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A note on our mapping:
The maps shown in this report are for illustrative purposes only. Whilst best efforts
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Analysis and further draft recommendations in the areas
of Forest Gate, Green Street, Little Ilford, Manor Park,
Maryland and Plashet
1
Following our consultation on the draft recommendations for Newham, the
Commission has decided to hold a period of consultation on further draft
recommendations in the north of the borough, namely the areas of Forest Gate,
Green Street, Little Ilford, Manor Park, Maryland and Plashet, prior to publication of
its final recommendations. The Commission believes it has received sufficient
evidence relating to the rest of the borough to finalise its recommendations.
2
During consultation on the draft recommendations, published on 29 October
2019, we received 112 representations. These included borough-wide comments
from the Council and a local resident. Many submissions focused on specific areas
across the borough. We received a large number of objections to our draft
recommendations from the Manor Park community. We also received significant
comments on our draft recommendations for the Forest Gate and Maryland area.
Many respondents provided evidence describing their community to substantiate
their opposition to our proposals.
3
Accordingly, we have been persuaded to amend our proposals and publish
further draft recommendations for Forest Gate, Green Street, Little Ilford, Manor
Park, Maryland and Plashet areas. We are now inviting further views in these areas.
4
We welcome all comments on these proposals, particularly on the location of
the ward boundaries and the names of our proposed wards. This stage of
consultation begins on 1 September 2020 and closes on 12 October 2020. Please
see page 9 for more information on how to send us your response. Following this
period of consultation, the Commission expects to publish final recommendations for
Newham on 1 December 2020.
5
The tables and maps on pages 2–8 detail our further draft recommendations.
They detail how the proposed warding arrangements reflect the three statutory
criteria of:
•
•
•

Equality of representation.
Reflecting community interests and identities.
Providing for effective and convenient local government.

1

Forest Gate and Maryland

Number of
councillors
2
3
2

Ward
Forest Gate North
Forest Gate South
Maryland

Variance 2025
-3%
1%
8%

Forest Gate North, Forest Gate South and Maryland
6
In addition to the borough-wide comments, we received over 30 submissions
for this area. These included submissions from two councillors, the Newham,
Barking & Dagenham Liberal Democrats, the Stratford & New Town Labour Party,
the Maryland Community Group and a number of residents. A number of these
submissions also commented on our neighbouring Olympic East Village and
Stratford wards. Furthermore, we received a petition from residents of Claremont,
Hampton, Osborne and Windsor roads.
7
The Council argued in support of its original proposal which split the existing
Stratford & New Town ward in two and maintained a boundary along Leytonstone
Road. While it acknowledged the existence of a Maryland community, it did not
consider that the community was as substantial or as well established as those in
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Forest Gate and Stratford. The Council was also not in favour of the creation of twocouncillor wards except where this was considered unavoidable, for example in the
south of the borough in the Docklands area and in Manor Park. It stated that its
proposed wards in the Forest Gate area had better electoral equality than our draft
recommendations.
8
Councillor Griffiths, Councillor Vaughan, the Stratford & New Town Labour
Party and a number of residents supported the Council’s submission. Councillor
Griffiths considered that the workload of councillors in two-councillor wards was
heavier than in three-councillor wards. He reiterated the Council’s argument that the
communities in the wider Stratford area used GP services in the Olympic Village.
9
Councillor Vaughan (like Councillor Griffiths) raised the issue of the origin of the
name Maryland and described its possible association with the erstwhile colony of
Maryland (now Maryland State) in the United States of America and links to a
slaveowner.
10 Seven (Forest Gate) residents were concerned that our Maryland ward
extended too far to the east. We received suggestions that indicated that residents of
Odessa Road were part of the Forest Gate community. Fourteen residents, including
the resident who submitted the new borough-wide scheme, supported the creation of
a Maryland ward. Three of these also indicated that the boundary of this ward should
be somewhere west of Odessa Road.
11 Those in support of our Maryland ward, including the Maryland Community
Group, reiterated that the existing arrangements split the community across three
wards and that both sides of Leytonstone Road ought to be in a single ward rather
than being a boundary as proposed by the Council.
12 We remain persuaded that Maryland is a community but accept that it does not
extend as far east as the boundaries in our draft recommendations suggest. We also
accept that Forest Gate North ward should extend to the west. We maintain that
Leyton Road is a stronger and more identifiable boundary than Leytonstone Road,
which is part of the centre of the Maryland community.
13 We note the Maryland Community Group’s suggestion that we use postcodes
to determine the boundary between Maryland and Forest Gate. However, we do not
base wards on postcodes. Postcodes are a tool used to facilitate mail delivery. They
do not necessarily depict communities or indeed identifiable boundaries.
14 Therefore, our further draft recommendations include a Maryland ward, albeit
with two-councillors. We note the Council’s and Councillor Griffiths’ comments about
two-member wards. However, the electorate in two-councillor wards is smaller and
proportionate to the number of councillors. Furthermore, the Council accepts that it is
inevitable that Newham will have a mixed pattern of warding and, therefore, having

2

two-councillor wards in this part of the borough is also acceptable and no different
from having them in the Docklands or any other part of the borough.
15 Our draft recommendation for Forest Gate North was a two-councillor ward with
a forecast variance of 9%. Including additional roads in line with the community
evidence produced poor electoral equality based on our draft recommendations.
However, we received a submission at warding pattern stage and three submissions
in response to our draft recommendations which advocated uniting the eastern half
of Claremont, Hampton, Osborne and Windsor roads with the western half in a
Forest Gate ward.
16 We considered including them in a three-councillor Forest Gate North ward, in
line with the resident’s borough-wide scheme. Although it produced an acceptable
variance of -5%, the petition from residents of these roads argued that they were
part of the Forest Gate South community and that their links were at the southern
border towards Green Street East and West wards, and not to the north of the
railway line in Forest Gate North. Therefore, our further draft recommendations unite
these roads in a three-councillor Forest Gate South ward. This retains the existing
boundary along the railway line, reflecting the views of some of the respondents. Our
Forest Gate South ward also includes electors east of Water Lane. Finally, we have
made a further modification to the south-eastern boundary of this ward around Upton
Lane and Wyatt Road in order to unite another community while maintaining good
electoral equality (paragraphs 21–24).
17 Our further draft recommendations for Maryland ward are based on boundaries
proposed by the resident scheme. Its eastern boundary (with Forest Gate North)
runs behind properties on the western side of Tower Hamlets Road. We considered
a different boundary which ran behind properties on the eastern side of St James
Road. However, this is a less identifiable boundary and could split the park across
two wards.
18 Most of the southern boundary of this ward now runs along the railway line but
the ward also includes the area immediately south of Maryland station. This reflects
evidence received across both consultations that the ‘Manbey roads’ are considered
part of Maryland. We looked at including electors on the western side of The Grove
in Maryland ward. However, access to and from Grove Crescent Road is via The
Grove. Furthermore, this amendment would split St Francis of Assisi Roman Catholic
Church on Grove Crescent Road from the Franciscan Friary on The Grove. Including
residents of Grove Crescent and Oxford roads in Maryland ward produces an
unacceptable forecast variance of 14%. As we are not minded to create a ward with
this level of electoral inequality, we have made the northern end of The Grove a
boundary and included these roads in the neighbouring Stratford ward.
19 Finally, we note the comments about the name Maryland but have not been
persuaded that an alternative name better reflects the community in the area. In
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particular, we note that a number of local amenities – including the school and
station – are named Maryland.
20 Our further draft recommendations include Forest Gate North and Maryland
wards. Both are two-councillor wards with forecast variances of -3% and 8% by
2025, respectively. Our recommendations also include a three-councillor Forest Gate
South ward, which has a forecast variance of 1% by 2025. On balance, we consider
that our further draft recommendations for these wards effectively reflect our
statutory criteria. We welcome comments regarding our decisions for these three
wards during the current consultation.

4

Forest Gate Green Street, Green Street East, Little Ilford, Manor Park
and Plashet

Number of
councillors
3
3
3
3
2

Ward
Forest Gate Green Street
Green Street East
Little Ilford
Manor Park
Plashet

5

Variance 2025
-1%
-7%
5%
-5%
2%

Forest Gate Green Street
21 We received three representations, in addition to the borough-wide comments
on the draft recommendations for Green Street West ward. These included two
petitions from residents of Dunbar and Skelton roads.
22 The Council supported our Green Street West ward. Residents of Dunbar and
Skelton roads explained that these roads were part of the same community as
Chaucer, Gower and Wyatt roads and requested that we correct a ‘historic anomaly’.
A resident of Gower Road expressed the same view.
23 We have looked again at the boundary in this area and are persuaded that
Chaucer, Dunbar, Gower, Skelton and Wyatt roads are one community and should
be united in a single ward.
24 However, including these roads in Forest Gate South ward produces
unacceptable variances of 13% and -13% for Forest Gate South and the residual
Green Street West wards. We have therefore included these roads in what was
Green Street West and renamed it Forest Gate Green Street ward, to better reflect
the communities within it. We welcome comments on the name of this ward as well
as its boundaries. We note that retaining the existing boundary in this area produces
variances of 8% and -8%; however, on balance, we consider that our further draft
recommendations for a three-councillor Forest Gate Green Street ward, which unites
these roads and has a forecast variance of -1% by 2025, better reflects our statutory
criteria.
Green Street East, Little Ilford, Manor Park and Plashet
25 In addition to the borough-wide comments and proposals, we received 46
submissions about this area. These were from the local Member of Parliament, the
London Assembly Member, Manor Park ward councillors, the Manor Park Islamic
Cultural Centre (MPICC), the Save Manor Park Campaign and residents. The
representations also included a petition from Monega Road residents. Forty-four of
the representations objected to our draft recommendations for Manor Park.
26 The Council noted that we had adopted its proposals in this area and that
simply creating a Manor Park ward based on existing boundaries would produce
unacceptably high variances for neighbouring wards. It also explained that it had
looked at other options but that they produced unacceptable variances. However, it
recommended that we consider the residents’ submissions outlining their concerns.
27 London Assembly Member, Unmesh Desai AM, stated that he was glad to see
that a number of facilities remained within Manor Park ward. However, he and
others, including Stephen Timms MP, Manor Park councillors and residents, raised
specific objections to the inclusion of First and Second Avenues in Little Ilford ward
instead of Manor Park ward. They also objected to electors south of Halley Road
being placed in Plashet ward. Furthermore, Unmesh Desai AM highlighted the
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existence of community groups such as Manor Park Business Forum and Manor
Park Faith Forum, where local shops and religious places meet respectively.
28 The MPICC explained that they were not included within the boundaries of the
existing Manor Park ward and argued for this to be rectified when drawing up
boundaries for the new ward. Residents highlighted the strong sense of identity they
had as Manor Park residents. A number of residents of Meanley Road described a
close relationship with residents of First and Second Avenues, explaining that they
had established a forum to tackle issues affecting their community. Other residents
suggested that residents of Third and Fourth Avenues be included in Manor Park
ward.
29 The Save Manor Park Campaign submitted four slightly different alternative
warding patterns for Little Ilford, Manor Park and Plashet wards. The proposals
restore most of the existing boundaries of Manor Park ward and also extend it to
include Third and Fourth Avenues and Rabbits Road. The western boundary of the
proposed Little Ilford ward extends southwards along Browning Road, either to the
end of the road or eastwards along Byron Avenue. The Save Manor Park Campaign
argued that residents in the area around Shakespeare Crescent use facilities, like
schools, in the Little Ilford area. Under these proposals Plashet ward is a twocouncillor ward.
30 We have been persuaded by the local evidence of a strong Manor Park
community which extends beyond the boundaries of our draft recommendations.
Therefore, as part of our further draft recommendations, we have altered a number
of the boundaries we had originally proposed. In order to reflect the evidence
presented to us, we have adopted boundaries proposed by the Save Manor Park
Campaign for Little Ilford and Plashet wards. We welcome comments on these
boundaries, in particular evidence relating to the Browning Road boundary.
31 We have included Third and Fourth Avenues, and consequently the MPICC,
within Manor Park ward. However, as mentioned in paragraphs 15 and 16, we
received other representations to unite residents of Claremont, Hampton, Osborne
and Windsor roads, east of Balmoral Road, with those on the same roads to the
west. We have done so and included all residents on these roads in Forest Gate
South ward. Consequently, our further draft recommendations for Manor Park do not
include these roads. It is worth noting that the borough-wide scheme included these
electors in a Forest Gate ward and not in Manor Park.
32 Our further draft recommendations in this area of the borough include a threecouncillor Green Street East ward, unchanged from our draft recommendations with
a forecast variance of -7%. Our recommendations also include Little Ilford and Manor
Park wards which are both three-councillor wards with forecast variances of 5% and
-5% by 2025 respectively. Plashet ward is a two-councillor ward forecast to have a
2% variance by 2025.
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33 In addition to comments on the revised boundaries, we specifically welcome
comments on the name of Plashet ward, especially as the Plashet cemetery is no
longer sited in this ward.
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Have your say
34 The Commission has an open mind about its further draft recommendations.
Every representation we receive will be considered, regardless of who it is from or
whether it relates to the entire area in question or just a part of it.
35 If you agree with our recommendations, please let us know. If you don’t think
our recommendations are right for Newham, we want to hear alternative proposals
for a different pattern of wards in these specific areas.
36 Our website has a special consultation area where you can explore the maps
and draw your own proposed boundaries. You can find it at
www.consultation.lgbce.org.uk
37
to:

Submissions can also be made by emailing reviews@lgbce.org.uk or by writing

Review Officer (Newham)
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England
c/o Cleardata
Innovation House, Coniston Court
Riverside Business Park
Blyth NE24 4RP
38 The Commission aims to propose a pattern of wards for Newham which
delivers:
•
•
•

39

Electoral equality: each local councillor represents a similar number of
voters.
Community identity: reflects the identity and interests of local communities.
Effective and convenient local government: helping your council discharge
its responsibilities effectively.

A good pattern of wards should:
•
•
•
•

Provide good electoral equality, with each councillor representing, as
closely as possible, the same number of voters.
Reflect community interests and identities and include evidence of
community links.
Be based on strong, easily identifiable boundaries.
Help the council deliver effective and convenient local government.
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40

Electoral equality:
•

41

Community identity:
•
•
•

42

Does your proposal mean that councillors would represent roughly the
same number of voters as elsewhere in Newham?

Community groups: is there a parish council, residents’ association or
other group that represents the area?
Interests: what issues bind the community together or separate it from
other parts of your area?
Identifiable boundaries: are there natural or constructed features which
make strong boundaries for your proposals?

Effective local government:
•
•
•

Are any of the proposed wards too large or small to be represented
effectively?
Are the proposed names of the wards appropriate?
Are there good links across your proposed wards? Is there any form of
public transport?

43 Please note that the consultation stages of an electoral review are public
consultations. In the interests of openness and transparency, we make available for
public inspection full copies of all representations the Commission takes into account
as part of a review. A list of respondents will be available from us on request after
the end of the consultation period.
44 If you are a member of the public and not writing on behalf of a council or
organisation we will remove any personal identifiers, such as postal or email
addresses, signatures or phone numbers from your submission before it is made
public. We will remove signatures from all letters, no matter who they are from.
45 In the light of representations received, we will review our further draft
recommendations and consider whether they should be altered. As indicated earlier,
it is therefore important that all interested parties let us have their views and
evidence, whether or not they agree with the further draft recommendations. We
will then publish our final recommendations.
46 After the publication of our final recommendations, the changes we have
proposed must be approved by Parliament. An Order – the legal document which
brings into force our recommendations – will be laid in draft in Parliament. The draft
Order will provide for new electoral arrangements to be implemented at the all-out
elections for Newham in 2022.
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Equalities
47 The Commission has looked at how it carries out reviews under the guidelines
set out in Section 149 of the Equality Act 2010. It has made best endeavours to
ensure that people with protected characteristics can participate in the review
process and is sufficiently satisfied that no adverse equality impacts will arise as a
result of the outcome of the review.
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Appendices
Appendix A
Further draft recommendations for wards in Newham Council
Ward name

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2019)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average %

Electorate
(2025)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average %

1

Forest Gate
Green Street

3

10,305

3,435

10%

11,655

3,885

-1%

2

Forest Gate North

2

6,695

3,348

7%

7,576

3,784

-3%

3

Forest Gate South

3

10,663

3,554

14%

11,811

3,937

1%

4

Green Street East

3

9,698

3,233

3%

10,947

3,649

-7%

5

Little Ilford

3

10,982

3,661

17%

12,294

4,098

5%

6

Manor Park

3

9,864

3,288

5%

11,193

3,731

-5%

7

Maryland

2

7,666

3,833

22%

8,421

4,211

8%

8

Plashet

2

7,091

3,546

13%

7,957

3,979

2%

Source: Electorate figures are based on information provided by Newham Council.
Note: The ‘variance from average’ column shows by how far, in percentage terms, the number of electors per councillor in each electoral ward
varies from the average for the borough. The minus symbol (-) denotes a lower than average number of electors. Figures have been rounded to
the nearest whole number.
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Appendix B
Submissions received
All submissions received can also be viewed on our website at:
www.lgbce.org.uk/all-reviews/greater-london/greater-london/newham
Local Authority
•

Newham Council

Political Groups
•
•
•

Canning Town North & Plaistow South Labour Party
Newham, Barking & Dagenham Liberal Democrats
Stratford & New Town Labour Party

Councillors
•
•
•

Councillor K. Clark, Councillor M. Dawood & Councillor S. Patel (Newham
Council)
Councillor A. Griffiths (Newham Council)
Councillor W. Vaughan (Newham Council)

Members of Parliament
•

Stephen Timms MP (East Ham)

London Assembly
•

Unmesh Desai AM (City & East)

Local Organisations
•
•
•
•
•

Manor Park Islamic Cultural Centre (MPICC)
Maryland Community Group (2)
Plaistow Christian Fellowship
Royal Docks Residents’ Association (2)
Save Manor Park Campaign
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Local Residents
•

92 local residents

Petitions
•
•
•
•

Dunbar Road residents
Monega Road residents
Skelton Road residents
Woodgrange Estate (Claremont, Hampton, Osborne and Windsor roads)
residents
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