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ELECTORAL REVIEW OF THE LONDON BOROUGH OF CROYDON:
WARDING PATTERN SUBMISSION BY THE CONSERVATIVE
COUNCILLOR GROUP
Section 1: Executive Summary
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England (LGBCE) is
undertaking a review of the London Borough of Croydon’s electoral
arrangements. The outcome of the review will be implemented for the May
2018 Council elections.
The review will cover the entire borough. The statutory criteria that the
LGBCE will apply when making its proposals are:1. Electoral equality (a consistent number of electors per Councillor);
2. Community identity (strong ward boundaries that reflect
communities); and
3. Effective and convenient local government (coherent wards with
good internal transport links).
The review was initiated in February 2016 and the preliminary stage of the
review determined the future Council size: the preferred option of LGBCE is
to maintain the council size at 70 members.
The period for interested parties to submit their ideas for warding patterns
closes on 05 December 2016.
It is the opinion of the Conservative Group that a warding pattern which is
closely based on the council’s ‘places of Croydon’ map will be able to:
 fully respect criteria 2 (community identity) through a strongly
evidenced and cross-party planning model
 maximise compliance with criteria 3 (convenient local government)
by operating withing ‘places’ which have strong and convenient
transport links
 result in low variances from the average number of councillors and
therefore achieve criteria 1 (electoral equality).
This document sets out how this warding pattern can be built up from the
places of Croydon map.
It results in a warding pattern which closely maps to the council’s ‘places of
Croydon’ map and produced variances in all wards bar one of less than 5%
in 2022.
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Methodology
Our methodology was:
1. Starting with the places of Croydon we sought to resolve the fuzzy
edges of some of the council’s places into hard edges using
topography and our knowledge of the communities of each area.
2. We further broke down the places where the process to develop as
few as sixteen places had resulted in some uneasy bedfellows being
grouped together into a slightly artificial place
3. We analysed the number of councillors each hard edged ‘place’
warranted, based on its number of electors, and made a small
number of minor amends to bring all places within an acceptable
variance. This mostly involved moving one or two roads from one
place to another. Fortunately, very little adjustment is needed to
make this work, the places falling pretty conveniently into councillorsized blocks.
4. This gave us places with an integer number of councillors, which we
then sub-divided into two or three member wards, as appropriate,
again based on topography and our knowledge of the subcommunities in each area (e.g. residents’ association patches etc.).
Wards that, when combined, make up a ‘place’ would be expected to
work together and be consulted together on issues affecting that
‘place’. This therefore allows for more effective and convenient local
government.
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Section 2: The current warding pattern
Electoral reviews in Croydon
The current warding pattern was created at the last boundary review in
Croydon, in 1999, for implementation at the 2002 local election.
The Council is currently comprised of 70 Councillors across 24 wards. In
line with most London borough Councils at present, there is a uniform
pattern of three-member wards across the borough, with the exception of
the two wards serving the community of New Addington, which is
represented by 2 two-member wards. All Councillors are elected for a four
year term.
Prior to 2002 the council had 27 wards in a mix of two and three member
wards. This gave reasonable flexibility to match wards with communities,
although the duration of those arrangements (from 1977 to 2002) meant
that population mobility had inevitably created some electoral inequalities.
The move towards almost entirely three member wards in 2002 gave rise to
some significant variations between wards and the actual pattern of
communities:
1. The community of Shirley was split between three wards: Shirley,
Ashburton and Heathfield
2. The area of Purley ward was significantly less than the generally
accepted area of Purley the place. As a result parts of the place
ended up split between Purley and Coulsdon West, Kenley,
Sanderstead, Croham and Waddon.
3. Upper Norwood ward contained parts of the borough whose
community would actually consider themselves to be part of Norbury
and conversely did not contain some parts of South Norwood ward
which considered themselves to be Upper Norwood.
Current wards
The map overleaf shows the current ward pattern.
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Fig. 1 – Current warding patterns
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Section 3 The Places of Croydon
As part of its preparation of its Local Development Framework, the council
worked for several years to better understand its communities and their
locations. The outcome of this work was collated into the ‘Borough
Character Appraisal’ which was published in June 2011 and can be
downloaded from the council’s web site here:
https://www.croydon.gov.uk/sites/default/files/articles/downloads/characterv
4.pdf
The character appraisal forms part of the council’s evidence base which
underpins the Core Strategy (CLP1), which was subject to inspection in
public in late 2012 and was adopted by the council in April 2013. The
Inspectors Report on the Core Policies concludes that the document
provides ‘an appropriate basis for the planning of the Borough over the next
15 years’ i.e. to 2028.
The Core Strategy can be downloaded from the council’s web site here:
https://www.croydon.gov.uk/planningandregeneration/framework/localplan/c
lppolicies
The Core Strategy is strongly based on the council-identified sixteen places
of Croydon, which feature on the document cover and throughout the
document.
The sixteen places were generated when the borough was under
Conservative control but with the active engagement in a working group of
the then Labour opposition. Two stages of the LDF process have taken
place since the change of control in 2014, in both cases the 16 places have
remained unchanged and unchallenged. It is therefore reasonable to
assume that the 16 places enjoy cross-party support outside of the
pressure-cooker situation of a boundary review.
The sixteen places have been consulted upon many times and have found
wide ranging support in the communities they refer to. During their
development we consulted regularly with residents’ associations. No
credible commentator has challenged their veracity. It can therefore be
taken that the communities the 16 places seek to define broadly support the
classification agreed.
The 16 places as set out in the council’s core strategy is shown in fig. 2
below.
As a diagram fig. 2 is not particularly helpful. To assist the reader’s
understanding of the topography the 16 places are set out over a current
road base map in fig. 3 below.
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Fig. 2 – the 16 Places of Croydon (source Croydon Council LDF CLP1
2013)
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Fig. 3 – 16 Places over the base map
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Commentary on the 16 Places map
Early drafts of the 16 places map suggested differing numbers of places.
The council planning team were keen to keep the number of places to 16 or
less, so a number of small ‘places’ were incorporated into larger ones for
simplicity. Of most significance amongst these ‘small places’ are Addington
Village and the Long Lane area of Ashburton/Shirley. We will come back to
this issue in more detail below.
Most places do not have solid edges. Instead, if a surveyor were to move
from the heart of one place to its neighbour, they would most likely find that
there is a buffer zone where some people asked would say they live in
place A whilst others would assert it was place B. The wideness of this
‘fuzzy zone’ varies from place to place, as shown on the two diagrams
above.
In some cases the fuzzy zone runs across a park or open space. In this
case usually the people on the two edges of the open space are clear about
which place they live in, and the fuzzy belt across the green space is
irrelevant for electoral purposes as there are no affected voters.
Wards cannot have fuzzy edges. We therefore seek to make a best
estimate about which place each road should be placed in for electoral
purposes in fig. 4 below.
We have sought to define the places more precisely in terms of:
1. How the majority of electors in the fuzzy areas feel about their
locality and which way we believe they would choose to say they
lived if they had to make a choice
2. Creating places which will require a whole number of councillors in
2022 within the normally acceptable variance range (ie. trying not to
define a place as requiring 2.5 councillors – so where placing a road
in a fuzzy area one way rather than the other assists in balancing the
numbers in the adjoining places, we have taken this option)
3. Respecting key public landmarks and trying to place them
appropriately – for example where there is room for interpretation as
to whether the area around Sanderstead Station belongs in South
Croydon or Sanderstead places, giving weight to the fact that the
station name would place it in Sanderstead
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Fig. 4 – Bordered places drawn over the council’s ‘fuzzy boundaried’ places
It is clear from the relationship between the place edges and the borough
boundary that there is some degree of approximateness about the council’s
places.
Again it might be more helpful to see the base map through this diagram,
as shown in Fig. 5.
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Fig. 6 – Bordered places over council places and base map
There are three key areas where our hard edges deviate somewhat from
the rounded places and the reasoning for this will be outlined in the
following pages. Those areas are:
 The Addington area to the north and west of New Addington
 The Long Lane area to the north of Shirley
 The western edge of South Croydon
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Addington and New Addington

Fig. 7
Addington

Addington Village is one of the oldest parts of the borough, dating back to
Saxon times. New Addington was an edge of borough council development
started in the early thirties, interrupted by WW2 and completed in the fifties.
The Fieldway estate was then built to the north of New Addington in the
sixties/seventies.
New Addington is separated from Addington by an area of Green Belt and
there is no connection between the two communities except the name.
However, Addington Village was deemed too small to be given ‘place’
status in its own right so it was fudged into a mix of places: Addington,
Selsdon and Shirley. The area of the map between the edge of Forestdale
and Gravel Hill roundabout, roads off Featherbed Lane, is part in Addington
place and part in Selsdon. Addington Village is in the fuzzy belt between
Addington and Shirley.
We have chosen to place Addington Village in the place of Selsdon, on the
basis that:
 It connects to Selsdon by a major road
 It connects to Selsdon by a frequent bus route
 Its nearest parade of shops is in Forestdale and this is in the place of
Selsdon
 Its nearest main district centre and supermarket is Selsdon
 Its connection to the southern end of Shirley is through Green Belt
and via a width-restricted narrow lane
 There is no public transport direct link between Addington Village
and Shirley’s district centre in Wickham Road
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Addiscombe
Fig. 8
Addiscombe

Addiscombe is generally considered to be the area to the immediate east of
East Croydon Station. The council’s 16 places shows Addiscombe as
taking in the majority of the Park Hill area, which is the part of the map
above hemmed in to the bottom left corner by the tram line.
Oddly, it shows the southern few roads of the Park Hill area as being in
South Croydon. This cannot be right. It is a contiguous area and should all
be in the place of Addiscombe.
For administrative convenience our hard-edged place of Addiscombe
includes a small area in orange that the council put in the place of Shirley.
This area is park land and has no residents, so is irrelevant for any electoral
purpose.
One slight deviation our places make from the council’s base is the
inclusion of the Long Lane estates in the place of Shirley rather than the
place of Addiscombe. This was another area about which there was much
debate when the places were set.
The council place looks odd on the map, with a spur from Addiscombe out
to the borough border, which suggests that the place of Addiscombe is 2.2
miles long. It is hard to make a case, in an urban environment, that the
Long Lane area is part of the same place as East Croydon Station.
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Closer examination of the topography of the area reveals that there are a
number of features which cut the Long Lane estates off from both
Addiscombe and Woodside, as shown in the satellite photo fig. 9.
Fig. 9
Long Lane

This area is cut off from South Norwood and Woodside to the north west by
a fairly impermeable railway line with just one narrow crossing over a weak
bridge.
It is cut off from Addiscombe to the south west by Ashburton Park and
Oasis Shirley Park, with the residential area of Shirley Park being
immediately south and west of the school. However, the place of Shirley
continues right up to Long Lane at the borough border.
The naming of the roads is one of the key clues as to where the boundaries
of Addiscombe really lie. Running east-west through the area are Lower
Addiscombe Road and Addiscombe Road. They run roughly parallel and
are virtually the same length, each beginning at the north-south railway line
in the west and ending at Shirley Road. The area they enclose is the heart
of Addiscombe and the place of Addiscombe can be said to be that area
plus the areas immediately to the north and south.
We believe it is therefore right to treat the Long Lane residential areas as
an extension of Shirley rather than as an extension of Addiscombe. The
border between Addiscombe and Shirley places is therefore Shirley Road
and Addiscombe finishes where Addiscombe Road ends.
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The place of Shirley

The inclusion of the Long Lane estates in the place of Shirley is further
justified by the facts that:
-

A considerable number of Longheath Gardens families send their
children to Monks Orchard Primary School on The Glade
Most older children would attend the Shirley Schools: Oasis Shirley
Park, Edenham or Shirley High
Most residents in this area would do their food shopping across the
borough border in Elmers End rather than Addiscombe

Our proposal for the southern edge of Shirley as a place puts Shirley Hills
in the place of Shirley, but Bishops Walk, with its association with
Addington Palace, in the place of Selsdon. Thus it aims to keep all of
Addington in the place of Selsdon.
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The place of Selsdon

For the place of Selsdon we have again to unpick the compromise which
put Addington Village in the place of Addington – which as already outlined
does not work for electoral purposes. Addington Village went into the place
of Shirley in the council original, but Addington was in the place of Selsdon
(this being the roads off Featherbed Lane to the west of New Addington.
As already identified there are few links through from Addington Village to
Shirley and it therefore makes sense to place all of Addington (but not New
Addington) in the place of Selsdon.
To the north west of Selsdon, the area of current SB2 polling district
actually considers itself Sanderstead – and is this way in terms of the
Parishes. However, the small closes to the east of Sanderstead Plantation
consider themselves Selsdon so have been left in that place.
We have put the grounds of Selsdon Park Hotel in the place of
Sanderstead for administrative convenience: it contains no residents, so
could actually go in either.
Kings Wood forms the boundary between Selsdon and Sanderstead, and
we have kept this in Sanderstead because Sanderstead residents back
onto it for the whole of its length, whereas Selsdon is much more thinly
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populated where it abuts the woods. Therefore most of the ‘Friends’ who
help maintain it are Sanderstead oriented and it is currently Sanderstead
councillors who have the woods within their ward.
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The place of New Addington

As identified above we have regarded the place of Addington (or New
Addington as we should now less-confusingly call it) as being the
combination of the current New Addington/Fieldway ward boundaries. For
the most part these are constrained by the borough border and on the
south west by the hill down into the valley through which Featherbed Lane
runs. Although as the crow flies Featherbed Lane is close to New
Addington, you have to drive three sides of a long rectangle to get there.
In the north we propose to retain the existing ward boundary between the
current Fieldway and Heathfield.
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The place of Sanderstead

The council definition of Sanderstead covers the area of the parish of
Sanderstead. Hamsey Green forms the border with Tandridge/Surrey and
as a district centre is split by the borough boundary.
The place of Sanderstead has clear boundaries to the south, west and east.
We have therefore taken a little area around Sanderstead Station where it
is debateable whether residents consider themselves Sanderstead
Residents, Purley Oaks or South Croydon ones. Many would say they are
all three. This enables Sanderstead the place to be a correctly sized three
member ward.
This area was chosen in preference to any other because it includes
Sanderstead Station, currently not within the ward, so of all the mini-areas
in this fuzzy zone it is the one which is most clearly Sanderstead. It also
enables Purley Oaks Station to be contained in the Purley place, which
makes the most sense.
As per the council’s places, the area of Riddlesdown (currently in
Sanderstead ward) sits more comfortably in the place of Purley. The
reasons for this are:
- They have a CR8 (Purley) postcode (Sanderstead is CR2, South
Croydon)
- The nearest district centre and supermarket are in Purley
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-

Most residents would say they lived in Purley
Purley Downs Golf Course sits between them and the rest of
Sanderstead
They have their own residents’ association and are not covered by
Sanderstead Residents’ Association.

Hyde Road and Westfield Avenue more properly belong in Sanderstead,
being to the north of Mitchley Avenue and connecting directly through to
Court Hill. They are across the valley through which Mitchley Avenue runs
and it is a considerable walk up a very steep hill to get to Riddlesdown
Common. Residents in this area would normally consider themselves to live
in Sanderstead.
Virtually all the roads in the place of Sanderstead are served by
Sanderstead Residents’ Association and we have sought to draw our map
to reflect that.
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Places of Purley and Coulsdon

In applying hard borders to the council’s fuzzy-edged ones around
Coulsdon the decisions are made fairly straightforward by the topography.
Riddlesdown is shown as a three-way choice – Sanderstead, Kenley and
Old Coulsdon, Purley. In fact the Kenley element of the overlap is caused
simply by the council draughtsmen wishing to draw flowing shapes – there
is no question that Riddlesdown does not belong in Kenley/OC, and nor
does anything on the northern side of Godstone Road. As per the previous
page, the evidence suggests that Purley is the correct place for
Riddlesdown.
The council shows Coulsdon district centre becoming the heart of the place
of Coulsdon, rather than over to the eastern edge as it is now. We agree
with that. Placing the border between Old Coulsdon and Coulsdon where
we have placed it allows Coulsdon to be correctly sized as a three member
ward.
At present Woodcote is split between Coulsdon West and Purley. The
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council place map reunites all of Woodcote into Purley and we agree with
this.
This scheme reunites Purley town centre into one place – it the moment it is
split between Coulsdon West and Purley wards with Kenley running almost
up to Tesco. Not only does this scheme put the Purley town centre into one
place, it makes it the heart of that place. We think this is the appropriate
treatment and it leaves the place of Purley requiring five councillors,
probably split into a three and a two.
In the north of Purley we have included a number of closes at the southern
end of the current Waddon ward which have always considered themselves
to be in Purley rather than Waddon, consistent with the council’s place
definitions.
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The place of South Croydon

As per the comments above relating to the place of Addiscombe, we have
made Coombe Road the border of South Croydon. The council includes a
quarter of the Park Hill area in South Croydon but we do not believe this is
sensible. The Park Hill development should not be split and we therefore
put it in Addiscombe.
The Council’s town centre place, Croydon Opportunity Area (COA) has a
large fuzzy rim and could extend as far south as South Croydon Station.
We think this is illogical: South Croydon Station should be in any South
Croydon ward.
Drawing the border with the COA where we have allows the restaurant
quarter of South Croydon to all be in one ward – at present it is split.
On the Sanderstead border we have included Sanderstead Station in that
ward/place and Purley Oaks Station into the place of Purley. In order to
make South Croydon a properly sized three member ward we have chosen
to retain the current border between Croham and Waddon on the western
edge. This does mean that a handful of residents which the 16 places show
as probably South Croydon will remain in their current ward of Waddon, but
this enables both Waddon and South Croydon to be correctly sized.
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Croydon Opportunity Area – COA – the town centre
Relative to its total area the COA
has the fuzziest boundaries of
any place. This makes sense, as
it is the area where most future
development is expected and the
extent of that is most uncertain.
We believe that the COA should
be sized to give a three member
ward as widening the area to
include a significant chunk of the
current low rise development
means its percentage variance in
2018 (before the high rise is
built) will be much less than
would be the case if it were a
geographically smaller two
member area.
North End and London Road forms a natural western boundary and the
railway line forms a logical eastern one. Allowing South Croydon’s
restaurant quarter to all be within South Croydon defines the southern
boundary and Lower Addiscombe Road makes a sensible northern
boundary to produce a sensible three member ward.
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The place of Waddon
The current Waddon ward
has always had its centre
of gravity too far south. It
included parts of
Pampisford Road and the
closes off it which
considered themselves to
be Purley and did not take
in Wandle Park or the new
New South Quarter
development, which are
clearly part of Waddon.
Although some argue that
splitting Old Town
between Waddon and
Fairfield in the current
warding pattern was not
ideal, in fact the presence
of a dual carriageway
separating the two bits
made that a fairly sensible
boundary. We have
chosen to maintain that
boundary.
The case for keeping Warham Road and its surroundings in Waddon was
made in the South Croydon section earlier. As the majority of the land area
is taken up by Whitgift School and its playing fields, actually only a modest
number of electors are affected.
The western edge of the ward is defined by the borough boundary.
The southern tip of the ward shows the end of Purley Way as being in the
place of Purley. This area contains no residences so we have elected to
keep the whole of the playing fields in the ward of Waddon rather than
splitting it.
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Northern Croydon

The council’s places in northern Croydon split fairly coherently into hardedged places, using a number of existing topographical features.
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Broad Green

The northern boundary between Broad Green and Thornton Heath is
clearly demarcated by Croydon Cemetery. The eastern boundary of Broad
Green with South Norwood/Woodside and Addiscombe is demarcated by a
highly impermeable railways line and train depot. Thornton Heath Pond
forms a sensible waypoint between these two and the southern boundary of
Broad Green is covered on previous pages. Broad Green place requires
seven councillors.
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South Norwood & Woodside

South Norwood and Woodside’s south eastern and south western borders
are largely defined by railway lines. SN&W’s north western boundary is
sensibly defined at Whitehorse Lane and the north-eastern one is the
borough boundary. SN&W requires 6 councillors
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Upper Norwood & Crystal Palace

Upper Norwood & Crystal Palace’s boundaries logically cut across from
north of South Norwood Lake to South Norwood Hill, then run more or less
along the boundary between between lower-lying Thornton Heath and the
hill which rises up through Upper Norwood to Crystal Palace. It then
intersects with Beulah Hill and runs up to the borough boundary. This
produces a place which requires three councillors.
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Thornton Heath

For the place of Thornton Heath the border with Norbury starts south of
Pollards Hill – which would be considered definitely in Norbury and then
runs north east to ensure Thornton Heath Recreation Ground is in the place
of Thornton Heath. It runs south of Highbury Avenue Rec, which would
normally be considered to be in Norbury until it intersects with the SN&W
border. Thornton Heath place requires seven councillors.
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Norbury

Norbury’s southern borders are described above and the west and north
are defined by the borough boundaries. The place of Norbury requires four
councillors
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Section 4 Splitting the places into wards
Principles
Each place defined above accommodates a whole number of councillors.
Some minor adjustments to the boundaries, mostly within the council’s
fuzzy edges, ensured this to be the case, as previously outlined.
Therefore how the wards are created within the place is defined by
topographical factors and convenient local government.
Names have been suggested to ensure residents are clear which team of
councillors to approach, wherever possible.
We have not proposed any single member wards – we do not believe this is
the right model from Croydon. All places therefore split into a mixture of two
and three member wards.
Single member wards
We note that in some parts of the country LGBCE has opted to create a
significant number of single member wards – for example in Birmingham,
where the review recently concluded created 37 single member wards and
32 dual member ones.
We cannot comment on the administrative backup for councillors in the
places where single member wards have been included, but for Croydon
we believe that single member wards are not appropriate because:
1. There is no administrative support for any councillors except the council
leader and deputy leaders.
2. There is no caseworking service, so all enquiries have to be routed by
councillors to individual officers and pursued for a response by each
member.
3. There is therefore no ready form of backup to cover councillor
correspondence when a councillor is away or incapacitated.
4. The population of Croydon lives in some areas with very mixed
communities and some with very homogeneous ones. In mixed
community areas it seems likely that we could get single member
outposts of wards from one party surrounded by wards represented by
the other. This would make agreeing informal arrangements for holiday
cover quite challenging.
5. There is no support from residents’ associations or individual residents
for single member wards.
6. There are no areas with such a distinctive character and a population of
approximately 4,000 to enable single member wards to be the best
option for communities.
7. Where small communities exist within larger wards they have been
used to operating within a three member structure for 16 years (and a
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two/three member structure for 24 years prior to that) and this has not
created any identity issues which require a correction.
8. A coherent ward pattern can be built up within the places of Croydon
based on two and three member wards. There is no need to use single
member wards to match communities.
Whilst those in favour nationally of single member wards often point out that
MPs operate successfully in single member constituencies, it is also true
that MPs have significant dedicated resource able to ensure that
constituents’ enquiries are appropriately dealt with during an MP’s absence.
We therefore believe that there is no demand locally for single member
wards and no obvious benefit to introducing them. We therefore
recommend sticking to a two/three member structure.
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This proposal keeps Forestdale in with its district centre of Selsdon.
Selsdon & Addington Village ward links the Ballards area with Monks Hill
and Addington/Addington Village. Addington and Addington Village need to
be in the same ward. Monks Hill links through to Ballards through Bramley
Bank and the footpath to Croham Valley Road. Addington Road acts as a
fairly significant divide between the communities on the two sides of the
road, exacerbated by the layout of Foresdale, which cannot be accessed
from Addington Road along the majority of its length and the buildings do
not front onto Addington Road. This means that it makes little sense to split
this place east-west, and north-south respects the communities significantly
better.
An east-west split would also put Foresdale in with Addington, which the
community would say it is not – Forestdale is distinctly part of Selsdon.
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It is impossible to avoid one or both of the New Addington wards being
undersized by more than 5%, due to the tighly defined nature of the
community and topography there. The choice is whether to make both
wards’ variance between 5 and 10% or just one, with the other’s variance
being slightly larger than it would otherwise be. We have chosen the latter,
with New Addington North having the lower variance.
We propose the New Addington North and New Addington South
nomenclature because the residents of the current ward of Fieldway would
generally say they live in New Addington. There is a road of Field Way, but
the area name of Fieldway exists only for political purposes.
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Variance by ward

Notes on the variances:
1. Only one ward – New Addington North – is outside of the -5% to
+5% target range. The council’s scheme has six wards in this range
2. The two New Addington wards will always average as the same
over-represented figure, the only question is whether one or the
other is more over-represented.
3. This table shows that it is possible both to better match the places of
Croydon and more fairly distribute the seats than the council’s
scheme.
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Croydon Council’s submission
Croydon Council has chosen to make its own submission on warding
patterns, approved by majority vote at its General Purposes & Audit
Committee (GPAC) on 29 November 2016. It should be noted that Labour
members of GPAC voted in favour whilst Conservative members voted
against.
In the opinion of the Conservative Group, the Council’s submission has a
number of significant weaknesses:
1. Its variances are relatively high (comparing each ward to average),
and we believe that a more equal warding pattern is achievable.
2. It is relatively unsuccessful at keeping defined communities together
within one ward, as evidenced by the significant differences between
the warding pattern and the council’s long-approved ‘places of
Croydon’ map (which forms the bedrock of its Local Development
Framework, currently in the last stages of adoption).
3. It creates a number of new ‘places’ which do not correspond to real
communities.
4. It appears to be loosely based on residents’ association territories,
whilst omitting many large and well-established RAs.
5. Although positioned as a council submission, only the controlling
group were consulted on the thinking as it developed and the
opposition had no opportunity to input into the direction being taken
until the day before papers were published, at which point nothing
substantive could be changed.
It is the opinion of the Conservative Group that the alternative warding
pattern set out here, which is closely based on the council’s ‘places of
Croydon’ map, is both a better respecter of criteria 2 (community identity)
and criteria 3 (convenient local government) and results in lower variances
and therefore better achieves criteria 1 (electoral equality).
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ELECTORAL REVIEW OF THE LONDON BOROUGH OF CROYDON: COMMENTARY ON THE SUBMISSION FROM
CROYDON COUNCIL BY THE CONSERVATIVE COUNCILLOR GROUP
Section 1: Executive Summary
Background
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England (LGBCE) is undertaking a review of the London Borough of Croydon’s
electoral arrangements. The outcome of the review will be implemented for the May 2018 Council elections.
The review will cover the entire borough. The statutory criteria that the LGBCE will apply when making its proposals are:1. Electoral equality (a consistent number of electors per Councillor);
2. Community identity (strong ward boundaries that reflect communities); and
3. Effective and convenient local government (coherent wards with good internal transport links).
The review was initiated in February 2016 and the preliminary stage of the review determined the future Council size: the preferred
option of LGBCE is to maintain the council size at 70 members.
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The preparation and approval of the council’s proposals
The period for interested parties to submit their ideas for warding patterns closes on 05 December 2016.
Croydon Council has chosen to make its own submission on warding patterns, approved by majority vote at its General Purposes &
Audit Committee (GPAC) on 29 November 2016. It should be noted that Labour members of GPAC voted in favour whilst
Conservative members voted against.
The GPAC meeting delegated to the cabinet member the approval of any revisions to the submission before the deadline. Any
revisions will only have been approved by one councillor and will not have been seen by any member of the minority group.
In the opinion of the Conservative Group, the Council’s submission as approved has a number of significant weaknesses:
1. Its variances are relatively high (comparing each ward to average), and we believe that a more equal warding pattern is
achievable.
2. It is relatively unsuccessful at keeping defined communities together within one ward, as evidenced by the significant
differences between the warding pattern and the council’s long-approved ‘places of Croydon’ map (which forms the bedrock
of its Local Development Framework, currently in the last stages of adoption).
3. It creates a number of new ‘places’ which do not correspond to real communities.
4. It appears to be loosely based on residents’ association territories, whilst omitting many large and well-established RAs.
5. Although positioned as a council submission, only the controlling group were consulted on the thinking as it developed and
the opposition had no opportunity to input into the direction being taken until the day before papers were published, at which
point nothing substantive could be changed.
It is the opinion of the Conservative Group that an alternative warding pattern which is closely based on the council’s ‘places of
Croydon’ map is both a better respecter of criteria 2 (community identity) and criteria 3 (convenient local government) and results in
lower variances and therefore better achieves criteria 1 (electoral equality).
This document contains an analysis of the reasons why the Conservative Group were unable to support the Council’s submission
as it went through the formal approval process.
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Section 2 - The 16 places of Croydon
As part of its preparation of its Local Development Framework, the council worked for several years to better understand its
communities and their locations. The outcome of this work was collated into the ‘Borough Character Appraisal’ which was
published in June 2011 and can be downloaded from the council’s web site here:
https://www.croydon.gov.uk/sites/default/files/articles/downloads/characterv4.pdf
The character appraisal forms part of the council’s evidence base which underpins the Core Strategy (CLP1), which was subject to
inspection in public in late 2012 and was adopted by the council in April 2013. The Inspectors Report on the Core Policies
concludes that the document provides ‘an appropriate basis for the planning of the Borough over the next 15 years’ i.e. to 2028.
The Core Strategy can be downloaded from the council’s web site here:
https://www.croydon.gov.uk/planningandregeneration/framework/localplan/clppolicies
The Core Strategy is strongly based on the council-identified sixteen places of Croydon, which feature on the document cover and
throughout the document.
The sixteen places were generated when the borough was under Conservative control but with the active engagement of the then
Labour opposition. Two stages of the LDF process have taken place since the change of control in 2014, in both cases the 16
places have remained unchanged and unchallenged. It is therefore reasonable to assume that the 16 places enjoy cross-party
support outside of the pressure-cooker situation of a boundary review.
The sixteen places have been consulted upon many times and have found wide ranging support in the communities they refer to.
No credible commentator has challenged their veracity. It can therefore be taken that the communities the 16 places seek to define
broadly support the classification agreed.
Figs 1 and 2 overleaf show how the wards proposed by the council and those proposed by Croydon Conservatives compare with
the accepted place boundaries.
Where the boundaries overlap is a ‘fuzzy zone’ where different residents may have opposing views about which place they live in.
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Fig 1 – The Council’s wards overlaid on the 16 places

Fig 2 – Croydon Conservatives’ proposed wards overlaid on
the 16 places
6

We believe that the council’s proposed boundaries are a significantly less good fit to the accepted places than can be achieved by
an alternative warding pattern. In particular the council’s proposal:














Splits the place of Purley into five different wards
Does not respect its own definition of Coulsdon
Substantially splits the place of Sanderstead into two along a very eccentric line
Defines a South Croydon ward which bears little resemblance to the place
Maintains a ward of Addington to replace Heathfield which contains parts of three places
Splits the place of Shirley into five wards
Creates a two member town centre ward which will be 31.8% undersized in 2018. A three member ward makes the
discrepancy between 2018 and 2022 much less stark at 23.2%.
Creates a ward of Croham Hurst which is not a recognised place by virtually all the residents who would live there (most of
whom would say they live in Sanderstead)
Creates a ward of Coombe with parts of four places, and is also not a name most residents would associate with the area.
Concatenates Waddon with Old Town in spite of the impermeable dual carriageway which separates Waddon from the
eastern side of Roman Way
Creates a ward of Addiscombe East which includes large areas of the place of Woodside
Does not resolve the current identity issues caused by the boundary between Upper and South Norwood, and places large
areas where the population would say they live in Upper Norwood in South Norwood
Chops up Thornton Heath in a very odd way to take in areas of Norbury and Broad Green

Whilst we would accept that it is impossible to perfectly reflect the places in devising ward patterns, we would argue that it is
possible to do it much more closely and that this is achieved in fig 2.
In our submission we have tried to remain as true as possible to the 16 places and where we have deviated from them we have
justified those proposals in our separate submission document.
In the following pages we outline area by area some of the detailed issues with the council’s proposal.
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Council proposed ward of Addington
Shirley

The council’s proposed ward of Addington is similar to a
smaller version of the current Heathfield ward and quite
closely resembles that ward pre-2002.
Addington

Issues with this proposal:
 Forestdale residents do not consider themselves to be
part of Addington: Forestdale is an extension of
Selsdon Vale
 Monks Hill residents do not consider themselves to be
part of Addington – they associate with Selsdon
 Monks Hill and Forestdale are not linked as
communities except in the sense of considering
themselves to be part of Selsdon
 Forestdale looks as though it is associated with
Addington Road but in fact the road links into
Forestdale come from down in the valley
 There are no public transport links between Forestdale
and Monks Hill, but Forestdale does link by bus with
Selsdon
 This proposal splits Selsdon into three
 Upper Shirley does not consider itself to be Addington

New
Addington
North

New
Addington
South
Selsdon
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The proposed two member Selsdon ward takes in part of the
Selsdon & Ballards ward. It correctly excludes that part of the
old ward which naturally considers itself to be Sanderstead
(current PD SB2) but retains all of Ballards. Issues with this
proposal are:

The proposed Selsdon ward



Addington





Croham
Hurst
Selsdon

Sanderstead
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It excludes Forestdale and Monks Hill, which consider
themselves to be clearly part of Selsdon
It excludes Addington Road and its associated closes
east of Sanderstead Plantation – these belong in
Selsdon
It includes some of Croham Valley which more
naturally belongs in South Croydon
It creates a ward shape which is not especially
convenient in terms of accessing its extremities without
the use of a car

Sanderstead and Croham Hurst wards
Sanderstead is one of the most clearly defined places on the
council’s 16 places plan. Historically the place is defined by
the parish. This proposal un-necessarily splits Sanderstead (it
can straightforwardly be designed as a three member ward).
The key issues with these two wards – Sanderstead &
Riddlesdown and Croham Hurst - are:

Croham
Hurst






Sanderstead




10

Riddlesdown forms part of the place of Purley and has
a CR8 (Purley) post code
A large area of northern Sanderstead is split off into a
ward of Croham Hurst, including Sanderstead Hill,
Sanderstead Road, Sanderstead United Reformed
Church, Sanderstead Library, Sanderstead Plantation,
Sanderstead Station and a host of other places which
are quite clearly Sanderstead
The name Croham Hurst has resonance to the north
eastern edge of the proposed ward but nowhere else.
This area is in the place of South Croydon
None of the area to the west of the railway line through
Sanderstead actually belongs in a Sanderstead ward
The centre of Sanderstead is All Saints’ Church and
Sanderstead Pond, which is positioned right on the
edge of the proposed Sanderstead ward
It misses the opportunity to unite all the territory
covered by Sanderstead Residents’ Association in one
ward: instead it includes Riddlesdown Residents’
Association’s turf un-necessarily and puts half of
SRA’s patch into the Croham Hurst ward

Kenley and Coulsdon wards
Purley

The council’s proposed Kenley ward extends even further into
the place of Purley than the current ward does. It extends to
the north east of Godstone Road into an area which would
not consider itself to be Kenley. Kenley is south and west of
Godstone Road.
The council’s proposed Old Coulsdon and Hartley ward adds
Hartley to the name – which is not a bad thing – but then
proceeds to split Hartley into two, with the territory of its
residents’ association falling into both this ward and Kenley.

Kenley

The council’s Coulsdon ward does not match the place of
Croydon at all well – which is a pity, because it is possible to
make the place work well as a three member ward. It
excludes areas around Coulsdon Town railway station which
clearly feel part of the district centre whilst including areas of
rising terrain in the south which more naturally live with Old
Coulsdon, being quite remote from the district centre. This
proposal also perpetuates the misplacement of part of
Woodcote into Coulsdon, thereby missing the opportunity to
reunite Woodcote within a Purley ward.

Coulsdon

Old
Coulsdon &
Hartley
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Purley ward
Purley ward is currently a poor match to the place of Purley
and this proposal does improve matters.
To the north the proposed borders match the place
acceptably.
Purley

Coulsdon

To the east the exclusion of the whole of Riddlesdown and
the area to the east of the railway line is a major missed
opportunity.

Sanderstead
&
Riddlesdown

The small block which looks tacked on to the eastern
boundary south of Purley Oaks Station misses the opportunity
to include Purley Oaks Station in the ward.
The whole of the south eastern area of the place of Purley
has been attached to wards it doesn’t ideally fit in.

Kenley

To the south west most of Woodcote has been realigned into
a Purley oriented ward but one area remains in Coulsdon.
This is a pity.
Purley the place merits five members and this gives a golden
opportunity to sort out the boundaries into a three and a two,
which sadly this proposal has failed to take.
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The ward of South Croydon
South Croydon is shown in the place strategy as running both
sides of Brighton Road but extending much further eastwards
than the council’s ward. As a result the place of South
Croydon is split into three roughly equally sized chunks.

Coombe

We agree that Coombe Road makes a sensible natural
boundary but regret that it is only followed on this plan for a
short distance, a large area of the place of South Croydon
ending up in the made-up place of Coombe.

South
Croydon

In this ward Brighton Road looks as though it is at the heart of
this community. In fact Brighton Road is so congested that it
forms more of a barrier than a unifier. The housing types also
differ strikingly – to the west of Brighton Road the
development is largely post war flat development, whereas to
the east it is uniformly terraced housing between the main
road and the railway lines. As a result there is little community
crossover.

Selsdon

We think this proposal misses the opportunity to create a
proper South Croydon ward incorporating most of the
residents who would say they live there.

Croham
Hurst
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Waddon and the Town Centre

West
Croydon

This proposal seeks to unify the area of the current ward of
Waddon with Old Town, currently split between Waddon and
Fairfield.
Town Centre

Whilst the principle of this sounds reasonable, it ignores the
presence of one of the most impermeable roads in the
borough, the 2/3 lane raised highway of OldTown/Roman
Way. This severely restricts east-west movement and thus
the potential for the community of Old Town to be truly seen
as one. Whilst it may have been in the fifties, it certainly isn’t
now.
the Town Centre ward to being two member. This has the
consequence that whilst the possible variance in 2022 looks
acceptable, the variance in 2018 is enormous at 31.8%.

Waddon &
Old Town

If the Town Centre were instead to be drawn as a three of
existing development where the population growth over the
next five years is much lower. This means that the 2018
variance is of the order of 23% - still significant, but much less
than the two member alternative. Additionally, a three
member area is less prone to being impacted by slower
growth than initially forecast, if the economy slows postBrexit. This means the risk of greater variance than forecast
in 2022 is less for a three member ward.

South
Croydon

We advocate leaving Waddon’s eastern boundary alone and
adjusting its size only by incorporating New South Quarter &
Wandle Park and removing the southernmost Purley-oriented
closes.
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Coombe ward
Coombe is really an invented place. Nobody associates with
living in Coombe. There is a Coombe Road and a Coombe
Wood (although this is not within the ward), but the residents
here would all tell you they live in other places, as is indicated
by the place boundaries.
In fact the old Coombe Estate – from which Coombe Road
gets its name – is quite some distance outside the proposed
ward, on the other side of Lloyd Park.

Coombe

This is a pot pourri of different communities which share a
tram line but not much else. There is no district centre within
the ward and hardly any shops.
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The Shirley wards

The council’s proposals for Shirley do not differ markedly from
ours and are consistent with the places of Croydon other than
in the south.

Addiscombe
East

As outlined in our submission, we believe that the areas
accessed off Long Lane more properly belong in Shirley than
Addiscombe, because:
 They are too far from the heart of Addiscombe to be
considered to be the same place
 The Longheath Gardens area is across the road from a
place which is definitely Shirley.
 Oasis Shirley Park is between the Long Lane area and
Addiscombe – so you have to go through Shirley to get
back into Addiscombe again, which does not seem
right
 Most of this area actually shops across the borough
border in Elmers End rather than in Addiscombe
 Its residents tend to send their children to Shirley
schools and attend Shirley churches, doctors, dentists
and so on.

Monks
Orchard

Shirley

We believe that the definition of the southern ward to exclude
Shirley Hills is a mistake. This belongs in a Shirley ward.

Addington
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The Addiscombe wards
The council place of Addiscombe goes much further south
than the proposed wards. We think the definition of the place
is correct and that the area of Park Hill, although containing a
different style of housing, has much in common with the area
the other side of Addiscombe Road. All these areas have a
high number of commuters who value the convenience of
being a short walk from East Croydon Station.

Woodside &
South
Norwood
East

The Addiscombe West ward runs well into Woodside. It is
hard to understand how this makes sense given that so much
of Addiscombe is not included.

Addiscombe
West
Addiscombe
East

The naming of the roads is one of the key clues as to where
the boundaries of Addiscombe really lie. Running east-west
through the area are Lower Addiscombe Road and
Addiscombe Road. They run roughly parallel and are virtually
the same length, each beginning at the north-south railway
line in the west and ending at Shirley Road. The area they
enclose is the heart of Addiscombe and the place of
Addiscombe can be said to be that area plus the areas
immediately to the north and south.

Coombe
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South Norwood and Woodside
The council’s Woodside and South Norwood East ward has a
name which illustrates the council’s difficulties making proper
wards where it doesn’t respect its own places. It incorporates
a part of what most people would consider to be South
Norwood and part of Woodside, but with a part of Woodside
left in Addiscombe East.
The place of South Norwood and Woodside works well as a
six member place so there seems no need to move bits of it
about.

South
Norwood

Woodside &
South
Norwood East
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Broad Green place
It is difficult to understand the thinking in this ward pattern. It
doesn’t take the opportunity to move Wandle Park into
Waddon, together with the Theobald Road area, but
otherwise the ward of West Croydon is fairly sensible in
layout.

West Thornton

The North Croydon ward is sensibly defined but does not
incorporate the name of Selhurst – so neither Broad Green
nor Selhurst (from the place name) make it as ward names.
North Croydon is a confusing ward name in itself – if North
Croydon has a meaning, it is for the whole of the north of the
borough. Surely it would make more sense to retain these two
recognised place names?

North Croydon

West Croydon

The West Thornton ward strays well into the place of
Thornton Heath, but this is not quite such an issue as the
border movement to the east of the town centre.
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Thornton Heath and Norbury

This proposal makes such a patchwork quilt of the places that
it is difficult to comment on the places in isolation.

Crystal Palace
& Upper
Norwood

Thornton Heath could easily be broken into appropriately
sized wards within the place, along sensible boundaries. The
council’s rationale for crossing the place boundaries here is
not clear. Several natural hard boundaries are ignored.
The boundary between Norbury and Crystal Palace & Upper
Norwood is not quite as defined in the places but it is not out
by a great deal. However the creation of a ward (Thornton
Heath North) with bits of Thornton Heath, CP&UN and
Norbury places is hard to understand.

Thornton
Heath North

Norbury

Thornton
Heath South

West Thornton
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Crystal Palace & Upper Norwood
This ward is fairly similar to the Conservatives’ version.
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Section 3 – Residents’ Associations
Council RA Map (late Nov 2016)

A more complete RA map

Shirley Oaks Vill. RA
Shrublands RA

Chatsworth Rd RA

Add. Village RA

Croham Valley RA

Monks Hill RA
Forestdale RA
Selsdon RA

Sanderstead RA

KENDRA
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The council’s RA Map, as supplied following the publication of the
GPAC papers omits a number of large RAs:
Sanderstead RA
Selsdon RA
Croham Valley RA
Kendra (Kenley)
Forestdale RA
Monks Hill RA
Shrublands RA
Shirley Oaks Village RA
Addington Village RA
Shirley Hills RA
Bishops Walk RA
Chatsworth Road RA
This makes it rather unreliable as a guide to warding patterns.
The maps above demonstrate that neither proposal is perfect in
terms of placing RA patches within wards – and arguably there is no
reason to presume they should.
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Section 4 – Variances
Croydon Council ward variances

Croydon Conservatives’ ward variances
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The council has six wards with variances greater than 5%. The Conservative proposal has just one.
It is impossible to avoid under-sizing one or both of the two New Addington wards.
The council over-sizes four wards by more than 5%: three of these are wards in areas currently held by the opposition.
The variance in 2018 on the town centre ward is very different for the two vs three member ward:
Council Submission
2016 electorate = 3670
2018 electorate = 5262
2022 electorate = 8447
Variance from ideal per cllr at 2018 election is 31.8%
Our Submission
2016 electorate = 7163
2018 electorate = 8894
2022 electorate = 12356
Variance from ideal per cllr at 2018 election is 23.2%
This assumes even population growth per annum between 2016 and 2022.
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Section 5: Conclusion
We believe we have demonstrated that the Council’s submission as approved by the majority group has a number of significant weaknesses:
1. Its variances are relatively high (comparing each ward to average), and we believe that a more equal warding pattern is achievable.
2. It is relatively unsuccessful at keeping defined communities together within one ward, as evidenced by the significant differences between
the warding pattern and the council’s long-approved ‘places of Croydon’ map (which forms the bedrock of its Local Development
Framework, currently in the last stages of adoption).
3. It creates a number of new ‘places’ which do not correspond to real communities.
4. It appears to be loosely based on residents’ association territories, whilst omitting many large and well-established RAs.
It is the opinion of the Conservative Group that the alternative warding pattern laid out in our submission, and which is closely based on the
council’s ‘places of Croydon’ map:
 Is a better respecter of criteria 2 (community identity) through its close match to the already agreed ‘places’
 Is a better match for criteria 3 (convenient local government) through creating wards with convenient transport links and of appropriate
sizes
 Results in lower ward variances and therefore better achieves criteria 1 (electoral equality).
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