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Bexley London Borough
Personal Details:
Name:

Iin Peirse

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Private individual/home owner

Comment text:
The proposed split of the Erith and Slade green ward along the train line leaves my property
outside of Slade Green. I would suggest using North End road as the boundary would make
more sense.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7883
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Bexley London Borough
Personal Details:
Name:

Claire Pharo

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Barnehurst golf course should be included in the Barnehurst ward. Also Mayplace road east and
martins grove park

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7791
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Bexley London Borough
Personal Details:
Name:

Scott Pragnell

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I like that all of the Bexley side of Thamesmead has become one ward, if only there was a way
to bring the Greenwich and Bexley sides together to make a united Thamesmead. Belvedere
should be one ward instead of divided into 2. Whilst the division of the ward into 2 is not as
big a problem as it being in 2 boroughs, it will create a "them and us" issue in Belvedere. The
councillors have worked over the years to unite the 2 parts, it would be a shame to see that
work go to waste.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7886

31/03/2016

Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
Friday, April 1, 2016 12:44 PM
Owen, David
FW: Proposal for Belvedere Ward

Heather Fuller
Review Assistant
LGBCE
0330 500 1252

From: Dorothy Schooling
Sent: 01 April 2016 12:32
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Proposal for Belvedere Ward

Hi there
As an interested party in the new proposals for ward boundary changes in Belvedere, I wanted to express
my disappointment in the proposal to have 2 plus 1, rather than three councillors for one ward.
I served as a school governor in Belvedere for 16 plus years and have been involved in the Belvedere Forum
and local children's activities for many years, most of our facilities are used by both Upper and Lower
Belvedere and, indeed there are more facilities in Upper Belvedere that are used by the community as a
whole.
I cannot help but feel that it is divisive to separate our community into two wards, when we work so hard to
be inclusive. Three councillors for one ward is a fairer and far more workable for the community and
displays recognition for Belvedere as a whole.
Dorothy Schooling
Sent from Samsung Mobile on O2
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Bexley London Borough
Personal Details:
Name:

Richard Shone

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I support the rationalisation of the Bexley Borough Wards and reduction in the number of
Councillors.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7786
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Bexley London Borough
Personal Details:
Name:

Brian Silk

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
The single member wards run the risk of a ward not being effectively represented if the
Councillor is not able to carry out the role, such as through illness. Two or three member wards
provide cover. I suggest merging Crook Log and Brampton wards, and Belvedere with Belvedere
Village. The latter joins central Belvedere with its hinterland, creating coherence.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7867

31/03/2016

Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
Tuesday, March 29, 2016 7:58 AM
Owen, David
FW: Boundary review Bexley

From: Brad Smith
Sent: 28 March 2016 13:15
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Boundary review Bexley

The Review Officer (Bexley)
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
Having read the Boundary Commission recommendations for Bexleyheath I would like to make some
comments on some aspects of these proposals.
I have lived in Bexley all of my life, and in the current Christchurch Ward for the past 28 years, so know this
area and the community well. The proposed new Christchurch Ward loses the area to the East of Lion Rd
and Church Rd to two new proposed Wards of Crook Log and Brampton. These are divided along the road
called A207/ Crook Log which is the extension of the Broadway.
This divide between Crook Log and Brampton Wards is not logical because the well known Crook Log
Leisure Centre, and the Crook Log Estate are both to the North of the proposed A207/ Crook Log road
divide in the proposed Brampton Ward and not Crook Log Ward. The Crook Log Estate contains the Crook
Log Dental Practice at 42 Crook Log, Bexleyheath DA6 8BS. This inconsistency continues along this section
of road towards the town centre. On the North side of this divide, at the junction with Avenue Road is a
large block of flats called Shirley Heights. The postal address for this is 14 Crook Log, Bexleyheath, DA6
8BN, but this would also not be in the proposed Crook Log Ward. The Crook Log Guest House is in the
proposed Brampton Ward to the North of this proposed divide, at 6 Crook Log, Bexleyheath DA6 8BW.
The area known as Crook Log extends across both sides of this proposed dividing ward boundary road so it
would be inappropriate to split this community down the middle.
The Crook Log Carvery Pub on the South side of A207/Crook Log at DA6 8EQ, with Crook Log Primary School
next to it. The Crook Log Surgery is on the South side at 19 Crook Log, Bexleyheath DA6 8DZ at the junction
with Clarence Road. The Crook Log Pharmacy is on the South side at 329 Broadway, Bexleyheath DA6 8DT
near the junction with Upton Rd.
This all highlights that this community with the residential properties extending behind them should be kept
within one ward by removing the artificial division between the proposed Brampton and Crook Log wards,
leaving one combined ward.
On another point, it would seem more sensible to have all of Church Road in to north of the junction with
Belvedere Road in the same Ward. As this area is more closely linked with the nearby station which is in
the proposed new Brampton Ward it would be more appropriate for it to remain with these other roads
around the station in the Brampton Ward. Also, the polling station used for this area is at Upland Primary
1

School, accessed from this part of Church Road but in the proposed Brampton Ward. It would be confusing
for some residents living almost opposite the school to go to this polling station while some would have to
go to an alternative polling station in the proposed new Christchurch Ward.
I hope you will take these points into consideration.
Regards,
Brad Smith
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Bexley London Borough
Personal Details:
Name:

Aaron Spain

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I believe the boundary between Belvedere Village and Lower Belvedere should be moved from
Lessness Park and north to Upper Abbey Road. This will incorporate Morale Close, Heron Hill in
its entirety and the roads contained within to Picardy Road in the east. This will allow the heart
of Belvedere Village to be centred on Nuxley Road and allow Lower Belvedere to focus on the
transport/industrial heart of Belvedere. This will come into stark focus for the proposed
bridge/tunnel to Rainham. The ward and elected councillor for Lower Belvedere will need to be
focused on representing business to attract investment and future residents for when the
crossing is complete.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7781

12/02/2016

Local Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

Page 1 of 1

Bexley London Borough
Personal Details:
Name:

Linda Staines

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
This consultation doesn't work. You haven't explained the impact on the areas and haven't
made this very public. I only found out through a friend not a leaflet or letter through the post.
The boundaries work well as they are and do not need to be changed.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7876

31/03/2016

Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
Tuesday, April 5, 2016 11:28 AM
Owen, David
FW: proposed ward Boundaries in London Borough of Bexley ~Cray Meadows

From: David Stevens
Sent: 02 April 2016 12:15
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: proposed ward Boundaries in London Borough of Bexley ~Cray Meadows
Dear sir/madam,
I would like to comment on the proposals for the ward currently known as Cray Meadows.
I believe there is some merit in the present ward boundaries.
While it is true that the Albany Park area, Foots Cray and North Cray areas are distinct communities, what they hold
in common is a diversity of socio-economic groups that may reflect the UK as a whole but is not typical of Sidcup and
Bexley.
As an individual I retain a close affinity with North Cray and to an extent Foots Cray.
In the present Cray Meadows ward, those electors who for reasons of background or conviction may feel
disenfranchised by the existing ward which normally returns conservative councillors but the present ward still offers
the possibility of returning Labour members which has happened in the not too distant past.
To my mind this is a healthy situation which encourages engagement with the political process and the possibility of
change while keeping the ruling group on their toes.
I believe boundaries should aim to ensure that different shades of opinion are given voice and the current lack of
engagement in England is reaching an alarming stage.
Having said this, I accept that some change to the present boundaries is probably inevitable.
I understand that a single member ward for Foots Cray to include the Bedensfield estate in North Cray has been
suggested which is an improvement on the current proposal.
This reflects the fact that most people in the in the southern part of North Cray associate themselves with Sidcup and
not with Bexley.
North Cray has however always considered itself a distinct community, albeit a community which lacks cohesion. and
this is something a number of people, myself included would like to address.
Since this suggestion has not so far commended itself to the commission could I suggest a single member ward to
consist of North Cray and Foots Cray but without the Sidcup Hill area which identifies with Sidcup.
Failing this would be the continuation of the Cray Meadows ward as at present with two members or possibly one
member without Sidcup Hill. This would have benefits to the part of Albany Park currently within Cray Meadows ward.
David Stevens
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Bexley London Borough
Personal Details:
Name:

Alec Tapper

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
ERITH I have major concerns regarding the review of draft recommendations as they relate to
the Erith Ward of the London Borough of Bexley. The Local Government Boundary Commission
states that they have sought to balance the criteria they must follow when drawing up
recommendations. The second criteria states "That the pattern of wards should, as far as
possible, reflect the interests and entities of local communities." It is proposed that a very long
established, historical community be fragmented and hived off into other administrative areas.
The original old streets of Erith with housing dating back to the 1800s (many in the Lesney
Park Conservation Area,) together with Christ Church, Erith, will no longer be in Erith. Erith is
mentioned in old charters and documents dating back before Saxon times. This proposal cuts
the existing Erith Ward completely in half. This would result in dismantling a vital, longstanding, cohesive community hub for many local organisations, for example: 1. Erith Town
Forum owes its ongoing longevity and success by incorporating representatives from the whole
of the existing Erith area. To remove it from its full Erith identity would diminish the
inclusiveness of the Town's identity. 2. The Friends Of Erith Riverside Gardens ("FORGE"), now
in its sixth year has been financially sustained throughout by residents, especially from the Erith
area south of the proposed dividing line. 3. The Erith and Belvedere Local History Society hold
their meetings in the Local Erith Veterans Club in Park Crescent - one of the roads that will no
longer be in Erith. 4. Christ Church Erith in Victoria Road, will be be cut off from the "Erith
Churches Together" organisation which was set up many years ago to facilitate more harmony
between all local churches of whatever denomination, including organised events, etc. The
proposed changes will also leave the new Erith area with the more problematic difficultiesbereft of balance, harmony and well-being. New intense flat-building has led to the absorption
of mixed nationalities of new residents additional to many existing residents with health, mental
and physical problems together with a preponderance of challenges with unemployment, social
adaptation, minimal disposable income in densely built homes often with inadequate family
amenities. This is totally out of balance and harmony with the present Erith community who all
integrate and feel part of Erith. The whole Erith proposal needs to be revisited and reconfigured with the harmony and the well-being of the people uppermost in priority. The
present proposals have considerable grand iconoclastic elements that have little to do with
strengthening the Erith community socially or economically. It has been put to me that
comments made rarely see the light of day and and do not reach the decision makers. I
request a response please from the decision makers.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7935
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Bexley London Borough
Personal Details:
Name:

A Taylor

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Feature Annotations

3:

2:
1:

Contains Ordnance Survey data © Crown copyright and database rights 2013.

Map Features:

Annotation 1:
Annotation 2:
Annotation 3:
Comment text:
The new proposals divide up the community of Belvedere - separating the parts on top of and beneath the hill. This is wrong. Belvedere is one place and should
have representation on the council as such. The divide actually splits an area from higher up the hill (1) from the rest of upper Belvedere, showing the arbitrary
nature of this split. Similarly Abbey Wood and Belvedere are different communities and the idea that areas near Abbey Wood (2) can be democratically
represented alongside the area near the river (3) is quite absurd. MIn the proposals much of the area of Erith is artificially transferred to a larger
Northumberland Heath ward, which oes not represent the nature of the community of Erith at all. These changes do not reflect established local communities and
in fact instead divide them

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7896
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Bexley London Borough
Personal Details:
Name:

Nicola Taylor

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I have lived in Belvedere for over 20 years and in all that time we have worked hard to
establish a Belvedere community both up and down the hill. Whilst I live in "Upper" Belvedere I
shop in "Lower" Belvedere and have connections throughout the whole community I do not see
why it should be divided like this. After all we only have 1 Belvedere train station, we share a
post code. The community of Belvedere has been established for many years and I see no gain
in dividing it like this. Having seperate councillors would mean that the issues of Belvedere
could be dilluted. It would also reduce my ability to seek a representation as there would only
be one councillor with the workload as there are currently 3. In addition, having only one
councillor means that your views may not get represented if you are not in the majority, at
least with 3 councillors there could be a chance of more than party being represented.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7891
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Bexley London Borough
Personal Details:
Name:

Warren Valentine

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
First of all it seems like a nonsensical plan to carve up some of the existing wards to separate
them from their current entities. For example, a small portion of the existing St. Mary's Ward is
proposed to be sent off into Blendon & Penhill which makes little sense. Where such small units
are in play, they should not be taken out of their current ward - there is some merit, however,
to dividing wards when the ward will effectively cease to exist (for example Cray Meadows
being divided into two and amalgamated elsewhere). The proposals to provide different wards
with different levels of representation as judged by the number of councillors also seems like a
perversion of democracy. The scheme has been poorly explained, understood or discussed
among the public and to proceed with such a plan without further consultation on this issue and
explanation of the safeguards that exist to ensure that every individual within the borough is
represented equally would be a folly.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7899
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Bexley London Borough
Personal Details:
Name:

Raj Vara

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
As a long standing trader in Nuxley Road, I disagree with the proposal to split Belvedere in
two. Many of my customers live in the proposed lower Belvedere ward and I feel the
relationship with councillors representing both the Village area and Station area has always
worked well. Please reconsider and provide a Belvedere ward with 3 councillors.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7903
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Bexley London Borough
Personal Details:
Name:

David Webb

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
It would seem that most proposed new boundaries will have approx. 12000 electorate. However
the proposed boundary of Brampton and Crook Log have 7600 and 4200 approx. If these two
were combined (11600 electorate) then it would only require a total of 3 councillors rather than
the proposed 4 (2 off for both wards). This would bring down the number of councillors to 44 a
further saving for the stretched resources of Bexley Council.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7787

15/02/2016

Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
Monday, March 7, 2016 9:14 AM
Owen, David
FW: Bexley new boundaries.

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Heather Webb
Sent: 04 March 2016 15:55
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Bexley new boundaries.
I agree with the need to reduce the number of Local Councillors in Bexley, and agree with the new boundaries.
Heather Webb
Sent from my iPad
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Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
Wednesday, March 30, 2016 8:12 AM
Owen, David
FW: Belvedere

Heather Fuller
Review Assistant
LGBCE
0330 500 1252

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From:
Sent: 29 March 2016 17:43
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Belvedere
Dear Sir / Madam,
As a community leader in Belvedere, I would like to express my concern for proposed changes. I believe the
residents of Belvedere would be best served with 3 councillors.
Best wishes,
Revd Andrew White
Baptist District Minister
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Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
Tuesday, April 5, 2016 10:18 AM
Owen, David
FW: Boundary Proposal Slade Green

From: jenni white
Sent: 04 April 2016 22:09
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Boundary Proposal Slade Green

Dear Sir,
I wish to object to the new Boundary Proposals which go against history.
I have lived in Slade Green for 44 years.
It is a defined community with only 2 main roads in and out.
It has always been known as a separate community.
It is not part of Erith or Barnehurst.
It originally had it's own Secondary School - Slade Green School.
I do not wish the historic area to be lost.
The boundary has always seemed to be Northend Road and Howbury Lane.
The area starts also at Slade Green Road, as the name suggests.
I have never considered any of the Manor Road area to be connected to Slade Green.

regards
Jenni
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Bexley London Borough
Personal Details:
Name:

Janet White

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Dear Sir/Madam Having been the Chairman of Belvedere Residents Forum in 2007, I feel
strongly that the Ward should not be split but remain as one Ward with 3 Councillors to serve
it. Residents may live in Lower Belvedere but they use all the facilities in Upper Belvedere ie:
doctors, pop in parlour, library and the shops in Nuxley village. It is also true of the reverse as
residents use the Asda and B and Q as well as the Community Centre in Mitchell Close. For this
reason, I believe that splitting the Ward would be very unhelpful considering that the residents
themselves do not distinguish between Upper and Lower Belvedere. Please could this idea be
reconsidered? Yours Sincerely Miss Janet White

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7918

13/04/2016

Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
Tuesday, April 5, 2016 10:41 AM
Owen, David
FW: Boundary Review

From: Samantha White
Sent: 04 April 2016 09:23
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Boundary Review

Dear Sir/Madam,

The Local Government Boundary Commission proposals would have a devastating impact on community
cohesion in some areas of Bexley borough and are undemocratic in that they are likely to change the
outcome of future local elections and therefore have a negative impact on representation. I urge you to
reconsider these plans.

I write with particular reference to Slade Green.
Erith and Slade Green are two different communities which both have a proud independent history and
community identity.
Erith and Slade Green should be split into individual wards representative of the communities that they
encompass. Erith and Slade Green have different local forums, different rail stations, different shops and
local facilities.

Slade Green and Erith both have different community groups who operate over two different areas. Erith
and Slade Green are different places with different communities. They have separate Community Forums
because their priorities and objectives are not the same.

The Commission’s draft proposals assert that their proposed boundary reflects how the area interacts with
Erith Town Centre. This is misguided – it neglects the historic parts of Erith placed outside of Erith and
Slade Green Ward which interacts directly every day with the town centre through its shops, facilities, and
transport links.

The majority of Erith is not included in Erith and Slade Green Ward. Erith Station is on the border. The
historic Christ Church Erith, one of the focal points of the community, would not be in Erith and Slade
1

Green Ward but in Northumberland Heath Ward – a small community which it does not have any
community connection with.

Parts of Erith like Park Crescent and its surrounding roads, the historic heart of Erith will not be in Erith and
Slade Green Ward but placed in Northumberland Heath Ward – a small community which it does not have
any community connection with.

A single Erith Ward should also be extended to include the Frobisher Road estate – which identifies itself
with Erith town and its community.
Slade Green and North End are two areas which have merged into one vibrant local community, with its
own community forum.
Slade Green and North End make great use of their local library, shops, doctor’s surgery and community
centre.
The Local Government Boundary Commission uses the railway as a hard boundary – but the railway does
not act as a hard boundary to Slade Green’s community and identity which transcends across the local area.

Regards,
Samantha White
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Bexley London Borough
Personal Details:
Name:

Daniel Wilkinson

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I disagree with the recommendation. Having a mixed electoral arrangement is confusing and
arbitrary. If this goes through I will be annoyed that I have been saddled with a three-member
ward when other wards will have the benefit of just a single-member. There should have been
a "Single-member ward review" for the whole borough. I contend that the review is based on
false premises: "Improve electoral equality by equalising the number of electors each councillor
represents" - but this claim does not justify the mixed electoral arrangement that is actually
being proposed. What is the reasoning for the mixed electoral arrangement? "Reflect community
identity" - no evidence is provided to show that the community in one place is best represented
by one councillor, while the community in another place is best represented by three. What is
the reasoning for the mixed electoral arrangement? "Provide for effective and convenient local
government" - how can one councillor provide this in one place but it takes three in another?
What is the reasoning for the mixed electoral arrangement? I would like to see the evidence
that- •The size of the ward effects Council governance •More councillors in one ward but not
another makes for better local government • Links, public transport or otherwise, in any ward is
a causal factor in making effective decisions

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7901

13/04/2016

Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
Tuesday, April 5, 2016 10:37 AM
Owen, David
FW: Bexley Ward Boundary Proposals

From: Simon Windle
Sent: 04 April 2016 13:10
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Bexley Ward Boundary Proposals

Dear Sir / Madam,

I am writing as the owner of the above property since 2002, having not lived far away for the previous seven
years.
Having viewed your proposals for new Ward boundaries to take effect from May 2018, I can see that my
property is almost on the very southern edge of your proposed Brampton Ward. However, my property and
all others in Adams Square, Gainsborough Square and Regency Way were built on the sites of large
demolished properties that used to form the northern side on the road called Crook Log and indeed we are
still known as the Crook Log Estate to this day. In fact, our postcodes start DA6, which is almost invariably
south Bexleyheath including the road Crook Log because of this historic property identification, whereas
north Bexleyheath is almost invariably DA7.
I therefore find it somewhat bizarre that the proposed Ward to the immediate south of Brampton is to be
called Crook Log and also that the boundary is to be down the middle of the road called Crook Log – a fact
in itself that I feel should be avoided because any issue that affects such a road only leads to Members from
two different Wards having to become involved. Thus, your proposals end up with a rather nonsensical
notion that some residents of the road Crook Log would actually be in Brampton Ward whilst other
residents the road Crook Log would be in Crook Log Ward. Furthermore, the Crook Log Leisure Centre is
currently located in your proposed Brampton Ward as well. These anomalies seem like a recipe for
confusion to me and also seem to contradict your own stated aim of Wards being ‘based on strong, easily
identifiable boundaries’.
I further note that your proposed Brampton Ward is to be two Members and your proposed Crook Log Ward
for one Member. Whilst I could accept that a single or dual Member Ward seems sensible when areas do
have a distinct identity and merging with somewhere else might muddle those identities, I can see very few
roads included in your proposed Crook Log Ward that are not part of Bexleyheath, just as the overwhelming
majority of your proposed Brampton Ward is. It would therefore seem sensible to me to merge these two
proposed Wards and create a three Member Ward. Your proposed Christchurch Ward would go slightly
further in a north-south direction than a merged Brampton and Crook Log Ward, so the distance to be
travelled from one side to the other cannot be a hindering factor.
Referring back to my earlier point, such a merger would also remove at a stroke the problem of the Wards
having a boundary down the middle of the road Crook Log. One might have an argument against a merger if
both proposed Wards were close in the same direction to your maximum electoral variance per
Member. However, your own documentation states that your proposed Brampton Ward is -6% and your
1

proposed Crook Log is +5%, so merging would reduce the combined three Member Ward’s electoral
variance. This might also permit the Farnham Road area that was included within Brampton ‘in order to
provide good levels of electoral equality’ to be put back into the proposed East Wickham Ward where it
looks like it should otherwise more naturally belong.
I trust that you will consider these points as part of your final recommendations, as I believe that merging
your proposed Brampton and Crook Log Wards not only naturally links areas of Bexleyheath together but
also removes any potential areas for confusion between where your proposed Crook Log Ward Member
actually would represent.
Yours faithfully,
Simon Windle
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Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
Tuesday, April 5, 2016 10:47 AM
Owen, David
FW: Slade Green boundary.

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From:
Sent: 02 April 2016 22:04
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Slade Green boundary.
I wish to register my objection to the new Barnehurst and Northend Ward proposed boundary.
I have lived in Slade Green for over 60 years, it is steeped in its own history. Slade Green has its own forum, and has
recently been awarded £1 million by the big local lottery fund. To be used for the residents and produce a legacy for
the Slade Green community.
I believe Slade Green should stay virtually as it is, up to edge of Northend Road to Slade Green Road incorporating
Howbury Lane and Lincoln Road to Boundary Street.
Erith and Barnehurst are separate entities.
Regards
Linda Woodgate
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