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Bexley London Borough
Personal Details:
Name:

Ernie Feasey

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Private Resident

Comment text:
I live in Northumberland Heath Ward, which has three council members, who don't actually
represent me in any way. I believe that our Post Code
was until the Local Government
reorganisation part of Belvedere Village. We still receive mail from Bexley Council addressed to
us as Belvedere. I believe that Belvedere Village ward should be expanded to it's hiistoric
extent and to have 2 elected members. In general, I believe that each council ward should
have a maximum of two members to provide adequate support for residents. The reality for me
is that I have more contact with our MP, Teresa Pearce than any local council members.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Bexley London Borough
Personal Details:
Name:

Jen Feasey

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Private Resident
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Comment text:
The map pointers are to indicate an extension of Belvedere to it's pre-1967 boundaries. If the proposal is for representation on the basis of equalling out wards,
it makes sense to extend Belvedere to take in part of Northumberland Heath, returning historic localities.

Uploaded Documents:
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Bexley London Borough
Personal Details:
Name:

Margaret Finnemore

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I dont understand the figures or numbers relating to the change of boundaries but I do know
that Belvedere Village has always been the heart of our community of Belvedere. Making
changes to councillors will mean I am not represented by anyone regarding local facilities which
are situated within the proposed Belvedere Village ward. I feel any changes will alienate the
great community feeling of this area of Belvedere. I was born and have lived in Belvedere for
75 years and feel that it is quite unecessary and at a time of cutbacks and austerity to change
things in this way. Belvedere should remain Belvedere.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Bexley London Borough
Personal Details:
Name:

PENNY FLOYD

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
THERE ARE FAR TOO MANY COUNCILLORS ANYWAY SO ANY PROPOSALS THAT WILL REDUCE
THE COST TO TAX PAYERS IN THE BOROUGH IS A GOOD THING, BEARING IN MIND BEXLEY
COUNCIL ARE CONSTANTLY BLEATING HOW POOR THE BOROUGH IS SINCE TESCO PULLED OUT
OF THEIR REDEVELOPMENT OF THE OLD CIVIC OFFICES. I DO NOT SEE WHY THERE ARE SO
MANY BOUNDARIES ANYWAY. WHY NOT PUT AREAS NEAR IN EACH TOGETHER AND REDUCE
THE BOUNDARIES EVEN FURTHER. THIS WILL HELP REDUCE THE BURDEN ON CURRENT
TAXPAYERS TO THE COUNCIL AND MAYBE INCREASE PRODUCTIVITY FROM THE ELECTED
COUNCILLORS. THE PROPOSED BOUNDARY CHANGES DO NOT GO FAR ENOUGH.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Bexley London Borough
Personal Details:
Name:

Emma Francis

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I was very surprised to see the decision to split our community included in the draft
recommendations. At the time of writing, I have lived in Belvedere for 39 years. In addition, I
have had the privilege of representing Belvedere from 2000-2010 and again since 2014. During
the last 20 years I have also been involved with a number of community groups including as a
Board Member of the Belvedere Community Forum, as an officer of the Belvedere Community
Centre Management Committee until it was merged with the Forum, as a Governor and
volunteer at Lessness Heath Primary School and as a Governor at Woodside School. While a hill
may separate the two schools, I have always seen them as being part of the same community.
I was brought up in Barnfield Road in the heart of Belvedere Village but still used Belvedere
Station as my local station, attended matches at Erith & Belvedere FC (now the B&Q/ASDA site)
and the Belvedere Youth Centre (now Belvedere Community Centre). Yes there was a hill
between the Village and these facilities, but I have always seen these as part of the same
community. When the council took the decision to close the Picardy Street branch library, it
cited the fact that there would remain a library in the same community in Woolwich Road. Yes
there was a hill between the closed library and the remaining library, but the council saw this
as the same community. In 2011, the Belvedere community become concerned regarding the
future of Belvedere library. A campaign group was set up to save this library. The two people
who led this campaign and led the deputation to council live in addresses in Upper Park Road
and St Augustine's Road in the proposed Lower Belvedere ward while the library would be in
the proposed Belvedere Village ward. This again demonstrates that our community considers
itself to be one. When the Belvedere Community Forum was created, its agreed constitutional
area of benefit covered parts of four wards. However this constitution and area of benefit was
created by the London Borough of Bexley. Council officers wrote these documents but at their
heart was the fact that Belvedere Village and the Station area were the two main focuses of
the same community. For many years, the Belvedere community campaigned against the
proposed incinerator and other odour nuisances. As a result, a campaign group was formed
called Belvedere and District Against Incinerator Risk (BADAIR) to fight these issues although in
theory it campaigned pre-dominantly across the Belvedere area. The main leaders of this
campaign lived in Milton Road, Berkhampstead Road and Mitre Court, Picardy Road. Despite the
properties of these people all being virtually due east of each other, these properties would now
be split between two wards despite these activist having campaigned as part of one community.
In 2013, the Belvedere Community become concerned regarding the future of Belvedere
Community Centre due to the decision of the council for voluntary organisations to run
community centres. The Belvedere Community Forum expressed an interest in running the
Belvedere Community Centre and was supported from across the community. We were delighted
that without requesting it, that All Saints Church and Belvedere Baptist Church both in Nuxley
Road fundraised to assist us with legal costs towards the bid. We felt this demonstrated that we
are one community with groups from Belvedere Village fundraising for their community
representative group to run a facility in Mitchell Close. During the bid, the Belvedere
Community Forum produced a video with community groups asking the council for the Centre to
be managed by the Forum. This video included community groups based in Mitchell Close, a
trader from Gilbert Road and representatives of All Saints Church and Belvedere Baptist Church
both in Nuxley Road. This again demonstrated that residents and groups felt that the Village
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was part of the same community as Mitchell Close. In 2014 and 2015, a campaign was run by
the community to Save Belvedere Splash Park. The four most active residents in this campaign
lived in Abbey Crescent, Kingswood Avenue, Raglan Road and Woolwich Road. Two of these
addresses are in the proposed Lower Belvedere ward and two in the proposed Belvedere Village
ward. Again this demonstrates that these residents feel their community to be the same not
split in the middle. I can only presume that any proposal to split our community comes from
individuals who have no idea about our community and its history. I would ask that common
sense prevail and that the proposed Lower Belvedere and Belvedere Village wards be combined
to create a three member Belvedere ward representing our community.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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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:

From: Richard Gartside
Sent: 02 April 2016 07:21
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject:

Dear Sir/Madam
I would like to register some views in the consultation related to the proposed boundary changes
for 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 iden fy 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 Sta on Road and in local community groups, schools and facili es.Many of the
residents north of the railway track who play an ac ve part in Sidcup as a community will
commute from Sidcup Rail Sta on.
I would be grateful if you could take these views into account in your exercise
Regards Richard Gartside
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Bexley London Borough
Personal Details:
Name:

Robin Goulton

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
The plans for Thamesmead East Ward Councillors to represent all areas of Thamesmead within
Bexley is a good idea. The Peabody Housing Association is for instance located within
Thamesmead. Social problems within Thamesmead East have in the past sometimes escalated
and resulted in murder and arson, so having three knowledgeable councillors representing
Thamesmead residents within Bexley, offers a possibility of helping keep these social tensions
under control. In other parts of Bexley having a one member ward next to two member wards
does not seem to serve any strategic or logical purpose, for instance having three member
wards should probably enable councillors more easily to share the workload of being a Bexley
Councillor.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

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

From:
Sent: 04 April 2016 14:22
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Boundary review, Bexley

Having had the opportunity of reviewing the proposed boundary changes for the Bexleyheath and
Crayford Constituency, we feel it would benefit by making one small but significant change to that plan.
That is to merge the suggested Crook Log Ward with the Brampton Ward creating one, three Councillor
Ward, instead of the one and two Councillor Wards as suggested.
The reason for this is that under the present arrangements, the Crook Log Leisure Centre and the Crook
Log Estate would be in the proposed Brampton Ward, thereby splitting the community. By simply
removing the small boundary along the A207 the community would be reinstated and numerically there
would be no change by creating one larger Ward, with the same number of Councillors, namely three.
Also, from the Councillors point of view, the larger single Ward would be better served by them to work
collectively, and better for the constituents to be served by three Councillors.
As residents of the suggested Crook Log Ward we feel that this simple merger into one larger Ward would
be beneficial to all the residents in both areas and would, in no way, detract from the aims of the
Boundary Review Commission.
Brenda and David Haynes.
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Bexley London Borough
Personal Details:
Name:

Sally Hinkley

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I believe that splitting Belvedere Village off as it's own separate ward is not ideal. I currently
live at the bottom of the hill, i.e., in what would be the new Lower Belvedere ward. The
proposals, when the Boundary Commission began their review, were to be based upon how
communities worked and lived together. The Belvedere ward as it was I think pretty much
reflected the community. In Lower Belvedere there isn't really a 'hub' or centre of the
community. Our nearest shops and services are in the village and likewise, those from the
village can be seen every morning and evening traveling to and from the railway station. So
both areas are very much interlinked. Our doctor, the dentist etc are all in the village. Almost
every day I wander up there to the bakery, often using the post office and the other shops up
there. In Lower Belvedere all we have are a few boarded up shops and an Asda. They simply
don't represent the heart of the community. For that, Belvedere Village serves this purpose.
When I'm wandering around the village I see my neighbours, i.e., people who live in Lower
Belvedere. It just seems utterly obscure to split the village off with a single councillor. My
suggestion would be to have the proposed Lower Belvedere and Belvedere Village wards
combined with 3 councillors as there are common issues and the community is very much
linked.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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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: London Borough of Bexley

From: Patrick Hogan
Sent: 03 April 2016 14:31
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: London Borough of Bexley

Dear Sir/Madam,
re: areas of Belvedere, North Heath, Erith and Slade Green
I am a resident of Northumberland Heath which borders on all of the above.
Coupling Erith with Slade Green makes little sense especially as it has a completely separate
identity. Putting much of the existing Erith ward into North Heath also makes little sense as these are
clearly part of Erith rather than North Heath. I would propose you take Slade Green away and in its place
restore most of the existing Erith ward. North Heath could then be a smaller maybe one-seat ward as it is a
small close-knit community.
Splitting Belvedere in two also makes little sense as this is a single community with a single railway
station. So I would propose you keep a single 3-seat Belvedere ward
With best regards,
Dr Patrick Hogan.

1

Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
Tuesday, April 5, 2016 10:22 AM
Owen, David
FW: Re send Belvedere boundaries

From:
Sent: 04 April 2016 17:01
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Re send Belvedere boundaries

Dear Sir,
I have just heard today that the Boundary Commission has plans to break up Belvedere and I am
appalled by the suggestion. Your intention has not been common knowledge but I know that my
friends and neighbours will be equally concerned.
I have lived in the area for many, many years and I regard Belvedere as one entity not as two separate
areas as you propose. It does not make any sense to me to split Belvedere in two.
In particular removing the main area for shops and amenities, the village, seems nonsensical as it is
the lynchpin which holds Belvedere together.
I hope you will reconsider.
Yours faithfully
Linda Husband

1

Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
Tuesday, April 5, 2016 10:46 AM
Owen, David
FW:

From: David Jeffries
Sent: 03 April 2016 14:54
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject:

Dear Sirs.
I am Mr David Jeffries

I have studied the boundary change proposals and fully understand the reasoning behind the
proposed changes pertaining to the Barnehurst Ward and they seem to be completely
acceptable.
Risedale Road And Brantwood Road etc. are similar and compatible with the existing
Christchurch Ward.

I have been made aware of a counter proposal that suggests These Roads should be put into the
proposed Barnehurst/ Northend Ward which I would strongly disagree with. Northend is a
completely different community.

Yours sincerely David Jeffries.
/

1

Local Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

Page 1 of 1

Bexley London Borough
Personal Details:
Name:

Wendy Jones

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
New boundaries seem sensible to us when considering the new criteria for fewer wards.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Bexley London Borough
Personal Details:
Name:

Robin Kelly

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Pleased to see ward boundaries now more logically placed for Blackfen with A2 at Northern
edge. However Eastern border cuts the geographical area of Blackfen in half still. This is not
how the community operates.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Bexley London Borough
Personal Details:
Name:

Dan Laybourn

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
This is a long time coming and I support the reduction in the number of wards! The London
Borough of Bexley does not need 64 councillors which is a drain on taxpayer for no apparent
benefit!

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Commentary on the inexplicable draft Revised Ward Boundary Changes being
applied to the northern area of the London Borough of Bexley, known for
centuries as ERITH.
Two opening comments will help explain my lines of thought. In reducing the
number of wards in the LBB I wished to fully understand the criteria which the
Boundary Commission supposedly used when framing their proposals. I do not
know exactly what the guide lines were….but, in everyday language, I divine
that a new ward will serve (a) in the order of 4000 electors and (b) should have
some homogenous qualities which could be said to reflect the area. It could be
argued that the Commission hit the first target; equally, it is my view that the
Commission paid virtually zero attention to the second criterion. Why officers
of the Commission would do this is a mystery. Secondly, I offer my responses
in report form – any template suggested by the Commission for submitting
comment may assist officers of the Commission. As I see it, that is all it does!
So I explore what is proposed my way…..
1. It is a reasonable conclusion on the part of a resident of Erith to assume
that the Administrators within the Boundary Commission, who drew up,
what I now understand to be planned as the new Ward of Erith, had
either…
(a) started their planning in the south of LBB and then just slung together
any remnants left as they moved their planning northward, - and called it
Erith (in doing so just ignored any ERITH HERITAGE), - or
(b) they did the plan as an “afternoon job”, having imbibed a very liquid
lunch.
2. Erith Town has existed as both a town and a concept for hundreds of
years. Despite a very praiseworthy heritage it has always attracted a
measure of disrespect. It was noteworthy, for example, to see the
indifference to the wishes of the citizens of Erith, when, a few years ago,
the LBB gave the highways department the go-ahead to construct a major
trunk road (verging on a look-alike motorway), called Bronze Age Way,
to be driven straight through the heart of a mature, ex Kent country town.
It meant that folk like me, who lived a hundred yards or so from my
shopping centre, had to use great caution in trying to cross this major road
to get to this facility. There cannot be many citizens who would tolerate
this thoughtless highways planning but Erith people had no choice. This
success has probably encouraged planners to believe that the cavalier
indifference to our interests can continue. So…

3. Now this derisory draft Boundary Commission offering comes along. Can
I set out a few utter nonsenses now incorporated into this “plan”?
4. The new Ward of Erith will exclude the Railway Station of “Erith”.
Nearly all the railway line itself currently serving Erith Station won’t be
in new Erith. Erith South Eastern Rail Station would now become “near
Erith”. Unbelievable!
5. Christ Church, Erith (the Erith Parish Church) won’t be in Erith. All the
heroes of Erith who fought and died in two World Wars will no longer be
respected in what they knew as Erith.
6. Christ Church School, a Church of England School sponsored by Erith
Parish Church, won’t be in Erith.
7. Two major trunk roads…BOTH CALLED “ERITH ROAD”, one from
Plumstead and one from Bexleyheath, won’t in future, even in part, be in
Erith.
8. My home,
would now not be in Erith although
the title deeds to this house (dated March 1913) clearly says it is in Erith!
Some Boundary Commission officer has re-planted my house!
9. For over a century houses were built out from Erith Town Centre to
create homes for both the Armaments Industry workers, and the Thames
Port of Erith workers. If their ghosts were to return they would find the
Commission has now moved these homes out of Erith.
10. Erith Hospital, which clearly bears a plaque which says the Urban
District of Erith proudly boasts that this clinical facility is dedicated to the
people of Erith, will NOT be in Erith.
11. The Erith Veteran’s Club, again currently well placed to undertake
community duties in Park Crescent, Erith (as it has for over half a
century) has now been moved OUT of Erith.
The nonsenses I set out above hardly scratch the surface of the justifiable
indignation and disbelief the folk of the real Erith feel as they read this
Boundary Commission mesh-mash.

Not to over-state the position still allows me, as a present resident of Erith, to
complain that any conscious effort by the Boundary Commission to respect the
heritage and history of this district of the LBB seems not to exist.
The Commission should be ashamed of this ham-fisted and ill-judged response
to the need to reduce the number of Wards in the LBB.
Finally, the Commission could have, and still should, make a more
considerative ward recommendation in respect of a new re-drawn area the
residents are proud to call Erith.

Jim Leake

Currently an Elector in the Erith Ward of the LBB
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Bexley London Borough
Personal Details:
Name:

Jo Livingston

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I am very surprised at the proposal to split Belvedere into two wards, one with two councillors
and the other with only one, when the present arrangement is for a total of three in one ward.
Who gains from this new version? Belvedere is a coherent unit, with the station and a few
shops at the bottom of the hill and the rest of the amenities - shopping area, library, open
space etc at the top, which means that most people have reason to access the whole of
Belvedere. And most people long since dropped the frankly snobbish appellation of 'Upper
Belvedere' and the concomitant, mildly derogatory, 'Lower Belvedere'. To re-impose such a
division through the electoral system is unhelpful to community cohesion and insulting to
residents in this area. I have been involved since the 1980s in a variety of campaigns in the
community and gave evidence at three public enquiries into the Cory application. Belvedere was
at the centre of that campaign and people from all parts of the area supported it, including the
large Sikh community around the Belvedere Temple. We worked to include everyone in these
campaigns and find this attempt to create division in the community extremely unhelpful.

Uploaded Documents:
Download
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Response to Local Government Boundary Commission

March 2016

I am very surprised at the proposal to split Belvedere into two wards, one with two
councillors and the other with only one, when the present arrangement is for a total of three in
one ward. Who gains from this new version?
Belvedere is a coherent unit, with the station and a few shops at the bottom of the hill and the
rest of the amenities - shopping area, library, open space etc at the top, which means that
most people have reason to access the whole of Belvedere. And most people long since
dropped the frankly snobbish appellation of 'Upper Belvedere' and the concomitant, mildly
derogatory, 'Lower Belvedere'. To re-impose such a division through the electoral system is
unhelpful to community cohesion and insulting to residents in this area.
I have been involved since the 1980s in a variety of campaigns in the community and gave
evidence at three public enquiries into the Cory application. Belvedere was at the centre of
that campaign and people from all parts of the area supported it, including the large Sikh
community around the Belvedere Temple. We worked to include everyone in these
campaigns and find this attempt to create division in the community extremely unhelpful.
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Bexley London Borough
Personal Details:
Name:

franco lombardi

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Totally ridiculous, how can you replace Barnehurst with Crayford, we are no where near to
Crayford and what then happens to Barnehurst Golf Course is it going to be called Crayford Golf
Course, all you are going to do is reduce the cost of houses in the area. Funny how the
boundary falls short of David Evennet MP's house. Barnehurst has been around since the 50's it
just does not make any sense moving the boundary.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
Tuesday, April 5, 2016 11:10 AM
Owen, David
FW: Local Government Boundary Commission for England

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From:
Sent: 02 April 2016 13:11
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Local Government Boundary Commission for England
To the review officer
As a resident of Sidcup for over 35 years I am concern that the boundary proposals do not reflect communities
needs or desires. It also appears to me to be equally unjust politically. Boundaries by definition create individuality
and culture. All of them unique. All of them should have the right to vote for what political parties then want to
represent their families.
Please ensure that we have a government that is representative of residents wishes. I therefore state that I object
to the current governments proposal that break up communities and dictate / control a conservative MP within our
boroughs.
Mrs Lyon

Sent from my iPad
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Bexley London Borough
Personal Details:
Name:

Janet Mace

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I do not agree with Erith being devided and part of it being lumped together with Slade
Green.Erith town forum covers the area of Erith that will now be cut in two. Erith and Slade
Green are different places with different communities. They have separate Communty Forums
because their proririties and objectives are not the same. Erith has a town centre a town hall
and its own train Erith train station , it is a real community. As a community it dates back
centuries. It was the place that Henry VIII built his ships. During the First World War Erith was
an important area for the manufacture of guns and ammunition, largely due to the presence of
the large Vickers works in the Fraser Road area. In fact much of that area is known by locals
as the " Pom pom" after the munitions history and the pom pom gun. The Fraser Road area will
no longer be in the new Erith and Slade Green ward even though its where much if Eriths
industrial heritage lies. In the Second World War, Erith found itself in the thick of the conflict,
being directly on the German bombing routes from continental Europe to London, and also
because of the nearby armament factories. It seems The Luftwaffe could nt destroy Erith yet
the new boundaries may.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Bexley London Borough
Personal Details:
Name:

Jerry Martin

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I am writing to oppose the new proposal to the boundary of Erith Ward. Erith is an 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 if Dartford Rural District then in 1920s joined Crayford District Council, it has
never been the same community as Erith. 'Old' Erith of park crescent, avenue road etc wont be
in new Erith ward yet it is clear that this is the historic heart of erith. Alford Rd, Church Road,
Crusoe and Friday Roads were all all built for the workers of the factories of Erith the factories
were built because of the river. Erith owes its existance to the River yet most of the community
of Erith will be in a different ward to the river. The place where Alexander Selkirk ( the original
Robinson Crusoe) landed at Erith will be cut off from the roads such as Friday and Crusoe
named in Selkirk's honour , It has been one community throughout history and has a very long
history as a town where as Slade Green is a relative newcomer. Erith town forum covers the
area of Erith that will now be cut in two. Erith and Slade Green are different places with
different communities. They have separate Communty Forums because their proririties and
objectives are not the same. Erith has a town centre a town hall and its own train Erith train
station , it is a real community. As a community it dates back centuries. It was the place that
Henry Viii built his ships. During the First World War Erith was an important area for the
manufacture of guns and ammunition, largely due to the presence of the large Vickers works in
the Fraser Road area. In fact much of that area is known by locals as the " Pom pom" after the
munitions history and the pom pom gun. The Fraser Road area will no longer be in the new
Erith and Slade Green ward even though its where much if Eriths industrial heritage lies. In the
Second World War, Erith found itself in the thick of the conflict, being directly on the German
bombing routes from continental Europe to London, and also because of the nearby armament
factories. It seems The Luftwaffe could not destroy Erith yet the new boundaries may. Jerry
Martin
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Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
Tuesday, April 5, 2016 10:31 AM
Owen, David
FW: Belvedere wards
Belvedere Forum - Local Government Boundary Review.pdf

From: Nigel Mascarenhas [mailto:nigelmasc0@gmail.com]
Sent: 04 April 2016 14:51
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Cc: Belvedere Forum <belvedereforum@virginmedia.com>; Dan Francis Cllr <Daniel.Francis@bexley.gov.uk>
Subject: Belvedere wards

Dear Sir/Madam,
I have been a resident of Belvedere almost all my life, c45 years, and am supportive of the Belvedere Forum
letter, attached, to have one ward for Belvedere. Most residents who commute use the station in 'lower
belvedere' (no one uses this term) but probably 2/3 rds live in Belvedere in the proposed village ward.
I also think the community needs to think carefully about the developmental issues outlined including the
impact of croosrail, the 13000 new homes proposed and the proposed new river crossing. Whilst I am in
favour of fewer members per ward (working in local government) I can see the benefit of joining up these
two wards. Having 2 councillors but one ward might be my optimal outcome.
Regards
Nigel Mascarenhas
21 Picardy Rd
Belvedere
Kent. DA17 5QH
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Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
Tuesday, April 5, 2016 10:31 AM
Owen, David
FW: Belvedere wards
Belvedere Forum - Local Government Boundary Review.pdf

From: Nigel Mascarenhas [mailto:nigelmasc0@gmail.com]
Sent: 04 April 2016 14:51
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Cc: Belvedere Forum <belvedereforum@virginmedia.com>; Dan Francis Cllr <Daniel.Francis@bexley.gov.uk>
Subject: Belvedere wards

Dear Sir/Madam,
I have been a resident of Belvedere almost all my life, c45 years, and am supportive of the Belvedere Forum
letter, attached, to have one ward for Belvedere. Most residents who commute use the station in 'lower
belvedere' (no one uses this term) but probably 2/3 rds live in Belvedere in the proposed village ward.
I also think the community needs to think carefully about the developmental issues outlined including the
impact of croosrail, the 13000 new homes proposed and the proposed new river crossing. Whilst I am in
favour of fewer members per ward (working in local government) I can see the benefit of joining up these
two wards. Having 2 councillors but one ward might be my optimal outcome.
Regards
Nigel Mascarenhas
21 Picardy Rd
Belvedere
Kent. DA17 5QH
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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: Feedback to Bexley Council Boundary Review Consultation

From: CLIFFORD MASHIRI
Sent: 02 April 2016 15:48
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Feedback to Bexley Council Boundary Review Consultation

2 April 2016
For the attention of the Review Officer:
Here is what I think as a resident and registered voter of Erith.
Erith and Slade Green should be split into individual wards representative of the two different and independent communities that
they encompass, because they:
a.
have different local forums, different rail stations, different shops and local facilities;
b.
have different community groups who operate over two different areas
c.
have separate Community Forums because their priorities and objectives are not the same.
The Commission’s draft proposals:
a.
neglect the historic parts of Erith which are traceable to the 19th century when Erith Urban Council became the Municipal
Borough of Erith in 1938;
b.
erroneously use the railway as a hard boundary – disregarding the fact that Slade Green’s community and identity
transcend the local area, as a result the railway cannot act as a hard boundary purely for electoral and administrative purposes
without risking alienating the affected community.
The ideal solution is for a single Erith Ward which should be extended to include the Frobisher Road estate – that identifies itself
with Erith town and its community.
Yours sincerely
Clifford Chitupa Mashiri
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Personal Details:
Name:

Kenneth Mc Andrew

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
The resent ward boudries should be retained and the number of councillors be reduced to one.
This would recognise the present work level of members in this period of retrenchment of
services. It would also be the most cost effective
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Bexley London Borough
Personal Details:
Name:

Joan Mccarthy

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I am appalled that you intend to move the boundaries of the Erith Ward. You have split Erith in
two. Erith is a long established Town with a close knit community. This proposal would entirely
remove the oldest roads in Erith and make them part of Northumberland Heath which is an
entirely separate community. The roads in the Lesney Park Conservation Area contain the oldest
houses in Erith, i.e. Lesney Park Road, Park Crescent and Avenue Road. How can this area not
be included in Erith? Also, Christ Church in Victoria Road is the local Erith church. How can this
not be included in Erith? Erith also has its own Erith Town Forum but this proposal would no
longer encompass the whole of Erith. It appears that this proposal has just been drawn up by
someone sitting miles away in Bexleyheath without any knowledge of our local area or how
local people feel about Erith. The local people are fiercely loyal to Erith and this is a step too
far!
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Bexley London Borough
Personal Details:
Name:

Kevin McLaren

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Slade Green Christian Fellowship

Feature Annotations

9: Northhumberlandheath and Erith

4:

7: Slade Green and Northend
6:

11: Barnehurst and Colyers

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

Map Features:

Annotation 1:
Annotation 2:
Annotation 4:
Annotation 5:
Annotation 6:
Annotation 7:

Slade Green and Northend

Annotation 9:

Northhumberlandheath and Erith

Annotation
11:

Barnehurst and Colyers

Comment text:
I believe the changes I have represented are nearer to the existing boundaries, but with the proviso that Slade green and northend maintain there ancient
connection and community relationship.This ward has always been part of Crayford ,as indicated by Crayford marsh and Crayford Ness and therefore not
connected to Erith. In my proposal Erith naturally links with Northhumberlandheath,and Barnehurst with Colyers estate.In terms of mixing social demography in
each ward I believe this is a fairer solution, ie. each ward has its share of private and housing association properties.I believe juggling with residential areas in
terms of projected population will be slightly different but quite acceptable.I hope the boundary commision would take a serious look at this proposal.I have lived
in this area for 50years and have always been involved with community work and have been a church minister in Slade Green for 30years, and a member of
Slade Green community Forum.Please ignore annotation 1,2,4,6as I could not delete them.
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Bexley London Borough
Personal Details:
Name:

Paul McQuillen

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Joe Public

Comment text:
I agree with the reduction in the number of elected Councillors. I do not agree to single
member wards. This will erode democracy and representation and create too much pressure on
the single member. Wards should be combined (reduced) to ensure that there is at least 2
Councillors in each ward but ideally 3 so that there is a greater range of representation. I
would go further and suggest, as with the GLA model, that the number of wards is reduced
further and at least one third of Councillors have borough-wide representation elected by
proportional representation. This will enable minority parties who are penalised by the 'first past
the post' voting system to have a greater representation and hold the major parties to account.
The current system leads to 'one party state' polarisation such as LB of Lewisham and LB of
Greenwich.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7870

31/03/2016

Owen, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
Tuesday, April 5, 2016 10:40 AM
Owen, David
FW: Local Government Boundary Commission

From: MICHAEL MILLER
Sent: 04 April 2016 10:15
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Local Government Boundary Commission

Review Officer(Bexley)
Local Government Boundary Commission For England
14th Floor Millbank Tower
London SW1P 4QP
Dear Sir or Madam,
The commission's proposal to change the present Crayford and Barnehurst Ward
bounderies to a new Crayford with Barnehurst South Ward that will remove the
following streets : Mayplce road East, Stephen Road, Inglewood Road, Oakwood Drive
and Barnehurst Goft Course. All are ingtegral and historically part of the community
of Barnehurst.
I have lived in Barnehurst for many years any severance of Barnehurst to adjacent area's
such as North End Ward and others will destoy the pleasent area will all enjoy.
Barnhurst should remain whole and not reduce as these proposals seem to suggest.
Yours sincerely
Mr M Miller
4th April 2016
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Bexley London Borough
Personal Details:
Name:

Shirley moyse

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Please leave things as they are. Erith should be viewed as a whole and not be split into parts.
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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: Boundary Review - Bexley

From: dave offord
Sent: 02 April 2016 10:34
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Boundary Review ‐ Bexley

Dear Boundary Commission,
I am writing, as a Borough resident listed on the Electoral Roll of one of the following wards, to register my
objections to the proposals for changing the boundaries, specifically:
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 that 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 that once had its own town council; in the 19th century, it was Erith Urban Council that
became the Municipal Borough of Erith in 1938. During that time Slade Green in the 19th century was part if
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 that
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 that 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 that it does not have any community
connection with.
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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 that 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 that 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 that transcends across the local area.
Northumberland Heath
Northumberland Heath is a much smaller community than the three-member ward that 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 that 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 SouthWest 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 that 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.
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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
that should be in its own ward.
The Sidcup community 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 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.
Yours faithfully,
David Offord
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Bexley London Borough
Personal Details:
Name:

Paul O'Neill

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I am writing to respond to your proposed redrawing of the ward boundaries across the London
Borough of Bexley area, and in particular the changes that would affect the Erith community.
The first thing that I was immediately drawn to, on seeing the proposed ward boundaries on
your map, was the way that Erith has been arbitrarily dismembered. It almost appears that
Erith has been a sacrificial lamb to satisfy other ward re-design. If so, that is not acceptable. It
is also quite ironic when looking at the map you have provided that the large block capitals
ERITH from the traditional map underlay are now located in the Northumberland Heath ward.
Aside from the aim to recommend new ward boundaries that mean each councillor represents
approximately the same number of voters, your stated intention has been to ensure that the
pattern of wards “reflects the interests and identities of local communities.” I regret to tell you
that your proposal for Erith does not meet the latter aim; unfortunately it seems to work
against it. Your proposal will take a whole swathe of the longstanding Erith community south
west of the North Kent rail line out of Erith ward and into Northumberland Heath ward. And
lumping Erith together with Slade Green makes sense only as part of a technical exercise. It
does not feel right, here on the ground. Whilst I understand that major roads and railways can
sometimes draw a natural boundary between communities, this is not always the best option.
Sometimes major roads and railways run through the middle of towns, and where that happens,
it doesn’t necessarily follow that the town therefore ceases to be a community. For many
communities the local railway station is seen by residents as part of the identity of where they
live. In Erith the railway and dual carriageway do not represent a barrier to the feeling of
community or belonging. In fact the “Fish Roundabout” at the junction of A206 and A220,
adjacent to Erith railway station, the former town hall and Carnegie library, and Christ Church
Erith, is probably seen as the point in Erith from which the transport connectors for the
community fan outward. Loved and loathed in equal measure for its modern artistic statement,
the Fish roundabout is ironically one of the binding forces drawing people together. Your
proposal effectively puts the Fish roundabout on the edge of Erith (and Slade Green) ward. Only
people who live here would understand how strange that would be. Overlooking the Fish
roundabout, and part of the Erith community is Christ Church Erith. Although I am a committee
member of the Friends of Christ Church Erith, my submission in no way whatsoever represents
the view of the Committee or its individual members. My submission is entirely a personal view
based on my experience as a long term Erith resident. It is a matter of history that Christ
Church Erith has been part of the Erith community since the 1870s. It would seems very
strange to me that a church, which communes with a longstanding congregation from the local
residential area, should suddenly find itself situated in the separate Northumberland Heath
ward. I am sure The Lord is more worried about the boundaries between good and evil than
those between Erith and Northumberland Heath, but I have to say there is a certain symmetry
involving a church which gives its particular type of care to residents in the surrounding area –
to its north, south, east and west – and a trio of ward Councillors who also serve that area on
a more earthly plane. And the clue is in the name, Christ Church Erith. Immediately to the
south west of the Church is the Lesney Park and Park Crescent conservation area, which exists
on the rising ground towards the top of the hill where it currently becomes Northumberland
Heath, or as local people know it, North Heath. I would argue that the majority of people living
in that conservation area, politics and all else aside, would see themselves more as living in
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Erith rather than North Heath. Some might not like that fact, but I believe they would accept
my assertion. Where the boundary could be drawn between the two wards might be a little
more open to argument, but where it is currently proposed to be drawn is just not right. I have
previously mentioned that a combined Erith and Slade Green ward does not feel right as a
community entity, I believe there is some merit in bringing in part of Slade Green into the
current Erith ward, but only a small part, that to the east of the A206 as far as and including
Frobisher Road up to its junction with Manor Road, which should also be included. Wheatley
Road could also be brought into the Erith ward. This is because residents in these areas identify
themselves with Erith – they include the Erith Neighbourhood Watch – and they see Slade
Green as a separate community. There is much else I could say about the rest of the Erith
proposals, but as you will know better than I, we will end up with a domino effect. I believe
there is another and better alternative. You state that this boundary review has been
undertaken following a request from the Bexley Council for the Commission to carry out a
review to consider - in particular - the most appropriate number of councillors to be elected to
the council in future. I completely agree with the Council’s intent for the number of Councillors
to be reduced, but completely disagree with the notion of an expensive redrawing of ward
boundaries as the means. It is not necessary. A simpler and more cost saving option would be
to make all the current wards two member wards rather than the current three member
arrangement. This would reduce the number of Councillors from 63 to 42, which amounts to 3
less than the current proposal. One of the advantages of reducing to two members per ward
would be to increase the competition among politicians to represent their parties on the Council,
and this would actually drive up standards. I also think that the timing is wrong. Local
government, and particularly metropolitan local government, and even more particularly London
metropolitan local government is going through a major transitional phase with new
developmental pressures and financial constraints. While local authorities are taking on
important new powers, much of what they used to directly manage and make decisions on has
been contracted out to service deliverers. That begs the question as to how many councillors
each ward actually needs in order to properly represent residents in decision making and
function discharge. A last but often understated reason not to redraw boundaries at this time is
the very large disparity between the numbers of people living in some Bexley wards compared
to those who appear on the electoral register. Particularly in the north of the Borough there has
been an increasing number of people not registered to vote. Although not having participated in
the electoral process, non registered people still look to their locally elected Councillors for
support and representation on a range of issues. So the detailed number crunching exercise
behind the proposals put forward are likely to be flawed. With my suggested alternative, at
least the arithmetic dysfunction is not compounded.
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