petts Wood and Knoll

Ward meets the southern boundary of Orpington central Ward, thence generally .

southeastwards along said southern boundary to the eastern boundary of
said ward thence northwards along said eastern boundary to the southern
boundary of St Mary Cray Ward, thence southeastwards along said southern
boundary to the eastern boundary of the Borough, thence generally southwestwards along said borough boundary to the Chislehurst to Sevenoaks
railway, thence northwestwards along said railway to a point opposite the
northwestern boundary of the properties known as 'Tendons' and'Syldene1 in
Church Road, thence southwestwards to and along said northwestern boundary
to the northeastern boundary of the property known as 'Conifers1, thence
northwestwards along said northeastern boundary to the rear boundary of •
said property thence southwestwards along said rear boundary and the rear
boundary of the property known as 'Ryeacre' to the southwestern boundary of
said property, thence southeastwards along said southwestern boundary to the
northwestern boundaries of the properties known as Valnord1, 'Florida',
tlrossways1 and 'Long Meadow1, thence southwestwards along said northwestern
boundaries to the southwestern boundary of the property known as 'Long Meadow',
thence southeastward along said southwestern boundary to the northeastern
boundaries of the properties known as 'Beech View1 and'Moorings' thence south•
westwards along said northwestern boundaries to Worlds End Lane, thence southeastwards along said lane to a point opposite the southern boundary of the
property known as 'Rutherglen' thence westwards to and along'said southern
boundary and northwestwards along the western boundary of said property to the
eastern boundary of the property known as 'East Lea', thence .southwestwards
along said eastern boundary to the southern boundary of said,property, thence westwards along said southern boundary and continuing along the southern boundaries
of the properties known as 'Burnage1,'Merlewood1, and'The Shack* to the eastern
boundary of the property known as Pop^ringhe, thence southwestwards along

said eastern boundary to the rear boundary of said property, thence generally
westwards along the rear of the properties on the south side of Worlds End
Lane to the southwestern corner of the property known as "Trelaw1, thence in
prolongation thereof to the footpath, running from Worlds End Lane to
Sevenoaks Road, thence southwards along said footpath to a point opposite
the northern boundary of the orchard north of the property known as *Green
Acres1, thence generally westwards to and along said northern boundary and
the northern boundaries of the properties known as 'Warwick House1 and 'Yew
Tree Cottage1 to the northern boundaries of the properties known as 'Upland,
tQuinneys1, 'Briers Hatch1 .and'Woodlands End'thence generally westwards along
said boundaries to the,western boundaries of the properties' on the western
side of the road known as The Hillside, thence generally southwards along said
boundaries to the western boundary of Parcel Number 4179 as'shown on OS 1:2500
Flan

TQ 1*6-^762 Edition of 196^» thence southwestwards along said western

boundary and in prolongation thereof to Sevenoaks Road, trience northwestwards
along said road to Cudham Lane, thence southwestwards along said lane to the .
road known as Old Hill, thence generally northwestwards along said road to
Shire Lane, thence northeastwards along said lane continuing along the
eastern boundary of Crofton Ward and Petts Wood and Knoll Ward to the point
of commencement.

DARWIN WARD
Commencing at the point where the southern boundary of Chelsfield and
Goddington Ward meets.the eastern boundary of the Borough, thence generally
south-westwards along said Borough boundary and southwestuards along the
southern boundary of the Borough, to Westerham Road, thence northwestwards
along said road to a point opposite the footpath and track running from
Westerham Road to Jail Lane at NG reference TQ V511357960 thence northeast-
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wards to and generally northwards along said footpath and track to Jail
Lane, thence westwards along said lane to a point opposite the footpath
running from Jail Lane

at NG reference TQ 4221859^53

thence generally northwards along said footpath (on the eastern boundary
of Biggin Hill Airport) to NG reference TQ 4213061340 (being a point in ,
Milking Lane) thence northwestwards in a straight line to NG reference
TQ 4165H61438 (being a point on the track leading to Milking Lane), thence
northwestwards along said track to Milking Lane, thence northwestwards
along said lane to a point opposite the western boundary of the Biggin
Hill Civil Airport,., thence southwest wards and westwards along said western
boundary to Main Road, thence southwards along said road to a point opposite
the northern boundary of the Biggin Hill RAF Station,.thence westwards to
and along said northern boundary and in prolongation thereof to the footpath
and track running from the west of Colinette Farm to the road known as
Saltbox Hill at its junction with Oaklands Lane, thence southwards and
generally southwestwards along said footpath and track to said road, thence
westwards along said road to the road known as Jewels Hill thence northwestwards along said road, westwards along Sheepbarn Lane and northwestwards
along Addington Lodge Lane to the western boundary of the borough, thence
northwards along said borough boundary to the. footpath leading to Layhams
Road at NG reference TQ 3917962609 thence generally northeastwards along said
path to said road, thence southeastwards along said road to Nash Lane, thence
eastwards along said lane to a point opposite the southern boundary of the
wood known as Broomfieldbank Shaw, thence generally eastwards to and along
said boundary and northeastwards along the eastern boundary of said wood to
the southern boundary of

James's Wood, thence eastwards along said southern

boundary and continuing along the southern boundary of Parcel number 746? as
shown as OS 1:2500 Plan TQ 40-4163 Edition of 1966 to the eastern boundary
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of said parcel, thence northwards along said eastern boundary to the footpath
leading to Jackass Lane, at NG Ref TQ ^077263^9 thence southeastwards along
said footpath to Jackass Lane, thence eastwards along said lane and continuing
along Church Road to a point opposite the western boundary of the property known
as "Glebe Lodge1, thence southwards to and along said boundary and continuing
along the western boundary of <Gle.be-: House1 and in prolongation thereof to
the southern boundary of Glebe Farm, thence eastwards along said southern
boundary to Leaves Green Road, thence northeastwards along said road to the
unnamed road and track leading to the property known as 'Holwood1, thence northeastwards along said road and track to the footpath running from Westerham
Road to the unnamed road leading to Shire Lane, thence southeastwards along
said footpath and unnamed road to Shire Lane, west of Holwood Farm thence
northeastwards along said lane to the southern boundary of Chelsfield and
Goddington Ward, thence generally southeastwards along said southern boundary
to the point of commencement.

BIGGIN HILL WARD

Commencing at the point where the western boundary of the Borough meets the
western boundary of Darwin Ward, thence generally eastwards and southeastwards
along said ward boundary to the southern boundary of the Borough/ thence
northwestwards and south-westwards along said southern boundary to the western
boundary of the Borough, -thence northwestwards along said borough boundary to
the point of commencement.

FARNBOROUGH WARD

Commencing at the point where the southern boundary of Petts Wood and Knoll Ward
meets the western boundary of Crofton Ward, thence generally southeastwards
along said western boundary to the western boundary of Chelsfield and
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Goddington Ward, thence southwestwards along said western boundary to the
northern boundary of Darwin Ward, thence generally southwestwards and northwestwards along said northern boundary to the northwestern corner of parcel
number 3^00, as shown-on OS 1:2500 Plan TQ te-4363, Edition of 1966, thence
northeastwards along the northwestern boundary of said parcel to the southwestern boundary of parcel number' 3623, thence northwestwards and'northeastwards along the southwestern and northwestern boundaries' of said parcel, andcontinuing along the northwestern boundary of parcels numbers 5218 and 68^0
to the southwestern boundary of parcel number 576^ thence northwestwards
along said boundary to the southeastern boundary of parcel number 5273, thence
northeastwards along said boundary and northwestwards along the- northeastern
boundary of said parcel to the western boundary of parcel number 7100, thence
generally northeastwards along said boundary to the northern' boundary of said
parcel (on OS 1:2500 plan TQ ^2/4364 Edition of 1960), thence eastwards along
said boundary to the footpath running through Ninhams Wood, thence northwards
along said footpath

to the bridleway running from Westerham Road to the

road known as Farnborough Common, thence northwestwards along said Bridleway
to a point opposite the eastern boundary of No 8 Beech Dell, thence northeastwards to and along.said boundary crossing Beech Dell to and continuing
northeastwards along the eastern boundaries of No 7 Beech Dell and No 1 Pine
Glade to the road known as Pine Glade, thence eastwards along said road to a
point opposite the' eastern boundary of the property known as Gap House,thence
northeastwards to and along said boundary, the eastern boundary of No 1
Croydon Road and in prolongation thereof to Croydon Road, thence westwards
along said road to Hollydale Drive, thence northwards along said drive to its
junction with Hastings Road and the road known as Farnborough Common, thence
northeastwards from said junction to'the westernmost corner of parcel number
7239 as shown on OS 1:2500 Plan TQ 42/^65 Edition of 1960., thence northeastwards along the western boundary of said parcel and continuing along the
western boundary of parcel number 7^0

to the rear of the properties Nos 7 to

29 Park Avenue, thence generally northeastwards along said rear boundaries
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to the footpath running from Copthorne Avenue to Park Avenue, thence
northeastwards in a straight line to and along the northwestern boundary
of parcel number 3015 as shown on OS 1:2500 Plan TQ ^2-^366 Edition of 1960,
to the western boundary of Crofton Heath, thence northeastwards along said
western boundary to the southern boundary of Petts Wood and. Knoll'Ward,
thence generally southeastwards, along said southern boundary to the point
of commencement.

BROMLEY COMMON WARD

•

:

•

Commencing at the point where the southern boundary of Bickley Ward meets
the western boundary of Petts Wood and Knoll Ward, thence generally southwestwards along said western boundary to the western boundary of Farnborough
Ward, thence generally southwestwards along said western boundary to the
northern boundary of Darwin Ward, thence generally northwestwards along
said northern boundary to the footpath leading to the hamlet of Nash, thence
northeastwards, southwestwards and northwestwards along said footpath to
NG Ref TQ 4070263789 being a point opposite the southwestern boundary of
parcel number 8lOO,as shown on OS 1:2500 plan TQ 40A163 Edition of 1966,
thence northeastwards to and generally northwards along the southwestern
and western boundaries of said parcel to the footpath running from Nash Lane
to Jackass Lane, thence northeastwards along said footpath to Jackass Lane,
thence northwards along said lane to Gates Green Road, thence northwestwards
along said road to the footpath running from Gates Green Road to the
northern end of Hartfield Crescent (east of number 139 Gates-Green Road),
thence northeastwards and northwestwards along said footpath to said crescent,
thence northwards along said crescent to Croydon Road, thence generally
eastwards along said road to the stream known as Ravens Bourne, thence
generally northwards and northwestwards along said stream to the drain
which forms the northwestern boundary of parcel number 1679 as shown on OS
1:2500 plan number TQ 40/4167, Edition of 1970, thence generally northeastwards along said boundary to the rear boundaries of numbers 28 to 2 Bromley

Common, thence northwestwards along said boundaries to Hayes Lane, thence
northeastwards along said lane to the road known as Masons Hill, thence
northwestwards along said road to Homesdale Road, thence northeastwards
along said road to the southern boundary of Bickley Ward, 'thence eastwards
and generally southeastwards along said boundary to the point of commencement.

HAYES WARD

.

Commencing at the point where the southern boundary of Bickley Ward meets
the western boundary of Bromley Common Ward, thence southwestwards and •
generally southwards and westwards along said western boundary and continuing
northwestwards along Croydon Road to Prestons Road, thence northeastwards
along said road to Warren Road, thence generally southwestwards along said
road and Warren Wood Close to the road known as Holland Way, thence northwestwards along said road to the road known as Bourne Way, thence southwestwards along said road to the footpath running from Bourne Way to Tiepigs
Lane, thence northwestwards .along said footpath to Tiepigs Lane, thence
northwards along said lane to the West Wickham to Hayes railway, thence
westwards along said railway to NG Ref TQ 3913566139 being a point on the .
footpath leading to the road known as Hayes Hill, thence northeastwards
along said footpath tp a point opposite the southern boundary of the un-named,
un-numbered property west of number 81 Hayes Hill, thence westwards to and
along said boundary to the rear boundary of said property, thence northeastwards along said boundary and in prolongation thereof to. a point opposite
the road known as Hayes Hill, thence eastwards to and along said road to a
point opposite the eastern boundary of the Sports Grounds, thence generally
northeastwards to and along said boundary and continuing along the eastern
boundary of the.allotment gardens to the northwestern boundary of number
157 Pickhurst Lane, 'thence northeastwards along said boundary to Pickhurst
Lane, thence northwards along said lane to the southeastern boundary of
Shortlands Ward, thence northeastwards and northwards along said boundary
to the southern boundary of Martins Hill and Town Ward, thence eastwards
along said boundary and the southern boundary of Bickley Ward to the point
of commencement.

. "
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.WEST WICKHAM SOUTH iYARD
Commencing at the point where the southwestern boundary of hiromley Common Ward
meets the northern boundary of Dar\|in Ward, thence generally

southwestwards

• along said northern boundary to the western boundary of the Borough, thence
northwestwards along said borough boundary to the High Street, thence generally
southeastwards along said street and Glebe Way to Addington. Road, thence
northeastwards along"said road, to the road known as Bourne Way, thence north•
•
•
eastwards along said road to the western boundary of Hayes Ward
thence generally southeastwards along said western boundary .and the southwestern

boundary of Bromley Condon Hard to the point of commencement.

WEST WICKHAM NORTH WARD
Commencing at the point where, the eastern boundary of Eden Park: Ward meets
the southern boundary of Shortlands Ward, thence eastwards and northeastwards
along said southern boundary to the western boundary of Hayes Ward
thence generally southwards and southeastwards along said western boundary
to the northern boundary of West Wickham South Ward, thence southwestwards
and northwestwards along said northern boundary to the western boundary of
the Borough, thence northwards along said borough boundary .to the eastern
boundary of Eden Park Ward, thence generally northwards along said eastern
boundary to the point of commencement.

