Cooper, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Attachments:

Cllr Ian Bond
11 April 2016 16:27
RE: Redbridge electoral review
Redbridge Ward boundary review.docx; LibDem_Proposal.pdf; Ward variances LibDem.xlsx

Dear Mr Cooper,
Further to your helpful email below, please find attached three documents:
- a Word document prepared by me with a commentary on our proposal
- a pdf prepared by Council officers with a map of our proposal
- an excel spreadsheet prepared by Council officers with the results of their electorate and
variance analysis for our proposal
I would be grateful if you would be good enough to confirm receipt and that the files are all
received.
If you need any further clarification please get in touch
Kind regards,
Ian

Cllr Ian Bond

Leader, Redbridge Liberal Democrats

Sent: 06 April 2016 09:16
To: Cllr Ian Bond
Subject: RE: Redbridge electoral review

Cllr Bond
I have indeed given the council until after its next meeting to submit it's submission. We often get requests
of this sort as our consultation period often don't overlap with council meetings.
I am happy to accept any other submissions on that same timescale.
Mark
Sent from Outlook Mobile

On Tue, Apr 5, 2016 at 9:53 AM -0700, "Cllr Ian Bond" <Ian.Bond@redbridge.gov.uk> wrote:
Hello again Mark
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Planning & Regeneration

Redbridge Ward boundary review: Liberal Democrat proposal

1. Introduction
A map of our proposal, and its variances (modelled by Council officers) working from
the LBR 2021 electoral forecast, are set out in the separate attached documents.
In discussion with the other political groups represented on the Council, we have
achieved a high degree of consensus with the Labour Party proposal, which has now
been adopted as the Council’s proposal. We have a different view in respect of
three small areas, as set out in 7. below. We were unable to achieve consensus
with the Conservative Party proposal, other than in respect of Monkhams ward.

2. Overview
The broad pattern of wards in Redbridge is long-standing and familiar to our
residents, having been substantially created nearly 40 years ago by the 1977 review.
In its June 1999 report, the Commission recognised that Redbridge has “major
natural boundaries” that “should be used as the basis for ward boundaries”, these
being the Liverpool Street to Shenfield main railway line, Eastern Avenue, the
Central Line (north of Snaresbrook), and the M11/Roding Valley (except in the north
of the Borough where Bridge ward, and the historical community of Woodford Bridge,
bridges the river).
Nevertheless the 2021 electoral forecast agreed by the Commission implies a very
significant change in the balance of electorate across the Borough.
We suggest that the forecast electoral imbalance can be addressed by making just
three significant changes:




reducing Monkhams from a three- to a two-member ward;
reducing Snaresbrook from a three- to a two-member ward;
introducing a new Ilford Town ward, with two members.

This then allows the existing pattern of wards to form the basis for the remainder of
the review, so avoiding the need for a wholesale re-drawing of boundaries and the
consequent disruption and breaking of long-standing community ties.

3. Monkhams ward
We suggest that Monkhams is particularly suitable as a two-member ward, because:





it is forecast to be the most under-sized of the 21 existing wards by 2021;
Broadmead Road offers a much stronger southern boundary with Church End
than does the current sub-division of the continuous residential Laings Estate;
a smaller Monkhams nevertheless retains its focus on the shops in Woodford
Broadway and train and bus services from Woodford station.

4. Snaresbrook ward
We suggest Snaresbrook is suitable as a two-member ward because:





it is forecast to be significantly under-sized by 2021;
Snaresbrook Station (which, together with the western part of the High Street,
provides focus for the ward) has a smaller catchment than the other Central
Line stations, due to the proximity of Wanstead Station;
Snaresbrook currently includes many roads that are seen locally as integral to
Wanstead (including Wanstead High Street, the area immediately north of
Wanstead Station, and the roads running north off Cambridge Park). This
arose because of the previous requirement for all wards to be of equal size.

Our boundary follows a mid-line between Wanstead and Snaresbrook Stations and
therefore our proposal broadly reflects the catchment areas of each station.
The resulting Wanstead ward would much better reflect what local people see as
‘Wanstead’, focused upon Wanstead Station, the principal shopping area along the
southern part of the High Street, and the open space of George Green. It also gives
Wanstead a more convincing shape than its current artificial ‘reverse-L’ shape.

5. Ilford Town ward
Ilford Town is the one area where we have departed from the ‘natural boundaries’
referred to by the Commission in 1999, with a new two-member ward that bridges
the main railway line around Ilford Station.
We believe that this departure is justified because:




The new ward would reflect the Ilford Housing Zone, which is the focus of
current regeneration proposals for central Ilford;
the railway line runs underground beneath central Ilford and is bridged by a
continuous parade of shops along Cranbrook Road;
the alternative of retaining the western end of the main line as a boundary
would necessitate significant re-drawing of every ward within Ilford South. We
began by exploring such an approach, but we concluded that this would be
difficult to achieve without significant breaking of community ties.

6. The Repton Estate
Our proposal transfers the Repton Estate and Claybury Park (polling district FA5)
from Fairlop to Bridge ward. We submit that this is a better arrangement than the
current one, because:




the Estate is an isolated ‘island’ development, and by transferring the entire
polling district we avoid breaking any ties;
the only vehicular access to the Estate is from the West, and hence its ties
with Fairlop have always been weak since there is no direct vehicular route;
the Estate itself sees itself as part of Woodford - indeed the website of its
residents’ association was until recently ‘reptonparkwoodfordgreen.co.uk’; this
address redirects to its re-vamped site reptonpark.org and the introductory
paragraph states that the Estate is “situated in Woodford Green”.

7. Areas of difference with the Labour Party proposal
There are three areas where we propose different boundaries from the Labour
Party/Redbridge Council. The first two reflect Labour’s initial proposals as tabled
before the Council’s cross-party panel, before later amendment.
a) Roding/Wanstead wards
The roads that we propose to transfer from Snaresbrook & Wanstead into
Roding (Osprey, Cranbourne, Rodney, Sultan, Colvin and part of Elmcroft)
were all formerly part of Roding prior to the 1999 review; they were detached
from Roding ward in 1999 to achieve better electoral balance for Wanstead
and Snaresbrook (there being no alternative other than to move this boundary
given that these wards are the SW corner of the Borough).
Labour proposes the same but then also to transfer Lorne and Deynecourt
Gardens into Roding. These two roads have always been part of Wanstead
ward, and look towards Wanstead for transport, shops and services. We
submit that the variances in our proposal are not unreasonable at -4% and
+7%, and the reduced variance within Labour’s proposal does not merit
breaking the ties between these two roads and Wanstead.
b) Valentines and Cranbrook wards
Labour proposes to transfer the triangle of roads South East of Gants Hill,
between Eastern Avenue and Perth Road, together with Valentines Park, into
Valentines ward.

The Park is a very large area of open space, which we suggest is a boundary
between, rather than a focus of, the communities living around its edges. We
are relaxed about which ward the Park itself is located (indeed the wards
might be given more convincing shapes by dividing the open space between
Valentines and Cranbrook, as the Conservatives have done).
However, the division of roads between Cranbrook and Valentines has
previously reflected the former’s focus towards Gants Hill and Eastern
Avenue, with Valentines looking towards Cranbrook Road and Ilford Town
Centre (this was an issue in 1977 and the Assistant Commissioner makes
precisely this ‘north/south’ point in his report). We submit that the triangle of
roads north of Perth Road has little in common with the rest of Valentines,
other than being on the far side of the same large park, but looks towards
Gants Hill for shops and transport. A merit of our proposal, compared to
Labour’s (and the Conservatives’), is that the Gants Hill area – which is a local
centre within the Council’s Development Framework – is divided between just
two wards (one north and one south of Eastern Avenue) rather than three.
c) Clementswood and Loxford wards
A weakness of Labour’s proposal is that it divides these two wards in an “Lshape”, such that a number of roads (e.g. Hampton, Henley) continue to be
split arbitrarily. Further, the North Western part of Loxford clearly looks
towards Ilford Lane for local shops and transport, and towards Ilford Town
Centre rather than Loxford Lane, School, Park and allotments to the south.
Whereas Clementswood has always been seen as a ‘town centre’ ward.
We submit therefore that a better division of these wards would be northsouth along a boundary between roads (Hampton and Henley) rather than
across them. As well as a more appropriate boundary and more convincing
shapes, this would also deliver a marginal improvement in electoral balance.
8. Electoral balance
Our proposal meets the Commission’s requirement for electoral balance, based on
the 2012 forecast:




No wards are above +/- 10% variance (our maximum is 8%);
An average absolute variance of 3.1% across 22 wards;
18 of 22 wards are within +/- 5%.

9. Names
We have retained the names of the existing 21 wards within our proposal, and
support ‘Ilford Town’ as the name for the new 22nd ward. We would however invite
the Commission to consider whether ‘Gants Hill’ would be a better name for the
current ‘Barkingside’ ward, given that the latter neither includes Barkingside High
Street or Station, and mostly has a focus towards Cranbrook Road and Gants Hill.

10. The Conservative proposal
In presenting to the Council’s cross-party panel, the Conservative Group Leader said
that he intended to “reinvent the Borough” – but without explaining for what reason it
might need reinventing.
The Conservatives propose a radically different pattern of wards, which also departs
from the long-standing use of the Central Line as a ward boundary in South
Woodford as recognised by the 1999 review. Instead, the A406 is used, yet through
Church End this runs in a cutting bridged by the High Road (and so is effectively
underground) and there are shops and community facilities both sides of the A406.
The Conservative proposal does not achieve as satisfactory an electoral balance,
with an average absolute variance 30% higher than the Council or LibDem proposal
and with ten of the proposed wards having variances greater than +/- 5%.
Further, their proposal breaks community ties across the Borough, particularly in the
West and South:


South Woodford is split arbitrarily along Hermon Hill (which the Conservatives
submitted to the 1977 review is a community focus such that ‘Hermon Hill’
was indeed at that time their strongly preferred name for Roding ward);



Wanstead is divided between ‘Wanstead Park’ and ‘Wanstead Village’: roads
near to George Green and Wanstead Station that see themselves as part of
‘the village’ are not in the Village ward, which instead extends way north up to
Charlie Brown’s roundabout, taking in large areas of South Woodford that noone living there would see as being in Wanstead at all;



‘Snaresbrook’ is extended far to the north, taking in much of central South
Woodford, yet excludes the area around Wellington/Nelson Roads and lower
Hermon Hill, which looks towards Snaresbrook for transport and shops;



Hill Farm Estate (polling district R1), whilst somewhat isolated, does look to
South Woodford and the Southend Road Tesco for shops and transport. It
has little connection with Bridge ward on the other side of a large open space;



“Churchfields” ward combines two areas that both look towards South
Woodford for shops and transport, but separated by the Central Line. Indeed
there is only a single footbridge connecting the two halves, with no vehicular
connection other than along the proposed northern boundary. The proposed
name for this area is simply one of the roads (and a school) near its middle;



Repton Estate remains attached to Fairlop ward, with which it has no
vehicular connection at all;



‘Barkingside East’ ward comprises an area currently part of Aldborough,
including Newbury Park station, which is south rather than east of Barkingside
and mostly not Barkingside at all. To have two wards called “Barkingside”,
neither of which includes Barkingside’s High Street, would be unusual.



The area around Little Heath school is attached to Hainault ward, the
residential parts of which are almost a mile away across a wide expanse of
open land;



A weakness of the current Goodmayes ward is that it extends significantly to
the west, taking in roads served by shops and transport in Seven Kings that
residents would not see as Goodmayes. The Conservative proposal
compounds this by adding the area around Holmwood Road;



Whilst the return of polling district SK1 to Chadwell has some merit, the subdivision of Chadwell into two areas leaves the northern ‘St Bede’s’ ward
without a real focus, since apart from a bus route there are no shops or
services along Eastern Avenue and relatively few within the ward itself, until
you reach the bottom end of Chadwell Heath Lane;



The area around the northern end of Aldborough Road looks towards
Newbury Park yet is separated from the rest of Newbury Park ward and
added to Seven Kings, with which it has little connection.



The proposed division of Valentines between ‘Valentines’ and ‘Park’ wards
(Valentines being of course the name of the Park in the first place) is arbitrary,
particularly around Coventry & Wellesley Roads, which are both divided;



The area that most residents would see as ‘Loxford’, along Loxford Lane and
around the park, is divided between ‘Ilford Lane’ and ‘Loxford’ wards.

Cllr Ian Bond

Leader, LibDem Group, Redbridge Council

Ward variances based on Liberal Democrat scheme
Redbridge Liberal Democrats
Ward name

Forecast Cllrs per
Electorate
ward

Electorate
per Cllr

Variance

Aldborough

10943

3

3648

1%

Barkingside

11238

3

3746

4%

Bridge

10265

3

3422

-5%

Chadwell

11526

3

3842

7%

Church End

10804

3

3601

0%

Clayhall

10885

3

3628

1%

Clementswood

10646

3

3549

-1%

Cranbrook

10723

3

3574

-1%

Fairlop

10951

3

3650

2%

Fullwell

10098

3

3366

-6%

Goodmayes

10679

3

3560

-1%

Hainault

10466

3

3489

-3%

Ilford Town

6967

2

3483

-3%

Loxford

10615

3

3538

-2%

Mayfield

10770

3

3590

0%

Monkhams

7776

2

3888

8%

Newbury

10718

3

3573

-1%

Roding

10344

3

3448

-4%

Seven Kings

11230

3

3743

4%

Snaresbrook

6886

2

3443

-4%

Valentines

10423

3

3474

-3%

Wanstead

11531

3

3844

7%

REDBRIDGE

226484

63

3595

