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Bexley London Borough
Personal Details:
Name:

Kwaku Baah

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I do not think Belvedere should be separated into two distinct wards of Belvedere Village/Upper
Belvedere and Lower Belvedere. Belvedere in my view is one community. I believe that most
residents within Belvedere use and will continue to use the same local facilities such as shops,
rail station and parks. It will be difficult to approach a councillor of another ward about a
facility which I have and will continue to use in the future.Therefore artificially splitting up a
community with such rich heritage will not serve my best interests. I am therefore opposed to
any changes. The present system whereby the whole unified community is served by three
councillors works and will continue so.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7911

13/04/2016

Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
Wednesday, March 30, 2016 4:34 PM
Owen, David
FW: Belvedere Ward Boundary

Heather Fuller
Review Assistant
LGBCE
0330 500 1252

From: wilfbaldwin
Sent: 30 March 2016 16:33
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Belvedere Ward Boundary

With reference to the proposed changes in Ward boundaries. I have lived in Belvedere for over fifty years,
and during that time have always been involved in the local community in all its aspects and on every
occasion that I have been able. I therefore object to the proposal that Belvedere Village should be isolated
from the rest of Belvedere with an individual and lone councillor as its representative as the village and its
associated Parks, Commerce and other facilities have always been central to the communities activities. It
therefore needs the present level of three coordinated Councillors, to ensure that our Multi‐cultural and
Parochial community remains cohesive in its endeavours. Mr W F Baldwin –
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Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
Monday, March 21, 2016 8:49 AM
Owen, David
FW: Ward re-naming due to boundary changes

From: Peter Baylis
Sent: 19 March 2016 03:25
To:

Subject: Ward re‐naming due to boundary changes

Dear Review Officer (Bexley) and Elected Officials
I was born in Somerhill Road (St. Michael's ward), Christened in St. Michael's church, I currently live on
Lodge Hill (St. Michael's ward). Quite honestly I expect, one day, to pop my clogs in St Michael's ward. So
imagine my shock at seeing the name Bostall (ward) appearing on maps referring to the proposed
boundary changes.
Although I cannot see any problems with the proposed boundary changes per se, I see no forward thinking
logic and strongly object to re‐naming our ward as one dissolved 14 years ago.
I note this from the Borough website:
(Councillor John Wilkinson has lived all his adult life in the borough. He was first elected to Bexley Council
at a bye‐election in October 1987 representing Bostall Ward. Councillor Wilkinson served as Mayor for the
Municipal year 2000‐2001. As a result of boundary changes Bostall Ward was dissolved in 2002.
Bexley.gov.uk)
To the best of my knowledge Bostall refers to somewhere in Greenwich:
(Bostall Heath and Woods is an area of 159.1 hectares of woodland with areas of heathland located in the
Royal Borough of Greenwich ward of Abbey Wood and adjacent to Lesnes Abbey Woods. Wikipedia)
The residents of St Michael's ward live in homes situated in roads. I nor they live in woodland or
heathland. I am sure local residents (if DIRECTLY informed of any ward name change) would object. On
their behalf I request you abandon the suggested name change and leave us as St Michael's.
However, if you are proposing to expand St Michael's ward to include woodland and heathland, well I am
all for that, it would be a grand idea.
Any attention you afford my inquiry, comments and request will be appreciated and I look forward to your
responses.
Respectfully
Peter Baylis
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Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
Tuesday, April 5, 2016 10:45 AM
Owen, David
FW: Objection to new ward boundary proposals

From: jennie blake
Sent: 03 April 2016 18:25
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Objection to new ward boundary proposals

Dear Sir/ Madam
I am writing to object to the ward boundary proposals.
I am unhappy with a number of the proposals but the one that may be the worst is the proposal to slice Erith
as a town.
North of the fish roundabout will be put in a new ward named Erith and Slade Green whilst south of the
roundabout will be in North Heath and further west will be in Belvedere.
Christ Church Erith will no longer be in Erith. Also St John the Baptist Erith will be in a different ward to
its parish.
Erith has a long proud history and deserves its own ward. Local government as well as policing is ward
based. Erith used to have its own district council it should certainly have its own ward.
This is utterly ridiculous.
Yours Sincerely
Jennie Blake
Sent from my iPhone
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Bexley London Borough
Personal Details:
Name:

Luke Blakey

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
We live in Bexleyheath. Surely we should be allowed to vote in Bexleyheath...

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7780

12/02/2016

Local Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

Page 1 of 1

Bexley London Borough
Personal Details:
Name:

Stefano Borella

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Erith and Slade Green are two distinct communities and need better representation in two
separate wards, rather than Slade Green bring arbitrarily divided into two wards by the railway
line which will damage community cohesion and the links with the Big Local project. Foots Cray
need better representation as an individual ward by one member, rather than being mixed in
with St. Mary's (Bexley Village) which is a very different community separated by Foots Cray
Meadows.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7951

14/04/2016

Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
Tuesday, April 5, 2016 11:29 AM
Owen, David
FW: Barnehurst Ward in LB Bexley

From: Gareth Bowen
Sent: 01 April 2016 21:42
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Barnehurst Ward in LB Bexley

To whom it may concern,
Re:- Barnehurst Ward in the London Borough of Bexley
Many people who live in Barnehurst commute from the rail station to work in London.
Barnehurst is a small, yet cohesive, community, those who move into the area tend to stay for many years
and it is focused around a parade of shops which includes convenience stores, restaurants and fast food, a
bakery and a local doctor’s surgery.
The area in which people identify themselves as living in Barnehurst is small and largely focused around the
rail station – beyond that people identify as living in Bexleyheath, in Northumberland Heath, or Crayford.
The Council’s proposed ward of Barnehurst and North End has no discernible community identity across
the area.
Barnehurst is often referred to by the residents as a 'Suburban Village.' We should fight to keep this.
Barnehurst has been removed from both post codes and by the post office. Please don't remove Barnehurst
from the wards.
Wishing you Love, Life, Peace and Blessings,
The Reverend Gareth Bowen SCP
Vicar of Saint Martin's
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Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
Tuesday, April 5, 2016 11:23 AM
Owen, David
FW: Local Government Boundary Commission Review Bexley

From: Steven Boxal
Sent: 02 April 2016 13:04
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Local Government Boundary Commission Review Bexley

Dear Sirs,
I feel that proposals for Thamesmead East; Longlands; Blackfen and
Lamorbey; Christchurch; Crook Log; and the Welling wards of
Falconwood and Welling and East Wickham; as contained in The Local
Government Boundary Commission’s draft recommendations, seem
sensible and on the whole conform with local community identity.
However there are many features of the draft recommendations which
I feel conflict with community identity and the way in which these
communities function and work, and will thus weaken effective
representation.
Belvedere
I disagree with the proposed separation of Upper Belvedere/Belvedere
Village from Lower Belvedere.
Belvedere is one community which tends to use the same shops, rail
station, parks and facilities all the way across the ward.
The two Belvedere wards should be combined into a 3‐member ward
to provide Belvedere will full representation.
Many who live in the proposed Belvedere Village Ward will commute
from Belvedere Station in the proposed Lower Belvedere Ward and will
use the shops and facilities in lower Belvedere just as regularly as in
upper Belvedere.
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Belvedere has a long history as one community and it should not be
split.
Belvedere has many local schools whose catchments are across the
whole of Belvedere.
Erith and Slade Green
Erith and Slade Green are two different communities which both have
a proud independent history and community identity.
I feel that 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.
Erith is a historic town which once had its own town council: in the
19th century it was Erith Urban Council which then became a
Municipal Borough in its own right in 1938.
Slade Green was part of Dartford Rural District until in the 1920s it
joined Crayford District Council; although next door geographically it
has never been the same community as Erith and has a different
identity and has only been in the same borough since the creation of
the London Borough of Bexley in 1965.
Slade Green and Erith both have different community groups who
operate over two different areas.
In summary, 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 claim that their proposed boundary
reflects how the area interacts with Erith Town Centre. This is mistaken
as it ignores 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.
In also seems very strange that the majority of Erith is not included in
the proposed 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 Green Ward, but in
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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.
Alford Road and the roads surrounding it were terraced houses built
for the workers of the factories in Erith – neither the industrial area on
Fraser Road nor these associated houses would be included in the
proposed Erith and Slade Green Ward. They owe their existence to
Erith’s industrial heritage which is tied closely to the River Thames –
which the community of Erith has always embraced. Yet these
proposals see much of Erith in a different ward to the riverside.
Erith is a historic area dating back centuries with links to Henry VIII and
his Royal Dockyard, and has an important wartime industrial heritage.
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.
Northumberland Heath
The 3 member ward which is proposed for Northumberland Heath is
not supported, as the area proposed is not a natural community and is
a false construct in order to support 3 members. In fact
Northumberland Health is a very small community.
The parade of shops in Northumberland Heath – consisting of small
supermarkets alongside convenience stores; a Post Office; a successful
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bakery as well as restaurants, provide a focus for a small community in
the surrounding area.
It is rare that those living beyond the immediate vicinity of these shops
make use of the parade of shops or identify themselves as living in
Northumberland Heath.
Northumberland Heath Forum operates across the community
bringing together traders with local residents. While a small forum it is
active and gives the small tight‐knit community of Northumberland
Heath a focus.
Northumberland Heath is ideal for a one member ward. Much of the
area in the proposed Northumberland Heath is Erith and should be in
an Erith ward.
Barnehurst
Many who live in Barnehurst commute from the rail station to work in
London.
Barnehurst is a small community focused around a parade of shops
which includes convenience stores, restaurants and fast food, a bakery
and a local doctor’s surgery.
The area in which people identify themselves as living in Barnehurst is
small and largely focused around the rail station – beyond that people
identify as living in Bexleyheath, in Northumberland Heath, or
Crayford.
The Council’s proposed ward of Barnehurst and North End has no
discernible community identity across the area.
St Michael’s Rise and Pantiles
The Local Government Boundary Commission’s proposed Borstal Ward
has many elements of a community.
However, there is a clear community in St Michael’s Rise – the area to
the East of East Wickham but to the South‐West of West Heath. This
area has its own parade of shops, community focus and local services.
There is little relationship between residents in Elmstead Crescent with
Bedonwell Road.
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St Michael’s Rise should be made into a one member ward to allow the
small tight‐knit community in that area to have its own representation.
The remainder of Bostall Ward actually shares more in identity with
the area to its East – including Parsonage Manorway. This area of
suburban semi‐detached and detached family housing has a clear
identity and community surrounding the parades of shops in the
Pantiles and on Parsonage Manorway.
The area is entirely suburban residential and The Pantiles shopping
parade provides a focus for the proposed ward. The housing is of a
similar style and part of the Bexleyheath and Bostall Ideal Homes
estate.
Foots Cray
There should be a ward based around the historic community of Foots
Cray.
The Bedensfield Estate is distinct in character from the rest of North
Cray, whereas the rest of North Cray to the north and east of the A223
is semi‐rural, the Bedensfield Estate was part of the Ideal Homes
building project.
The estate includes blocks of flats and maisonettes to confirm its
suburban character not found in the rest of North Cray.
There is a shared identity with Foots Cray which is found to the east of
Sidcup Hill around Foots Cray High Street.
Open space to the north and south of Sidcup Hill separates the Foots
Cray community from Sidcup.
Foots Cray is a small but tight‐knit community distinct from other local
areas such as Sidcup or Bexley Village.
The community is focused around local parades of shops and facilities.
Sidcup
The Local Government Boundary Commission’s proposed Sidcup Ward
should not include the area of Foots Cray which should be in its own
ward.
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The community in Sidcup is not contained by the railway used as a
hard boundary by the Local Government Boundary Commission. Many
living around Hurst Road identify themselves as living in Sidcup and
interact with the large and historic community within Sidcup – focused
around the large shopping areas on Sidcup High Street, Main Road and
Station Road and in local community groups, schools and facilities.
Many of the residents north of the railway track who play an active
part in Sidcup as a community will commute from Sidcup Rail Station.
St Mary’s
The proposed St Mary’s and St James’ Ward focuses mainly around
Bexley Village as a community hub. Those living around and then to
the East of Arbuthnot Lane identify with Bexley Village and play and
active part in local community groups. They should be incorporated
into St Mary’s Ward.
The area around Ellenborough Road does not identify itself as part of
the same community as Bexley Village. There is little shared identity
between residents there and residents in, for example, Coldblow or
Parkside Road. This area should have its own ward of Foots Cray.
Blendon and Penhill
Blendon and Penhill is a smaller community than the area marked by
the draft proposals and are much more clearly defined by the southern
boundary to Hurst Road than by the railway line.
South of Hurst Road is more associated with Sidcup as a community.
Blendon and Penhill’s community is focused around Blackfen Road,
Blendon Road and the northernmost part of Penhill Road where the
local shops, schools and other facilities are focused.
There is a small separate community around the Oval which forms part
of Blendon and Penhill Ward which engages primarily with their own
parade of shops but which does work well within the community of
Blendon and Penhill.
Conclusion
6

The draft proposals from the Local Government Boundary Commission
seem to have been based on looking at maps without sufficient regard
to how these communities actually see themselves and work on the
ground. I hope you find these comments useful
Yours sincerely
Steven Boxall
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Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
Thursday, March 31, 2016 4:09 PM
Owen, David
FW: London Borough of Bexley- Local Government Boundary Review

Heather Fuller
Review Assistant
LGBCE
0330 500 1252

From: Jenny Caney [mailto:
Sent: 31 March 2016 15:39
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Re: London Borough of Bexley‐ Local Government Boundary Review

I am writing regarding the proposal to creat
e a Lower Belvedere ward
of two councillors
and Belvedere Villa ge ward with three council lors. I have been a member of the Belvedere
Community Forum since 2000 and have been a resident initially in
for 13 years and
then in
for 15 years.
. I thus know the area well and have been actively involved in the community.
Due to my work on the Board of Directors at the Belvedere Community Forum the current situation
allows for us to work with one se t of councillors on a range of issu es which arise from both the
proposed Belvedere Village war d and the proposed Lower Belvedere ward . We find that this is a
supportive way to wor k together so as to make change occur for the Belvedere community as a
whole. It would be difficult to continue working in this way if the proposed changes happen as local
residents use both the facilitie s in Belve dere Villa ge and around the Belvedere train station.
Furthermore, the residents in Lower Belv edere woul d find themselves split from their counc il
services which are situated in the Belvedere Village ward.
It is my view also that these proposed changes will cause a rift in the community and will become
divisive. The Lower Belvedere ar ea will be thought of as the industrial area with incinerators and
Crossness Sewage Treatment works and a place of few assets w hilst Belvedere will be known for
its conservation area with Victor ian and Edwardian villas and a large park and library. Therefore
these proposals will effectively rip the heart and soul out of this community as the services used
and the historic parts of the area will be separated from those that are deemed by some to be of a
different social class and this would be discriminatory.
It is my opinion that the propos ed two member Lower Belveder e ward and one member of the
Belvedere Village war d should be combined to be a three member Belvedere ward for continued
social cohesion and continuation of the excellent work of the Belvedere Community Forum.
Yours sincerely
Jenny Caney
1
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Bexley London Borough
Personal Details:
Name:

Mark Carey

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I would not be in favour of splitting Belvedere in any shape or form. I have lived in Belvedere
all my life and you can trace my family in Belvedere for over a hundred years. The people of
Belvedere are one community and always have been, we do not want to be split into 2 now.
The current system is fine and does not need changing. Ant tinkering will not be in Belvedere's
favour, it never is. I can see this is politically motivated rather than having the interests of the
people of Belvedere at heart.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7885

31/03/2016

Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
Tuesday, April 5, 2016 10:47 AM
Owen, David
FW: Bexley Boundary Review

From: Julian Carpenter
Sent: 03 April 2016 07:16
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Bexley Boundary Review

Dear Sir or Madam,
I understand that the deadline for comments on the above is tomorrow, Monday 4 April, so I trust this
submission is not too late.
Briefly, I support boundary reviews in general and Bexley's in particular because, as a Bexley Council Tax
payer, I have always felt that three councillors per ward was excessive, especially given the indifferent
service I have received from mine whenever I have contacted them.
I think it is only reasonable that the efficiency savings the rest of the country are being asked for, apply also
to local government elected councillors.
I would, however, urge the LCB Commission to propose a solution which does not create or exaggerate a
distortion in either the political balance of the parties which represent the people of Bexley, or the
communities they serve.
Yours faithfully,
Julian Carpenter
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Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
Tuesday, April 5, 2016 11:29 AM
Owen, David
FW: Draft proposals re North Cray, Bexley

From: NCRA_Members
Sent: 01 April 2016 21:20
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Draft proposals re North Cray, Bexley

Dear Sir,
There were essentially three proposals submitted in respect of the possible boundary changes to
affect North Cray Ward.
One was submitted by Bexley's Conservative councillors, one by Bexley's Labour councillors and
one by the North Cray Residents association of which I am a member.
I understand that your draft proposal is to recommend the first of these three.
I would like to comment that the North Cray Residents Association proposal, whilst very similar to
the Conservative Councillor's proposal, has a number of important features that may make it
worth you giving it further consideration and possibly change your choice for the final report.
These are :1. Using the River Cray as a boundary would split Footscray Meadows over two wards which may
make it difficult for local residents to actively protect the area by having different ward councillors
covering each side of the river. This is particularly important as many of the issues reported last
year took place on the water. These include someone illegally using a jet ski, dogs going into the
water to attack swans and youths throwing objects at the ducks.
2. Footscray Meadows is almost completely open on the side facing East whilst having only two
or three small access points on the Western perimeter. As a result, access to the meadows for
various activities and events affects residents on the Eastern edge far more than those on the
Western edge who consequently appear to take less interest in matters affecting the
meadows. They rarely attend meetings or show any support for the Friends of Footscray
Meadows.
3. The proposal submitted by the North Cray Residents Association represents the views of most
if not all residents of North Cray and would consequently comply with local democratic choice.
4. Finally, the proposal submitted by the North Cray Residents Association is politically neutral,
whereas recommending the Conservative councillor's proposal could be misinterpreted as political
bias.
I hope that you will take these points into consideration when making your final decision.
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Yours faithfully,
NJ Carter
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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: Northend boundaries

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From
Sent: 04 April 2016 22:00
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Northend boundaries
Hello ,
i have been living in Slade Green for 10 years.
We have been working hard as a community to live together in harmony from both side of the railway. Please keep
Slade Green as it is , a village including the older generation who lived on both side of the railway and worked in the
railway. Slade Green houses have been built on both side of the railway because people lived thanks to the railway.
It would be wrong and contradictory to divide our community taking the railway line as a frontier. Both side of the
railway use local green spaces . Keep the Northend ward as it is as Erith and Barnhurst have a different identity.
Regards,
Sophie Chaise

Sent from my iPhone
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Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
Tuesday, April 5, 2016 11:28 AM
Owen, David
FW: Bexley Wards

From:
Sent: 02 April 2016 11:36
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Bexley Wards

Dear Sirs,
With regard to the proposed changes to the boundaries in the borough of Bexley. The proposals
as they stand seem rather odd. Your proposals puts part of Slade Green in to Crayford and what
appears to be less well affluent area of Slade Green becomes part of Erith. This division
would appear to suit the current incumbent Conservative Council, thus possibly reducing the
possibility that a Labour Council could become the largest party in the existing borough. A more
realistic boundary line would be North Road, with everything from Bridge Road remaining in Slade
Green.
I hope that you re-examine your proposals for this ward, and that the more realistic option is taken
up.

Regards
Paul R. Chapman
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Overview
The Local Government Boundary Commission’s draft recommendations include proposals which are
acceptable, such as the proposals for Thamesmead East, Longlands, Blackfen and Lamorbey,
Christchurch, Crook Log and the Welling wards of Falconwood and Welling and East Wickham.
However there are many features of the draft recommendations which conflict with community
interaction and identity and will weaken effective representation.
Belvedere
Many in the community are disappointed at the proposed separation of Upper Belvedere/Belvedere
Village from Lower Belvedere.
Belvedere is one community – using the same shops, rail station, parks and facilities all the way
across the ward.
Belvedere Forum, an active and thriving local forum, operates across both of the proposed wards.
The two Belvedere wards should be combined into a 3-member ward to provide Belvedere will full
representation.
Many who live in the proposed Belvedere Village Ward will commute from Belvedere Station in the
proposed Lower Belvedere Ward and will use the shops and facilities in lower Belvedere just as
regularly as in upper Belvedere. Belvedere has a rich history as one community and it should not be
split.
Belvedere has many local schools with catchment areas across the whole of Belvedere and it would
be beneficial for the community to continue to have representation which covers the whole of
Belvedere.
Erith and 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.
Erith is a historic town which once had its own town council. In the 19th century it was Erith Urban
Council which became the Municipal Borough of Erith in 1938. During that time Slade Green in the
19th century was part of Dartford Rural District then in 1920s joined Crayford District Council;
although next door geographically it has never been the same community as Erith, has a different
identity and has only been in the same borough since the creation of the London Borough of Bexley in
1965.
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
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.

Alford Road and the roads surrounding it were terraced houses built for the workers of the factories in
Erith – neither the industrial area on Fraser Road nor these associated houses would be included in
the proposed Erith and Slade Green Ward. They owe their existence to Erith’s industrial heritage
which is tied closely to the River Thames – which the community of Erith has always embraced. Yet
these proposals see much of Erith in a different ward to the riverside.
Erith is a historic area dating back centuries with links to Henry VIII and an important wartime
industrial heritage.
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.
Northumberland Heath
Northumberland Heath is a much smaller community than the three member ward which the Local
Government Boundary Commission has proposed.
The parade of shops in Northumberland Heath – providing small supermarkets alongside
convenience stores, a Post Office, a successful bakery, restaurants provide a focus for a small
community in the surrounding area.
It is rare that those living beyond the immediate vicinity of these shops make use of the parade of
shops or identify themselves as living in Northumberland Heath.
Northumberland Heath Forum operates across the community bringing together traders with local
residents. While a small forum it is active and gives the small tight-knit community of Northumberland
Heath a focus.
Northumberland Heath is ideal for a one member ward. Much of the area in the proposed
Northumberland Heath is Erith and should be in an Erith ward.
Barnehurst
Many who live in Barnehurst commute from the rail station to work in London.
Barnehurst is a small community focused around a parade of shops which includes convenience
stores, restaurants and fast food, a bakery and a local doctor’s surgery.
The area in which people identify themselves as living in Barnehurst is small and largely focused
around the rail station – beyond that people identify as living in Bexleyheath, in Northumberland
Heath, or Crayford.
The Council’s proposed ward of Barnehurst and North End has no discernible community identity
across the area.

St Michael’s Rise and Pantiles
The Local Government Boundary Commission’s proposed Borstal Ward has many elements of a
community. However, there is a clear community in St Michael’s Rise – the area to the East of East
Wickham but to the South-West of West Heath. This area has its own parade of shops, community
focus and local services.

There is little relationship between residents in Elmstead Crescent with Bedonwell Road.
St Michael’s Rise should be made into a one member ward to allow the small tight-knit community in
that area to have its own representation.
The remainder of Bostall Ward actually shares more in identity with the area to its East – including
Parsonage Manorway. This area of suburban semi-detached and detached family housing has a clear
identity and community surrounding the parades of shops in the Pantiles and on Parsonage
Manorway.
The area is entirely suburban residential and The Pantiles shopping parade provides a focus for the
proposed ward. The housing is of a similar style and part of the Bexleyheath and Bostall Ideal Homes
estate.
Foots Cray
There should be a ward based around the historic community of Foots Cray.
The Bedensfield Estate is distinct in character from the rest of North Cray, whereas the rest of North
Cray to the north and east of the A223 is semi-rural, the Bedensfield Estate was part of the Ideal
Homes building project.
The estate includes blocks of flats and maisonettes to confirm its suburban character not found in the
rest of North Cray.
There is a shared identity with Foots Cray which is found to the east of Sidcup Hill around Foots Cray
High Street.
Open space to the north and south of Sidcup Hill separates the Foots Cray community from Sidcup.
Foots Cray is a small but tight-knit community distinct from other local areas such as Sidcup or Bexley
Village.
The community is focused around local parades of shops and facilities.
Sidcup
The Local Government Boundary Commission’s proposed Sidcup Ward should not include the area of
Foots Cray which should be in its own ward.
The community in Sidcup is not contained by the railway used as a hard boundary by the Local
Government Boundary Commission. Many living around Hurst Road identify as living in Sidcup and
interact with the large and historic community within Sidcup – focused around the large shopping
areas on Sidcup High Street, Main Road and Station Road and in local community groups, schools
and facilities.
Many of the residents north of the railway track who play an active part in Sidcup as a community will
commute from Sidcup Rail Station.
St Mary’s
The proposed St Mary’s and St James’s Ward focus mainly around Bexley Village as a community
hub. Those living around and then to the East of Arbuthnot Lane identify with Bexley Village and play
an active part in local community groups. They should be incorporated into St Mary’s Ward.
The area around Ellenborough Road does not identify itself as part of the same community as Bexley
Village. There is little shared identity between residents there and residents in, for example, Coldblow
or Parkside Road. This area should have its own ward of Foots Cray.
Blendon and Penhill
Blendon and Penhill is a smaller community than the area marked by the draft proposals and are
much more clearly defined by the southern boundary to Hurst Road than by the railway line.
South of Hurst Road is more associated with Sidcup as a community.

Blendon and Penhill’s community is focused around Blackfen Road, Blendon Road and the
northernmost part of Penhill Road where the local shops, schools and other facilities are focused.
There is a small separate community around the Oval which forms part of Blendon and Penhill Ward
which engages primarily with their own parade of shops but which does work well within the
community of Blendon and Penhill.

Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
Tuesday, April 5, 2016 10:44 AM
Owen, David
FW: Submission to boundary review
Boundary review submission.docx

From: Lindsey Chase
Sent: 03 April 2016 23:06
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Submission to boundary review

To whom it may concern I have attached my comments on the boundary review.
Alexis Chase
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Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
Tuesday, April 5, 2016 10:58 AM
Owen, David
FW: boundary changes

From: Jo Chodha
Sent: 02 April 2016 17:50
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: boundary changes

I have been a resident of Blendon and Penhill most of my life.
Blendon and Penhill has been defined by the river Shuttle on one side and
the A2 on the other. Blendon Road leading to Blackfen Road to Blackfen to
Oval has defined us. It is a compact community with the shops and school in
the centre. We should remain as this compact Ward.
Footscray Ward and St Mary's Ward are two distinct areas. They are very
different and and they have their own centres with their own atmospheres.
There is a massive green area separating the two centres. People in Footscray
would not identify with St Mary's and vice versa.
Josephine Chodha
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Sophie Cornell
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Comment text:
I support the draft proposals set forth. I think reducing the number of Councillors is a good
idea, and that everyone should be represented fairly.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7779

12/02/2016

Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
Friday, April 1, 2016 10:07 AM
Owen, David
FW: ward bounderies

Heather Fuller
Review Assistant
LGBCE
0330 500 1252

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Sylvia Corrigan
Sent: 01 April 2016 09:51
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: ward bounderies
we think this is conservative gerrymandering and why separate belvedere from Thamesmead and Erith when we are
closely aligned.

1

Harry G Cracklow

3rd April 2016
Dear Sir,
Re- London Borough of Bexley Boundary Review February 2016
As a resident of the above borough, I wish to raise my concerns about your
recommendations.
The Local Government Boundary Commission’s draft recommendations include
proposals which are acceptable, such as the proposals for Thamesmead East,
Longlands, Blackfen and Lamorbey, Christchurch, Crook Log and the Welling wards
of Falconwood and Welling and East Wickham.
However there are many features of the draft recommendations which conflict with
community interaction and identity and will weaken effective representation,
especially in the other wards.
As a resident in the Sidcup area I would particularly like to make the following
points.
Foots Cray
There should be a ward based around the historic community of Foots Cray.
The Bedensfield Estate is distinct in character from the rest of North Cray, whereas
the rest of North Cray to the north and east of the A223 is semi-rural, the Bedensfield
Estate was part of the Ideal Homes building project.
The estate includes blocks of flats and maisonettes to confirm its suburban character
not found in the rest of North Cray.
There is a shared identity with Foots Cray which is found to the east of Sidcup Hill
around Foots Cray High Street.
Open space to the north and south of Sidcup Hill separates the Foots Cray
community from Sidcup. Foots Cray is a small but tight-knit community distinct from
other local areas such as Sidcup or Bexley Village.
The community is focused around local parades of shops and facilities.
Sidcup
The Local Government Boundary Commission’s proposed Sidcup Ward should not
include the area of Foots Cray which should be in its own ward.
The community in Sidcup is not contained by the railway used as a hard boundary by
the Local Government Boundary Commission. Many living around Hurst Road
identify themselves as living in Sidcup and interact with the large and historic
community within Sidcup – focused around the large shopping areas on Sidcup High
Street, Main Road and Station Road and in local community groups, schools and
facilities. Many of the residents north of the railway track who play an active part in
Sidcup as a community will commute from Sidcup Rail Station.
Continued on next page…
St Mary’s
The proposed St Mary’s and St James’ Ward focuses mainly around Bexley Village
as a community hub. Those living around and then to the East of Arbuthnot Lane
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identify with Bexley Village and play and active part in local community groups. They
should be incorporated into St Mary’s Ward. The area around Ellenborough Road
does not identify itself as part of the same community as Bexley Village. There is little
shared identity between residents there and residents in, for example, Coldblow or
Parkside Road. This area should have its own ward of Foots Cray.
Blendon and Penhill
Blendon and Penhill is a smaller community than the area marked by the draft
proposals and are much more clearly defined by the southern boundary to Hurst
Road than by the railway line. South of Hurst Road is more associated with Sidcup
as a community. Blendon and Penhill’s community is focused around Blackfen
Road, Blendon Road and the northernmost part of Penhill Road where the local
shops, schools and other facilities are focused. There is a small separate community
around the Oval which forms part of Blendon and Penhill Ward which engages
primarily with their own parade of shops but which does work well within the
community of Blendon and Penhill.
I hope that you will take note of these points and reconsider your recommendations.
Yours faithfully,
Harry G Cracklow

2

Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
Tuesday, April 5, 2016 10:39 AM
Owen, David
FW: Ward changes to London Borough of Bexley

From
Sent: 04 April 2016 10:42
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Ward changes to London Borough of Bexley

Dear Local Government Boundary Commission,
As a resident of Cray Meadows ward I would like to comment on proposed changes to our neighbouring
wards :
St Mary's
The proposed St Mary’s and St James’ Ward focuses mainly around Bexley Village as a community hub.
Those living around and then to the East of Arbuthnot Lane identify with Bexley Village and play and
active part in local community groups. They should be incorporated into St Mary’s Ward.
The area around Ellenborough Road does not identify itself as part of the same community as Bexley
Village. There is little shared identity between residents there and residents in, for example, Coldblow or
Parkside Road. This area should have its own ward of Foots Cray.

Blendon and Penhill
Blendon and Penhill is a smaller community than the area marked by the draft proposals and are much more
clearly defined by the southern boundary to Hurst Road than by the railway line.
South of Hurst Road is more associated with Sidcup as a community.
Blendon and Penhill’s community is focused around Blackfen Road, Blendon Road and the northernmost
part of Penhill Road where the local shops, schools and other facilities are focused.
There is a small separate community around the Oval which forms part of Blendon and Penhill Ward which
engages primarily with their own parade of shops but which does work well within the community of
Blendon and Penhill.

Please ensure any changes proposed definitely do not unfairly favour any one political party. Many thanks.
Yours sincerely,
1

Richard Crook
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Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
Tuesday, April 5, 2016 10:45 AM
Owen, David
FW: Old Bexley and Sidcup boundary changes

From:
Sent: 03 April 2016 21:20
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Old Bexley and Sidcup boundary changes

Sirs
I understand that the boundary changes propose the removal of Cray Meadows ward to be encompassed in
large St Marys and St James Ward

The Commission's proposal for the large ward of St Mary & St James stretching from the A20 in the south all the way up to the A2
in the middle of the borough covers not just a substantially large geographical area but three very different communities. The
inclusion of Cold Blow with Bexley Village is sensible and continues the link that has already existed with the current St Mary's
Ward. However including Foots Cray and North Cray into the ward does not meet the "reflect community interests and identities
and include evidence of community links" criteria.
A separate ward to represent the community of Foots Cray needs to be urgently reviewed and included as part of the final
proposals; perhaps splitting the current proposal of St Mary & St James so that a one member ward for Foots Cray and the
Bedensfield estate of North Cray is created.
Many Thanks

Anashua Davies
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Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
Tuesday, April 5, 2016 10:14 AM
Owen, David
FW: Bexley boundaries

From: alandlab
Sent: 04 April 2016 23:40
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Bexley boundaries

Dear sir,
Having lived in St. Michael’s ward for over 30 years I am at a loss as to how you have now made me part of
a new community that I pass through and have little or no reason to stop of in.
The further reaches of the proposed new ward are parts of the borough I do not have any reason to go to for
social, economic or any other reason. I do my shopping in Welling, I use the shops and public house in
Wrotham Road, I do not overly use the public house in the Pantiles and I use the shops even less. I can not
think of any reason as to why you should think there is any link between these two remote communities.
Houses, facilities schools and shops are all different, please reconsider putting our community into these
foreign parts.
With regards

Alan Deadman
St. Michael’s resident

Sent from Samsung tablet.
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Feature Annotations

1: More of Barnehurst in Barnehurst
please

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

Map Features:

Annotation 1:

More of Barnehurst in Barnehurst please

Comment text:
Barnehurst has existed for over 250 years with the Barne family being landowners from that time to the early 20th century. It was most prominently put on the
map when Colonel Barne ensured the railway was extended to Barnehurst and the train station opened in 1895. The houses that followed was the real birth of
Barnehurst as a town as it expanded. It has an identity with many local interest points and this has survived being swallowed up by the London conurbation.
Unfortunately Barnehurst has seen erosion in recent years by those who have had little appreciation or respect for the history or community. Barnehurst ceased
to exist as a postal town in the 80s because the simpletons at the post office apparently needed to simplify the postal towns in London (a decision and
explanation that I still cannot grasp). The council have mitigated this somewhat by marking Barnehurst with signs, as they appreciate its significance. It also
remains in my passport as my place of birth. Also, boundary changes over the years have skewed the Barnehurst ward, split the ward (we had Barnehurst and
Barnehurst North for a while) and even proposed losing it altogether (which thankfully was overturned after consultation). I am also pleased that you have
retained the name Barnehurst this time but for your reference, I hope it is of interest to you if I point out what, for me, makes up Barnehurst. And I hope this
can persuade you to amend the boundaries to include more of Barnehurst in any new Barnehurst ward. - Barnehurst Station - To the North West, Bursted Woods
(not in current plans). This is an ancient woodland with an open space that used to be a pitch and putt until the council closed it down. Also the site of the
hospital where I was born. - To the North, Barnehurst School - To the North East, the ABC roads of Appledore, Beachcroft, Castleton, Downbank and Edendale. To the East, Barnehurst Golf Club (not in current plans, even though on your OS map this is where Barnehurst is written!) - South East from the golf club down
to Watling Street (not in current plans). this takes in May Place, the site of the mansion and seat of the Barne Family which no sadly no longer exists. - South
West, up Watling Street to Erith Road (not in current plans). This takes in Martins Grove which used to have a wonderful outdoor lido until the council closed it
down. I lived in Barnehurst for 22 years and although I now live a couple of miles away, I am very much attached to it. My parents still live there as does my
sister and her family, although neither in your new Barnehurst ward. So thank you for keeping Barnehurst as a name but can we have more of Barnehurst in it?

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7799
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Comment text:
What is it about Barnehurst that Bexley Council does not like? Over the years the Council has
slowly picked away at Barnehurst having closed the well used Library and Pitch and Put also
have tried to close down the loved Swing Park. I do not recall the Council putting up much of a
fight to keep our Post Offices. Now with the proposed breaking up of the Barnehurst ward into
three new wards it is in my opinion that this the first stage of expunging Barnehurst
completely. I would not put it past our Council to suggest the Barnehurst Railway Station to be
renamed Bexleyheath East. I was born in Barnehurst and have lived in Barnehurst all my
married live some fifty years. The name of Barnehurst has been existence since the 19th
century and has it's own history so can not understand why the Council is casting part of the
Bexley heritage away. With some thought surely the Council can retain Barnehurst in it's own
right ie. going from three councillors to two. I would also like to mention that Barnehurst has
it's own churches St Martins and the Methodist and we are not part of Christ Church

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7796
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Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
Tuesday, April 5, 2016 10:44 AM
Owen, David
FW: Local Government Boundary Review

From: Wendy Jane Edwards
Sent: 03 April 2016 22:29
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Local Government Boundary Review

Dear Sir/Madam,
I write to voice some concern that you propose forming a Belvedere Village Ward and a Lower
Belvedere Ward, with 1 and 2 councillors respectively.
Our parish church of All Saints is situated within what will be the Belvedere Village Ward. This
part actually holds a lot of council facilities which people from both the Village and Lower
Belvedere use. It would seem that the proposed boundaries cut right across our parish
boundaries and I think will be confusing for people, even more so than it is at present. In
addition, we would lose 2 of the excellent local councillors.
I wonder why the 2 proposed Wards cannot be combined, with 3 councillors?
Your faithfully,

Jane

Revd. W. Jane Edwards

Website: www.allsaintsbelvedere.com
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Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
Monday, March 21, 2016 8:36 AM
Owen, David
FW: Ward Boundaries

From: John Elkington
Sent: 20 March 2016 21:06
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Ward Boundaries

Sirs
New Ward Boundaries. Barnehurst and North End
I am a resident of Barnehurst and would like to suggest that the proposed new boundary incorporating
Barnehurst and North End be amended and that Barnehurst be incoporated with Crayford, this would
make more sense geographically and practically, North End is closer to and more intergrated with Erith.
Regards
John Elkington

This email has been sent from a virus-free computer protected by Avast.
www.avast.com
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Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
Tuesday, April 5, 2016 10:46 AM
Owen, David
FW: boundary changes for Bexley London Borough

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: P EMBLETON
Sent: 03 April 2016 16:46
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: boundary changes for Bexley London Borough
To whom it may concern
I have noted the proposals for boundary changes in the London Borough of Bexley detailed by the Local Government
Boundary Commission for England which, as I understand, suggest that Risedale Road is to be included in the
Christchurch Ward. I am fully supportive of the reasons leading to such proposal.
However, only today I have received knowledge of counter proposals or amendments suggesting that Risedale Road
be included in a Barnehurst & North End Ward.
The Christchurch Ward is very compatible with the community that includes Brantwood Road, Risedale Road and
Randolph Close, has been for the 46 years I have been a resident and I should prefer the original proposal to stand.
I thank you for your attention.
Mr Peter Embleton
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Comment text:
I object to the boundary changes being proposed and wish to keep the existing wards. No
information is being provided about the changes or the affect this would have and therefore this
consultation is deeply flawed. The consultation isn't being circulated to residents and had I not
spotted this on Twitter I would have been unaware of these propsals.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7874

31/03/2016

Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

EVENNETT, David
Tuesday, March 29, 2016 11:04 AM
reviews
Owen, David
Electoral review of the London Borough of Bexley

Dear Sirs
I am writing with regards to the Local Government Boundary for England’s draft recommendations for
electoral arrangements in the London Borough of Bexley.
In respect of those areas that affect my constituency of Bexleyheath and Crayford, I am broadly supportive
of what has been proposed. However, I would like to propose a couple of alterations that are in line with a
submission that you will receive from Bexley’s Conservative group of Councillors.
The proposed Brampton and Crook Log wards should be merged to create one three-member ward. I do
not see the need for community reasons for this to be two separate wards.
In addition, I believe that Barnehurst and North End are two distinct areas. The proposals would be
improved if a single-member North End ward were created from the areas around Larner Road – a newly
regenerated community – and others near North End Road.
The rest of the Barnehurst area – with the addition of Risedale Road, Randolph Close and the section of
Barnehurst Road from the proposed Christchurch ward, would create a distinct two-member Barnehurst
ward that enhanced community ties.
I hope that you can implement these proposals.
Yours faithfully
Rt Hon David Evennett MP

Member of Parliament for Bexleyheath and Crayford
| Website: www.davidevennett.com

UK Parliament Disclaimer: This e-mail is confidential to the intended recipient. If you have received it in
error, please notify the sender and delete it from your system. Any unauthorised use, disclosure, or copying
is not permitted. This e-mail has been checked for viruses, but no liability is accepted for any damage
caused by any virus transmitted by this e-mail. This e-mail address is not secure, is not encrypted and
should not be used for sensitive data.
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