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1.

Executive Summary

1.1

The submission was produced by the cross-party Member Working Group. However, cross party
agreement on the final proposals for revisions to the LGBCE borough wide map was not reached. This
does not prevent individual political groups, individual councillors or members of the public from
making submissions in response to this consultation. The LGBCE seeks and welcomes as wide a
range of views as possible.

1.2

The Local Government Boundary Commission for England (LGBCE) is currently undertaking an
Electoral Review of the London Borough of Lambeth due to current electoral imbalances across the
borough. New electoral arrangements are scheduled to come into effect at the Borough Council
Elections in May 2022.

1.3

Following the first stage of the review to determine Council Size (the number of councillors) the
Council welcomes the LGBCE’s announcement that it is likely to recommend to Parliament that the
Council’s submission that the number of councillors remain at 63 be accepted.

1.4

This second stage is to address the current electoral imbalance issues, as well as the warding
arrangements to ensure the wards reflect the current and emerging community identities and
represented by the appropriate number of councillors. The last Electoral Review was undertaken in
1999. At that time the electorate was 183,695 with a projected increase to 192,103 in 2003. On 1
March 2020 the electorate was 244,634 with a predicted increase to 256,560 in 2026 (five years after
the LGBCE publishes its final recommendations); this means that every councillor should represent an
average of 4,072 electors.

1.5

The Council welcomes the opportunity to submit a response to the Commission’s Draft
Recommendation. This document, which is Lambeth’s formal submission, sets out the Council’s
proposed amends to the Draft Recommendations published by LGBCE on 5 Feb 2021. The
submission provides an explanation for the proposed boundaries by highlighting local amenities,
electorate variances and representation of local communities. It also puts forward names for the new
wards.

1.6

In total 23 wards are proposed. 17 wards have three councillors and the remaining six wards have two
councillors.
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2.

Scope of the Review

2.1

The review being undertaken by the LGBCE covers the entire area of the London Borough of
Lambeth. The review was initiated in June 2019 and dealt first with the preliminary stage which was to
determine the future size of the Council (specifically the number of elected Councillors who will form
the Council from 2022). This phase was completed in February 2020 following a delay caused by the
unexpected General Election in December 2019. The start of this second stage of consultation was
also delayed from May to July 2020 due to the outbreak of Covid-19. In this part of the process, the
Council is one of the stakeholders consulted about re-warding proposals; specifically identifying
proposals for ward boundaries (and associated relevant considerations such as the number of wards
and the number of members within each ward) which need to meet three statutory criteria the LGBCE
must comply with when making its proposals:




3.

The need to secure electoral equality (a consistent number of electors per councillor);
Community identity (strong ward boundaries that reflect communities); and.
Securing effective and convenient local government (coherent wards).

Public Consultation

3.1

LGBCE relies on the Council to publicise the review and inform all local stakeholders which wish to
input to the review. Stage Two of the review was publicised virtually via social media platforms and
email campaigns, as well as in local magazine publications.

3.2

The Council set out a case to the LGBCE to move forward with the engagement, detailing how it
would publicise and host an online engagement event meeting. Members from LGBCE were invited to
attend.

3.3

For the Stage Two event the Council invited all stakeholders which previously attended the
engagement events during Stage One. In addition, the event was widely publicised using social media
with regular updates on Twitter and the Voluntary Services Network platforms. Furthermore, the
Council emailed over 17,500 stakeholders on our database. Information about the review appeared in
Lambeth Talk, the borough wide free newsletter. Information also appeared in Love Lambeth and the
Elections and Consultation webpages.

3.4

The online briefing meeting was held on 11 March had over 300 view which is a higher figure than
those usually attending public briefings. Members of LGBCE attended and were able to answer
attendees’ questions in regards to the Draft Recommendations and how to submit a new report. The
question and answer session produced a high number of good quality questions. The Council is
greatful for LGBCE’s participation and ability to showcase objectivity in response to attendee
questions.
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4.

Population and Electorate Forecasting

4.1

Like many other boroughs, Lambeth has a rapidly increasing population. The elector to councillor ratio
of 4072 is based on the calculated population for 2026 of 256,560. Appendix 1 shows the population
in each ward with large increases occurring in Oval and Princes wards due to major developments.

4.2

The projected electorate for each polling district was estimated using a tool provided by the LGBCE.
The calculation is based on the electorate figures for 2018-20 to which we added the projected
electorate from new residential developments, which are expected to yield over 30 electors; as smaller
variances are reflected in the LGBCE’s tool. A fuller explanation of the process is set out in Appendix
2.

5.

Single and multiple member wards

5.1

The last electoral review took place in 1999 and resulted in twenty one wards, each with three
councillors. As a London borough, all of our councillors are elected at the same time, at four yearly
intervals, with the next borough council elections scheduled for May 2022.

5.2

The Council has considered whether one member wards are appropriate for an inner London borough.
Whilst they may seem to offer a direct sense of accountability we feel this is outweighed by a lack of
resilience if the ward councillor is ill or conflicted on an issue – for example, a planning application. A
single Member would also need to respond to the diverse range of local casework and issues rather
than developing specialisms and expertise which might be useful to their communities. Wards reliant
upon a single part-time councillor carry much greater vulnerability due to the lack of availability of their
representative due to family or work responsibilities, illness or incapacitation than those represented
by two or three members.

5.3

These risks extend to decisions by councillors to resign or to the unfortunate circumstance of a
councillor dying in office. On May 6th there will be no fewer than 38 by-elections taking place in London.
These are elections due to deaths and resignations of sitting councillors which it has not been possible
to hold during the Covid pandemic. A number of these are very many months overdue. Had any of
these by-elections been required in circumstances in which the vacancy had occurred in a onemember ward local electors would have found themselves without a voice on the council for what have
in the end been very long periods.

5.4

Further the demands of listening to communities throughout a ward – no matter what size the ward
may be - frequently require councillors to be present at more than one meeting during an evening or
weekend. Attendance at such meetings or events can be achieved straight forwardly with a team of
two or three councillors. This is not the case for a single member ward and important meetings and
events might be missed as a result of the councillors being unable to attend meetings simultaneously.

5.5

The council believes that the additional demands placed upon councillors in one member wards may
have the effect of reducing representation on councils for residents who have significant family or work
responsibilities. This is likely to make the council less representative, with a disproportionate effect on
the reduction in representation of woman and minority ethnic residents on the council; both of whom
are groups known to be more reluctant to become council candidates.
4

5.6

To sum up, multiple member wards give the electorate the choice of which councillor they seek advice
from and the opportunity for mixed party representation. Wards with two or three members also enable
those members to share workloads, acquire specialisms and support each other in producing
information for the ward (such as newsletters), organising and attending local meetings, and
responding to ward specific issues. Our proposal removes the proposed one member ward, puts limits
the number of two member wards and introduces more three member wards as a means to offers
more resilience. Moreover, our proposal takes into account on the large burden that would fall upon
one councillor should they become ill or on extended leave such as maternity/paternity leave.
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6.

Borough Profile1

6.1

Lambeth is an inner London borough with a population of 335,000 (an increase from 327,582 in 2016);
in March 2020 there were 244,634 registered voters. Lambeth had the sixth highest electorate in
London in December 2018 (Appendix 3). The number of households in the borough is projected to
grow from 130,000 in 2011 to 158,500 in 2030.

6.2

The borough borders the Thames to the north, an area incorporating the South Bank, Waterloo Station
and St Thomas’ Hospital. Brixton and Clapham in the centre of the borough are known for their
markets, night life, Kings College Hospital and the Oval Cricket Ground. Streatham and West
Norwood in the south of the borough are primarily residential and retail areas.

6.3

6.4

6.5

The people
Lambeth’s diversity of place is mirrored by its population. It is an extremely vibrant inner London
borough, with a rich cultural and ethnic mix. On a measure of diversity based on the number and size
of different ethnic groups in the 2011 Census, Lambeth was rated as the 11th most diverse borough in
the country; three in five residents described their ethnicity as other than white British. Around 150
languages are spoken and around 17,000 people speak a main language other than English, with
most European and African languages being represented. Lambeth is a largely residential borough
with a relatively young age profile, (44% are young adults aged 20-39) with an increased number of
students due to new student accommodation being built in the north of the borough. Estimates
suggest that Lambeth has one of the largest LGBT populations in London.
Lambeth has the 5th highest population density in England and Wales at an average of 12,020
residents per square kilometre; this compares to an average of 5,600 for London, and just 366 for
England as a whole. Lambeth has the fourth highest turnover of residents in England. 40,000 people
leave the borough, and over 40,000 others move to the borough every year.
Economic Information
The borough is economically diverse. 31% of the population live in areas of high deprivation and the
Borough is the 44th most deprived local authority in England (of 326), and the 9th most deprived local
authority in London. One third of families with children are in receipt of benefits and there are 30,000
people on the Council’s housing waiting list with over 2,000 families including 5,000 children housed in
temporary accommodation.

6.6

The borough has the second highest unemployment rate in London. A key priority for the Council is
tackling disproportionate levels of unemployment affecting those from ethnic minorities, older people
and those classed as long-term unemployed. The NHS is a major employer in the borough as there
are two major hospitals.

6.7

The Council is the third largest local authority landlord in London. The Council has 23,800 homes and
is responsible for 9,400 leasehold properties. The Council has committed a record £490 million capital

1

Figures in this section are taken from the Lambeth Equality Commission Report 2017

https://www.lambeth.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Equality-Commission-Report-and-Recommendations-2017.pdf and
the State of the Borough report 2016 https://www.lambeth.gov.uk/sites/default/files/State%20of%20Borough%202016%20%20v3.pdf
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investment to housing and is already over halfway through a programme of improvements to bring
thousands of homes up to the Lambeth Housing Standard.
Challenges and Priorities - Population Figures
6.8

The council wishes to express concern at the figures the Commission will be using to determine the
electoral equality across the borough.

6.9

For a number of reasons we think these may now not be accurate. It is likely that Covid-19 and its
economic aftermath will influence population growth which was not been factored into the original
calculation. The council also believes that even circumstances prior to the Covid pandemic evidenced
that the growth patterns in London boroughs – including LB Southwark subject of a recent review –
would not have fulfilled their original projections.

6.10 If the geographically varied patterns of population growth across Lambeth, which make up the overall
projected increase in the electorate from 244,000 to 256,000, do not take place this is likely to once
more ensure that parts of Lambeth are overrepresented and others underrepresented.
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7.

Proposals

7.1

A map of the existing wards is attached as Appendix 3. A map of LGBCE’s Draft Recommendations
map and names is attached as Appendix 4 and was used as the basis for the Council’s proposal.

7.2

This link shows a map of the 23 proposed wards.

7.3

The proposed wards and electoral variances are set out in Appendix 5.
Areas
The council wishes to thank the Commission for its work to date and for providing the borough-wide
warding pattern proposals published on 2nd February 2021.The council accepts the broad scheme
proposed by the Commission as providing electoral equality and recognising community identities
across the borough.

7.4

7.5

Our proposals utilises the Draft Recommendations published by LGBCE, but focus on a few key areas
which we believe would benefit from better representation to distinct communities. Within each of
these areas we have proposed wards which group communities through housing estates, community
activity and society as well as shared history and identity. We have considered factors such as
commercial activity, schools, shopping centres and places of worship.

7.6

The council once more wishes to draw the Commission’s attention to problems arising from the Draft
Recommendations as they relate to the designation of one-member wards and the use of the current
population projections.

7.7

The four key areas which proposal focuses on heading north to south are:
1.
2.
3.
4.

7.8

7.9

Clapham & Stockwell area;
Clapham Park & Thornton area;
St Martin’s & Rosendale area; and,
Streatham

Our proposals meet the requirements of the review with no ward more than 10% above or below the
average size electorate projected in 2026. Most of our proposed wards retain great continuity with the
Commission’s proposed wards, where anomalies have been addressed and community links
prioritised.
Naming
The Council agrees with most of the name changes in LGBCE’s Draft Recommendation. The name
changes proposed by the Council mainly relate to the wards’ geographical location and aim to keep
community representation at the centre.
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7.10 Please refer to the highlighted names in the chart below with the proposed new ward names.
LGBCE Ward Name
Brixon Acre Lane
Brixton North
Brixton Windrush
Clapham Abbeville
Clapham East
Clapham Park
Clapham West
Gipsy Hill
Herne Hill & Loughborough Junction
Kennington
Knight’s Hill
Myatt’s Field
Oval & South Lambeth
Rosendale
Rush Common
South Bank & Waterloo
St Martin’s
Stockwell East
Stockwell West & Larkhall
Streatham Common
Streatham Hill Leigham
Streatham South West
Streatham St Leonard’s
Streatham Wells
Thornton
Vauxhall Bridge

Lambeth Council Proposed Ward Name
Accepted
North Brixton
Accepted
Clapham Common
removed
Accepted
Clapham Town
Accepted
Accepted
Accepted
Accepted
Accepted
Accepted
Accepted
Brixton Rush Common
Accepted
Removed
Stockwell East & Landor
Accepted
Streatham Common & The Vale
Streatham Hill & St Martin’s
Removed
Accepted
Accepted
Accepted
Vauxhall

9

Key Area 1 – Clapham & Stockwell

LGBCE Ward
Name
Clapham
Abbeville
Clapham East
Stockwell East

Proposed Ward Name

Number of Councillors

Clapham Common
Merged*
Stockwell East & Landor

Variance 2026

3

6%

n/a
3

n/a
-9.2%

Council Warding proposal
The creation of three new 2-member Wards stretching along the A3/Clapham High Street/Clapham Road
sees unusual ward boundaries that undermine effective and convenient local government and the creation
of an Stockwell East Ward without a clear community focus. We believe that the number of 2-member
Wards should be kept to a minimum and where there are better 3-member Ward solutions these should be
favoured.
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We support the Commission’s use of the A3/Clapham High Street/Clapham Road as a boundary. However,
the decision to create a Ward around Clapham North Station has split the local community to the north of
Landor Road. The area within the Commission’s proposed Clapham East Ward to the south of Clapham
North Station looks both north and south as well as to the west and could lend itself to a Ward facing any of
those directions. However, the area to the north of Clapham North Station identifies most strongly with the
area at the southern end of the proposed Stockwell East Ward. The bottleneck at Clapham North effectively
creates a Clapham East & Landor Ward that is two separate Wards and it is likely this will undermine
effective and convenient local government.
Changes to the existing Clapham Common Ward see sections of social housing properties moved out of the
Ward (Notre Dame Estate and portions of the Clapham Park estate) which significantly alters the
demographic of the Ward. This effectively creates a ward focused on streets on either side of Abbeville
Road. We believe Clapham as a community has a balance of street and estate properties, of homeowners
and social housing tenants – but that the Clapham Abbeville Ward as currently constituted does not
preserve this balance creating a ward that does not represent the area’s variegated the community. This
imbalance in demographic could undermine representation for the remaining social housing residents in the
ward. Whilst the Commission has accepted that the residents living around Abbeville Road may have their
own community – those living on the Notre Dame Estate consider themselves to be part of that community
and the Commission has effectively excluded them by drawing a narrower definition of the Ward. This
argument is also ignored on the northern boundary of the proposed Clapham East Ward where the
community along Landor Road is split between two wards. In deploying one argument in the south, the
Commission appears unintentionally to be making an opposing case in the north.
We accept the boundaries proposed for Clapham West (which we believe should retain the current Clapham
Town name) and for Stockwell West & Larkhall. However, the issues referenced with respect to the
proposed Clapham East Ward also apply to the proposed Stockwell East Ward which sees the community
at the southern end of the proposed ward split between two wards. We believe that the railway line running
east/west presents a fixed boundary that should not be crossed by the Clapham East Ward and should be
the southern boundary of a new Stockwell East and Landor Ward. This 3-member Ward consists of three
distinct communities – the area north of Platanos College and Slade Gardens, the area around Stockwell
Underground Station and Stockwell Gardens Estate and the area to the south of the Estate which looks
towards and functions around Landor Road (including the Fenwick Estate).
Our proposals seek to address several issues created by the Commission’s proposals whilst incorporating
the positive suggestions made by them:






We propose largely retaining the existing boundaries of the proposed Stockwell East Ward, tweaking
the small northern boundary so it returns to the current boundary of South Island Place (this will
minimise disruption for local residents who are used to this boundary). The eastern boundary will run
down Brixton Road and then follow the boundary with the proposed North Brixton Ward. The
southern boundary will then run along the east/west railway viaduct (which is impenetrable apart
from the bottleneck at Clapham North) to Clapham Road where it will run north to South Island Place
This new Stockwell East & Landor Ward would be around 9% under the average projected
population levels for a 3-councillor ward – however we note this is a slight improvement on the 10%
under the average projected population levels for the proposed 2-member Stockwell East Ward.
The remainder of the proposed Clapham East Ward to the south of the east/west railway viaduct
would move into a 3-member Clapham Common Ward. The Ward boundary would follow the
Commission’s proposals down Bedford Road/King’s Avenue and then run down the rear gardens of
Rodenhurst Road. The Oaklands Estate, which has much more in common with Poynders Gardens
in the proposed Clapham Park Ward and looks towards Agnes Riley Gardens would move into the
neighbouring Ward (we have proposed other improved recommendations for the Clapham Park and
11





Thornton Wards). The rest of the Clapham Common Ward would follow the Borough boundary up to
the Commission’s proposed boundaries through Clapham Common and up Clapham High Street to
Clapham North.
This proposal would unite the distinct communities that face the A3 south of Clapham North into two
rather than three wards – reducing the number of 2-member wards in the area and strengthening
local democracy and representation by ensuring there is a broader range of elected representatives
covering more diverse communities.
Clapham Common Ward would be around 6% over the average projected population levels for a 3councillor ward – a slight improvement in representing equal communities over the Commission’s
proposals for Clapham Abbeville Ward.

These changes improve electoral equality by reducing the underpopulated 2-councillor Stockwell East Ward
and reducing the overpopulation of the 2-councillor Clapham Abbeville Ward
These changes reflect community identity by minimising disruption to those residents at the northern and
southern ends of the proposed Stockwell East Ward by ensuring they continue to be represented by three
councillors covering clearly defined community boundaries. It unites the properties along Landor Road –
removing the odd boundary created by moving 110-154 Landor Road into a different ward and using the
transition to Stockwell Green as the new boundary. It unites the residents of Kay Road, Kimberley Road and
Edithna Street into the same ward as their near neighbours living on Arlesford and Prideaux Roads – cutting
the number of wards along Landor Road/Stockwell Green from three to two.
The Notre Dame Estate would be reunited with their neighbours at the southern end of their estate where it
meets Abbeville Road – being represented by three councillors in the enlarged Clapham Common Ward.
Bringing the area to the north of Clapham Park Road into this Clapham Common Ward ensures a
demographic balance to the Ward that will enhance the ability of the councillors to represent a broader
community voice. It will unite the interests of the Clapham High Street shopping district and Clapham
Common into two wards rather than three - providing a more effective representation of the community
around Clapham Common than the Commission’s proposals.
These changes enhance effective and convenient local government by ensuring that 3 councillors can
represent wider communities (giving greater possibility of political variance in representation and ensuring
that should there be an instances of absence these communities are represented by more than a single
councillor).
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Key Area 2 – Clapham Park & Thornton

LGBCE Ward
Name
Clapham Park
Thornton

Proposed Ward Name

Number of Councillors

Clapham Park
Thornton

3
2

Variance 2026
-2.9%
9.6%

Council Warding proposal
We welcome the Commission’s proposals to unite the Clapham Park Estate in one ward, as we called for in
our submission. However, we are concerned to see the proposed boundary creates two wards of very stark
social difference, when the predecessor wards were marked by their social mix, reflecting Lambeth as a
whole. Whereas the previous Thornton ward was approximately 50:50 social housing and private housing,
the boundaries create one ward that is overwhelmingly social housing and another overwhelmingly private.
We do not feel this adds to effective local government and community cohesion.
Further we believe that the proposed Clapham Park Ward crosses multiple communities, with the area
around Cavendish Road and Poynders Gardens separated from the rest of the area by Agnes Riley
Gardens. This area has much more in common with the neighbourhoods to the south across Atkins Road,
with a shared connection to the shops and facilities on Cavendish Road, and the shops, transport links and
wider connections in Wandsworth on the Balham High Road/Balham Hill. The links to the west will become
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even starker when Poynders Parade is demolished and there remains little retail to the east to draw
residents that way.
We also recognise that residents of Tierney Road are very concerned by the proposed boundaries, leaving
them as an isolated section of housing next to the Metropolitan Thames Valley estates and development.
Their concerns with Metropolitan Thames Valley had already been well rehearsed in the original
submissions.
Residents have also raised with us the arbitrary nature of the boundaries south of the South Circular, cutting
through the area in ways that are unclear.
We are therefore proposing a reconfiguration of the two wards to seek to address some of these issues.
1. We propose including the roads and estates between Clarence Avenue and Cavendish Road in
Thornton ward. Agnes Riley Gardens is a natural boundary and this area has more in common with
the areas to the south and along Cavendish Road.
2. We propose bringing the Oaklands Estate north of the South Circular into Thornton ward. This estate
has clear connections with Poynders Gardens and this area was previously within Thornton ward.
The South Circular is not a firm boundary to the east in the proposed Clapham Park Ward and we do
not feel it to be so on this short stretch. This change also addresses electoral equality in our
proposals for revised boundaries to the proposed Clapham Abbeville as well as for the two wards
considered here.
3. We propose making the substantial border between the two wards run on Telford Avenue and
Thornton Road. This addresses to a greater degree the concerns of residents in Clapham Park Ward
who are not Clapham Park Estate residents, by including a greater number in that ward who will be
similarly affected by future redevelopments, ensuring greater social and housing diversity. For much
of its length, the two sides of Thornton Road are not particularly connected with terraced housing
facing entrances to cul-de-sacs, social housing blocks or community facilities. Thornton Road feels a
natural, neat boundary – the areas to the south defined by their proximity to Tooting Bec Common
and those to the north by the Estate and South Circular.
Figure 1: Our proposals for the Oaklands
Estate, Poynders Gardens and the area
to the west of Agnes Riley Gardens.
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Figure 2: Our proposals for the
boundary at Thornton Road and
Telford Avenue
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Key Area 3 – St Martin’s & Rosendale

LGBCE Ward
Name
Streatham Hill
Leigham
St Martin’s
Rosendale

Proposed Ward Name

Number of Councillors

Variance 2026

Streatham Hill & St Martin’s

3

1.8%

Merged*
Rosendale

3

-0.6%

Council Warding proposal
There was considerable concern from the residents group representing Lancaster Road that the proposals
for the new Rosendale Road drew a line down the middle of their road – separating the north and the south
sides of the road into two separate wards. The creation of the new 2-member Rosendale Ward saw a
significant number of social housing properties moved out of the Ward and created an imbalance in
demographic of population which we believe could lead to a lack of representation for the remaining social
housing residents in the Ward. We also note that the Norwood Action Group proposed retaining the area
between Tulse Hill and Norwood Road in the same Ward as the area to the east of Norwood Road (p136 of
Commission report).

16

The Commission’s description for the proposed Streatham Hill & Leighams Ward states that “We have
made a minor modification which unites all the electors on Palace Road in this ward.” However, the
proposals do not do that – separating Palace Road into two different proposed wards (properties on Palace
Road to the west of Hillside Road are in Streatham Hill & Leigham and those to the east of Hillside Road are
in St Martin’s). Residents have joined councillors in expressing their concern that this will weaken the voice
of residents living along Palace Road. In addition, residents of Kingsmead/Northstead/Kinfauns Road are in
a separate ward to those of Palace Road – despite these roads only being accessible by vehicle from
Palace Road.
The properties on Romanfield/Saxonfield/Scotia Road, Leckhampton Place and Marnfield Crescent are only
able to access their properties from Upper Tulse Hill. The Commission currently places them in the
proposed Rush Common Ward – however they look towards the St Martin’s Estate and have more in
common with them, using the shops on Upper Tulse Hill and sharing the 201 bus that moves through this
area.
Our proposals seek to address the problems created by the Commission’s proposals whilst incorporating
the positive suggestions:












We propose largely retaining the existing boundaries of Thurlow Park Ward to minimise disruption
for existing residents. The area around the Tulse Hill gyratory does not have its own unique identity
as described in the Commission’s report – with many residents in the Deronda Triangle and northern
section of Norwood Road looking north towards Brockwell Park and Herne Hill. Whilst at the
southern end of the Ward residents describe themselves as from Norwood and Dulwich as much as
they do from Tulse Hill. People living in this area are aware of their representation on Lambeth
Council and would benefit from minimised disruption caused by the Commission’s proposals.
The Deronda Triangle area would remain in the successor Ward to Thurlow Park, a 3-member ward
that would also see 126-138 Trinity Rise moved into Rosendale Ward – ensuring they are
represented by the same councillors as all the other residents on Trinity Rise.
The Commission’s proposals for the southern boundary of the proposed ward with Knights Hill and
Gipsy Hill would be retained.
This new Rosendale Ward would be around 0.5% under the average projected population levels for
a 3-councillor ward.
The whole of the St Martin’s Estate would move into a renamed Streatham Hill & St Martin’s Ward
represented by 3 councillors (an alternative name could be Streatham Hill & Christchurch after the
name of the road that runs the width of the ward). This would ensure the positives recognised in
p140 of the Commissions proposals of uniting the St Martin’s Estate in one ward are realised. The
Estate TRA has strong links with the TRA of the Palace Road Estate on the other side of
Christchurch Road (stronger than those with the Deronda Estate as suggested in p135 of the report)
– with residents working together on a community garden on the corner of Roupell Road and
Christchurch Road, many children going to the three schools within the Estate or on Palace Road
and many residents of the St Martin’s Estate using the Palace Road surgery on Palace Road.
This new Streatham Hill & St Martin’s Ward would unite into one ward two roads split by the current
proposals (Roupell Road and Palace Road). It would also unite the residents of
Kingsmead/Northstead/Kinfauns Road with their immediate neighbours on Palace Road.
Our proposal moves the properties on Romanfield/Saxonfield/Scotia Road, Leckhampton Place and
Marnfield Crescent into the same ward as their immediate neighbours along Upper Tulse Hill
ensuring a better representation of the local community. The new boundary with Rush Common
Ward would run along the rear gardens of properties on the southern side of Athlone Road. To
balance projected population levels for Rush Common Ward we propose moving the properties
between Effra Road and Dalberg Road (Fitch Court, Massey Mews, Bailey Mews, Trelawn Road,
Morval Road and Brixton Water Lane) from the Brixton Windrush Ward into Rush Common Ward.
17



This will unite all of Brixton Water Lane in one Ward (Rush Common) and ensure the familiar
problems of those living around the junction of Brixton Water Lane and Effra Road/Tulse Hill are
represented by one set of councillors. It leaves the Brixton Windrush Ward only 0.7% under the
projected population level and Rush Common Ward around 4% under the projected population level.
This new Streatham Hill & St Martin’s Ward would be around 2% over the average projected
population levels for a 3-councillor ward.

These changes improve electoral equality by reducing the overpopulated 2-councillor Brixton Windrush
Ward and reducing the underpopulation of the 3-councillor Rush Common Ward
These changes reflect community identity by minimising disruption to those residents in Thurlow Park Ward
by ensuring they continue to be represented by three councillors covering the existing ward area (albeit
sightly enlarged); it unites the properties accessed by Marnfield Crescent with those of their immediate
neighbours along Upper Tulse Hill and the St Martin’s Estate (ensuring they are no longer cut off from the
rest of the Ward they are in); it unites the residents of Kingsmead/Northstead/Kinfauns Road with their
immediate neighbours on Palace Road (ensuring they are no longer cut off from the rest of the Ward they
are in); it unites residents on Roupell Road and Palace Road (ensuring they are all in the same Streatham
Hill & St Martin’s Ward); it unites all residents on Trinity Rise (ensuring they are all in the same Rosendale
Ward); it unites all residents on Lancaster Road (ensuring they are all in the same Rosendale Ward).
These changes enhance effective and convenient local government by ensuring that 3 councillors can
represent wider communities (giving greater possibility of political variance in representation and ensuring
that in instances of absence these communities are not represented by a single councillor). The changes
also ensure that residents of these wards predominantly continue to be represented by the same Members
of Parliament.
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Key Area 4 – Streatham

LGBCE Ward
Name
Streatham Wells
Streatham
Common
Streatham South
West

Proposed Ward Name

Number of Councillors

Streatham Wells
Streatham Common & The
Vale
Merged*
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Variance 2026

2
3

8.5%
-4.5%

n/a

n/a

Council Warding proposal
The creation of a new 2-member Streatham South West Ward, a smaller 2-member Streatham Wells ward
and an entirely new 1-member Streatham Common Ward sees the formation of ward boundaries which
divide existing communities across three wards and separate residents and neighbourhoods from local
facilities and amenities.
The council supports the proposed new boundary between St Leonards and Streatham South West to the
South of Greyhound Lane at the junction of Tankerville, Buckleigh and Northanger Roads. It also reconfirms
Streatham Vale – a community facing both north towards the A23 and Streatham Lodge and south towards
Streatham Vale Park and towards Mitcham – as part of a wider ward at the southern end of Streatham. It is
however firmly of the view that the proposal to split Streatham South and Wells wards to create a new one
member Streatham Common Ward runs counter to the interests and preferences on the local community.
Whilst the Streatham Lodge community sits adjacent to the common to their immediate north the community
faces south for the majority of its connections and amenities. The proposed new 1-member Common Ward
contains no shops or leisure facilities, with residents within the proposed area instead accessing retail,
hospitality and community events and services in areas within the proposed Streatham South West Ward.
The increasing numbers of families with school age children in the Streatham Lodge area of the proposed
Streatham Common Ward are looking to schools – including Immanuel and Woodmansterne Primaries both
in South West – for their education. Woodmansterne Secondary School in South West Ward has recently
been built to address the needs of families across the area including Streatham Lodge and other parts of the
proposed Common ward. St Andrews Primary School on Polworth Road is the primary school used by the
local Catholic community in Streatham South, with pupils attending from across Streatham Common and
Streatham South West.
Pubs on the stretch of shops and businesses on the A23, such as the Bull and the Mere Scribbler, are a
focal point for the community on both sides of the high road, with local societies and sports groups drawing
members from across Streatham South using them for their meetings and social events. Immanuel and St
Andrew's Church and St Bartholomew's Church both in South West serve the local Anglican and Catholic
communities respectively and take their congregations from across both South West and Common. The
Shree Swaminarayan Hindu Temple on Colmer Road serves the growing Hindu community in Streatham
South, with worshippers being drawn both from Streatham South and the Streatham Lodge area. A key hub
of Streatham’s Polish community, Cztery Pory Roku Polish cafe on Streatham Vale attracts residents from
across the South West and Common Wards and beyond.
The local GP (the Streatham Common Group Practice) will be divided across two wards under the
proposals, as it has one site on Guildersfield Road, currently slated to be in Streatham South West, and one
in Baldry Gardens which will be in the new Streatham Common ward. The current proposals will also split
the South Streatham Tenants and Residents Association (SoSTRA) in two, as the council and social
housing tenants currently represented by it live in properties on both sides of the A23. The Streatham
Common Conservation Area does not only cover the Streatham Lodge estate, it also encompasses
properties on the other side of the A23. These residents have the same conservation and planning interests
which it would makes sense to accommodate in a single ward.
Finally, many residents of Streatham South West rely on Streatham Common for recreation, particularly the
private rental sector tenants who do not have their own gardens. There are over 40 members of the Friends
of Streatham Common group who live in Streatham South West and the Streatham Common Co-operative
which manages the park draws its membership from across the area.
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The council also believes the proposed boundary between the new two member Streatham Wells Ward and
the proposed Common ward has been set too far north and fails to take account of the emerging community
interest reflected – as is the case in the new boundary of the Streatham Hill Leigham Ward elsewhere in the
Commission’s proposals - in the Low Traffic Neighbourhood which covers the streets between Gleneldon
Road and Polworth Road which have been split by the proposed boundary. Residents on Valley Road near
the junction with Hill House Road are also divided under the current proposals from neighbours to the north
with whom they work closely on key local resident interests including road safety and traffic speeds.
The council accepts the proposition that residents living on the A214 on the north side of the common have
as strong an interest in management of the open space and decision making with respect to activity on the
Common as those living on Streatham Common South. It therefore supports the principle that they be
included in the same ward reflecting as it does a clear community interest.
The council proposals seek to address key issues created by the Commission’s proposals whilst
incorporating the positive suggestions made by them:







We propose retaining the boundaries of the proposed Streatham St Leonards Ward and accepting
its boundary with the Streatham South West Ward as proposed.
We propose re-locating the northern boundary of Streatham South West Ward to encompass the
proposed 1-member Streatham Common Ward - addressing the south facing character of the
Streatham Lodge and nearby community – and creating a three-member ward which we would
propose carries the name ‘Streatham Common and The Vale’ as befitting the wider neighbourhood
within its boundaries.
We propose to locate the northern boundary of the enlarged Streatham Common and the Vale Ward
along Polworth Rd, the intersection of Valley Rd and to the north of homes on Hill House Rd.
These changes maintain acceptable electoral equality with Streatham Common and the Vale
exceeding the average by 4.5% and Streatham Wells by 8.5%.
The arrangement ensures there is no requirement for a one-councillor ward in Streatham, a
development known to have caused considerable concern amongst residents and stakeholders both
within and near the proposed Streatham Common Ward for the reasons set out in the introduction of
this submission.

Figure 3: Detailed proposals for the
boundary between the proposed
Streatham Common and The Vale
Ward and Streatham Wells Ward
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These changes proposed by the council resolve the key problems which the commission was seeking to
address in its original proposals well as the new issues raised by the creation of the one-member Streatham
Common Ward and its relationship with proposed neighbouring wards to the north and south.







Streatham Common with its requirement for focused political representation remains within a single
ward enabling a team of councillors to provide a strong voice for investment and improvements to
the Common within the council as well as representation the views of residents and about the
management of - and activity taking place on – the Common. A view that is endorsed by the Friends
of Streatham common
The south facing community of Streatham Lodge is represented by members elected to serve both
their residential and neighbourhood interests as well as the area in which they access amenities and
services located in and around the A23 and in Streatham Vale. This is a view supported by
representations from the Streatham Lodge RA, local churches and the Hindu temple as well as from
local schools and health services.
Residents in the Streatham Vale area remain connected to the Common and other key amenities to
their north.
The boundaries with Streatham Wells ward reflect emerging communities forged by concern with
local transport and public realm issues whilst providing for a community adjacent to the Common
able to have their voice heard.

The Commission expressed their wish to hear the views of residents in Streatham Lodge on the proposed
boundaries. The clear message we have heard is that they do not want to be represented by a single
councillor in a ward divided from the rest of their local community in the areas surrounding the Common. We
would therefore urge the Commission not to act against the clearly expressed wishes of the residents who
live in this area.
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