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Recommendation on the new electoral arrangements for
Cambridgeshire County Council

I have been asked to make representations on the above on behalf of the Liberal Democrat group on
Cambridgeshire County Council. With 13 members the Liberal Democrats form the second largest
group on the council.

The main points we would wish to make are:
A. To object to proposals for double-member divisions.
B. To support the earlier proposal for the county council to have 63 members, and to object to
the latest proposal to further reduce the council size to 61 members.
C. To support the draft recommendations for South Cambridgeshire.
D. To propose alternative divisions for the three districts where LGBCE has been unable to
produce a recommendation for single-member-only divisions, ie Cambridge City, East
Cambridgeshire and Fenland.

Double-member Divisions
In the absence of proportional representation we see no benefit to electors or members in having
double-member county divisions. Looking specifically at those proposed by LGBCE in this review
they seem arbitrary and lazy.
Perhaps the proposed division 16 Littleport West best illustrates this point. Except in the very
broadest sense there is no community of interest that unites Littleport West ward with most of the
rest of the proposed division. Chettisham is included but there is no direct road link – the railway

line would link it to Little Downham but there is no station for either community. The villages south
of Ely look to Ely (and Cambridge) but hardly to Littleport.
The justification for being unable to separate Castle from Newnham in Cambridge is particularly
weak. LGBCE is critical of the proposed boundary along Madingley Road, but they could have chosen
a different boundary to the one suggested - they have shown no reluctance to do so in other places.

Council Size
LGBCE have already said that they agree with Cambridgeshire County Council that 63 members is the
appropriate number for the representation of its population and the discharge of its duties. There is
nothing in the Draft Recommendations report to challenge that view. It is perverse in the extreme
to change that number with the justification of a “better fit” when LGBCE is unable to produce a
scheme based on that number without resorting to double-member divisions – which the county
council had explicitly asked not to be included. In reality a council size of 63 works much better in
terms of electoral equality across the whole council, and particularly for East Cambridgeshire.
As you will see from the proposals in this representation a scheme for 63 members, in singlemember divisions, all within 10% of the average number of electors (2020 estimates), respecting
community identity and the need for effective and convenient local government is both possible and
available.

Cambridge City
Please refer to the map and electorates contained in the included pdf “Cambs Lib Dems – June 2015
Proposals”.
The overall intention is to respect community identity and to take account of existing divisions and
polling districts. As you will see all the proposed divisions are within the range plus or minus 10% of
the county average.
Abbey (labelled CC8 in the table and on the map) – This is comprised of the whole of the existing
Abbey ward together with the north-eastern part of the JA polling district. Although mostly
commercial premises the electors here live in properties accessed from New Street in the Abbey
division.
Castle (CC4) – The population and electorate of this division is expected to grow considerably due to
the development taking place in the current division. We propose that this growth, taking place in
discrete developments, should be shared between Castle and Newnham divisions. Our proposed
Castle division would comprise the whole of the CA polling district; the “Castle” core of the CB
polling district, including Castle Hill and extending down to Madingley Road and Northampton
Street, and take in Churchill College which is accessed from Storeys Way which would then be wholly
in Castle division; and also the northern half of the BB polling district (north of Victoria Road) which
is principally accessed from Histon Road and Victoria Road.

Cherry Hinton (CC3) – This comprises the whole of the existing Cherry Hinton division plus the EC
polling district and the eastern sides of the EB and LC polling districts.
East Chesterton (CC1) – This comprises the whole of the existing East Chesterton division with the
addition of the northern part of the GA polling district – much of which was in the former East
Chesterton ward and division before the changes in the 2004 review. In comparison to the LGBCE
draft proposals it maintains the community of Chesterton “village” which is savagely split under the
LGBCE scheme. East Chesterton has a very strong south-eastern boundary with the River Cam and
would also have a strong south-westerly boundary with Elizabeth Way which is very busy road which
is difficult to cross, and which does divide the communities of East and West Chesterton.
Market (CC9) – This is a very historic ward and division in the centre of Cambridge, with very strong
boundaries, especially to the north (the River Cam) and to the south-east (the busy inner ring road
made up of Elizabeth Road, East Road, Gonville Place, Lensfield Road and Fen Causeway). It would
comprise the whole of the existing Market division plus part of the IC polling district (to the east of
the river) and that part of the CB polling district that is south of Madingley Road and Northampton
Street. The additions to this division would confirm its character as an exciting mix of university and
longer-term-resident electors and would avoid the problem of splitting up communities that the
draft proposal for separate St Matthew’s and St Paul’s divisions causes.
Newnham (CC11) – This comprises the whole of the existing Newnham division that lies west of the
River Cam plus the western end of the existing CB polling district. While this addition currently
contains few electors this would unite the two sides of Madingley Road at its western end in the city,
which LGBCE seemed keen to do, and it includes the site for significant development.
North Arbury (CC12) – This comprises the whole of the GB polling district, and most of both the GA
and BA polling districts. It is a stable area of late twentieth-century housing developments, with
little planned further development in the short-term.
Petersfield (CC7) – This is made up of the whole of JB polling district, most of the JA polling district
(together they form the whole of the existing Petersfield division) together with the adjacent part of
the MA polling district (parts of which were in the Petersfield division up to 2005). This division is
very heavily focussed on Mill Road (widely renowned for its vibrant and diverse community) and
Hills Road. Both of these roads, with their preponderance of shops, businesses and eateries are the
hubs of their local community – unlike, for example, the heavily-trafficked Elizabeth Way and East
Road which divide communities. While there is some newer housing, most of the properties are
Victorian terraces. The fact that the JB polling district straddles Mill Road is an example of the way
that it serves the community on both sides of the road.
Queen Edith’s (CC2) – This is comprised of the whole of the existing division, plus all of the EB polling
district between Hills Road and Perne Road. It has a very strong western boundary (the Cambridge
to London railway line). We are surprised by the LGBCE draft proposal to include large tracts
(though not very many electors) of both KA and KB polling districts with Trumpington, when both
these areas have much more in common with their Queen Edith’s neighbours and, especially in
regard to KB, remote from Trumpington.

Romsey (CC5) – This comprises most of the existing Romsey division (the whole of the LA and LB
polling districts and all but the eastern fringe of the LC polling district) plus the whole of the EA
polling district. Romsey has very strong boundaries to the west (the main London to Ely railway line)
and to the north (Coldhams Common and the Cambridge to Ipswich railway line). It is difficult to see
any justification for “lopping off” the northern part of this community and adding it to the Abbey
(aka Barnwell) division – as can be seen from these proposals it is not necessary in order to achieve
acceptable electoral equality within the city.
Trumpington (CC10) – This area is experiencing considerable growth. Under these proposals the
division would retain the whole of the MB and MC polling districts, the western and southern parts
of the MA polling district, and the very western end of the EB polling district, containing recently
developed housing and linked to similar developments in MA by the Hills Road bridge. It has very
strong boundaries in the west (the river and the city boundary) in the south (the city boundary) and
in the east (the main Cambridge to London railway line).
West Chesterton (CC6) – This comprises the whole of the existing West Chesterton division plus the
southern part of the BB polling district and the eastern part of the BA polling district. Unlike the
LGBCE draft recommendations it maintains the community centred on Mitcham’s Corner in a single
division.

East Cambs
Please refer to the map and electorates contained in the included pdf “Cambs Lib Dems – June 2015
Proposals”.
These proposals for East Cambs involve splitting the Ely South district ward into two parish wards:
Ely South West parish ward would contain most of the existing electors, while Ely South parish ward
would contain everything south of the A142 to the west of the A10, all the properties fronting or
accessed only from Witchford Road, and everything fronting or accessed from Cambridge Road, and
the rest of the Ely South district ward to the south. Specifically it would include Witchford Road,
Cambridge Road, Pilgrims Way, Grace Gardens, Tower Road, Tower Court and Houghton Gardens.
Other than the changes in Ely South district ward this scheme respects the polling division
boundaries throughout the district. With the exception of Ely and Soham, which are too large for a
single division, all parishes are contained wholly within a single division; and therefore there is a high
degree of respect for community identity.
We firmly oppose any proposal to split any parish (other than Ely or Soham mentioned above)
between more than one division.
All of the nine proposed divisions have 2020 electorates within 10% of the county average.
The county divisions for East Cambs would then be:
Burwell (EC4) – This is comprised of the parishes of Burwell, Reach, Swaffham Prior, Swaffham
Bulbeck and Lode.

Ely Central (EC7) – This division would cover the central part of Ely, including the Cathedral and
Market Square. It is made up of the new Ely South West parish ward, the whole of Ely West ward,
and the EK1 and EG1 polling districts of Ely East.
Ely North East (EC8) – This division comprises the whole of the Ely North district ward together with
Queen Adelaide, Prickwillow and Stuntney. (The Boundary Commission has suggested that these
last three should be combined into an Ely Rural East parish ward).
Fordham (EC5) – This includes Fordham, Snailwell, Chippenham, Kennett, Isleham, Wicken and the
Soham South polling district. In earlier representations Wicken Parish Council has expressed its
preference for being linked to Soham and not Stretham or Burwell
Haddenham (EC1) – This includes the parishes of Haddenham, Wilburton, Stretham, Little Thetford,
the Ely South parish ward, and the EH1 polling district from the Ely East district ward.
Littleport (EC9) – This represents the whole of Littleport parish.
Sutton (EC2) – This proposed division comprises the parishes of Downham, Coveney, Witcham,
Mepal, Sutton, Wentworth and Witchford.
Soham (EC6) – This contains the Soham North and Soham Central polling districts.
Woodditton (EC3) – This comprises the parishes of Bottisham, Brinkley, Westley Waterless, Burrough
Green, Dullingham, Stetchworth, Woodditton, Cheveley, Ashley and Kirtling.

Fenland
Please refer to the map and electorates contained in the included pdf “Cambs Lib Dems – June 2015
Proposals” with two corrections. Following a change to the parish boundary the large rural area to
the east of Chatteris (How Fen) has been moved into Manea parish, so it is proposed to put it into
the same division as the rest of Manea parish. This affects 120 electors. It is also proposed to call
the FDC8 division “Doddington and Wimblington” as the name of the largest ward within the
division.
This scheme for Fenland, based on 10 divisions, envisages the creation of rural town wards for the
west of March along similar but different lines to those proposed by LGBCE, and a similar
arrangement for the south-western part of the Medworth ward in Wisbech. It also proposes the reunification of the whole of the parish of Wisbech St Mary which the LGBCE proposals sought to split.
All of the proposed divisions have 2020 electorates within 10% of the county average.
The proposed county divisions in Fenland would then be:
Benwick, Coates and Eastrea (FDC4) – This division would include the whole of the Lattersey, and
Benwick, Coates and Eastrea district wards, the Whittlesey St Mary’s town ward, a proposed March
Rural South town ward comprising that part of the BC1 polling district in March that lies to the west
of the A141 March by-pass (north of the River Nene and south of the Ely-Peterborough railway line),
and a proposed March Rural North town ward comprising that part of March North district ward

that lies to the north of the Ely-Peterborough railway line and west of the March-Wisbech railway
line. As can be seen the boundaries within March parish are particularly strong, representing clear
physical features.
Chatteris (FDC1) – This represents the whole of the (altered) parish of Chatteris. This is the same as
the division proposed by LGBCE. The revised electorate is 8980.
Doddington and Wimblington (FDC8) – This comprises the whole of the southernmost (BC2_3)
polling district of March West and the parishes of Doddington , Wimblington and Manea (including
the addition to Manea from Chatteris parish of 120 electors). The revised 2020 electorate is 7790.
March Central (FDC10)– This compact division contains the part of March North that is south of the
Ely-Peterborough railway line and the parts of BC1 polling district of March West that is east of the
March by-pass, and the whole of the BC4 polling district.
March East(FDC2) – This division would include all of the March East district ward, the parish of
Christchurch, and the part of March North ward that is north of the Ely-Peterborough railway line
and east of the March-Wisbech railway line.
Roman Bank and Peckover (FDC7) – This would be unchanged from the current division comprising
Tydd St Giles, Newton, Gorefield, and Leverington parishes, and Wisbech Peckover ward.
Waldersey (FDC9) – This would contain the whole of the existing division plus 967 electors from the
south-western part of Medworth ward.
Whittlesey North (FDC3) – This division would comprise the Bassenhally and Stonald district wards
and the Whittlesey St Andrew’s town ward.
Wisbech North (FDC5) – This includes the Wisbech district wards of Waterlees, Clarkson and
Kirkgate.
Wisbech South (FDC6) – This comprises the Wisbech district wards of Staithe, Hill and the northeastern part of Medworth ward.

Conclusion
We believe that the proposals detailed above are a significantly better reflection of community
identity than the LGBCE draft proposals, and provide good electoral equality with 63 single-member
divisions all of which have projected electorates within 10% of the county average. In view of this
electoral equality we see no justification for LGBCE straying from its earlier conclusion that 63 was
the appropriate number of members for the county council to efficiently and effectively discharge its
duties – a view which is reinforced by the difficulty experienced by LGBCE in trying to achieve
satisfactory single-member divisions – particularly in Fenland and especially in East Cambridgeshire.

Maurice Leeke
Cambridgeshire County Councillor for Waterbeach

Revised Proposals June 2015 – Electorate Figures
Revised East Cambridgeshire Proposal (June 2015)
ED
Electorate
Electorate 2020 Variance 2014
2014
(%)
EC_1
7253
7925
-4.6
EC_2
8720
8820
14.7
EC_3
7372
7720
-3.0
EC_4
7261
7760
-4.5
EC_5
6983
7800
-8.1
EC_8
6228
8290
-18.1
EC_6
7307
7970
-3.9
EC_7
7749
7625
1.9
EC_9
6657
7740
-12.4

Variance 2020
(%)
-4.2
6.6
-6.7
-6.2
-5.7
0.2
-3.7
-7.9
-6.5

Revised Fenland Proposal (June 2015)
Electorate
2014

Electorate
2020

Variance 2014
(%)

Variance 2020
(%)

FDC_1

8220

9100

8%

9.96

FDC_2

7916

8337

4%

1

FDC_3

7249

7596

-5%

-8

FDC_4

7457

7544

-2%

-9

FDC_5

7765

8110

2%

-2

FDC_6

7298

7773

-4%

-6

FDC_7

7212

7450

-5%

-9.98

FDC_8

7333

7670

-4%

-7

FDC_9

7829

7947

3%

-4

FDC_10

6596

7573

-13%

-8

ED

Revised Cambridge Proposal (June 2015)
ED
Electorate 2014 Electorate 2020
CC_1
CC_2
CC_3
CC_4
CC_5
CC_6
CC_7
CC_8
CC_9
CC_10
CC_11
CC_12

7912
8321
8957
7546
8736
8324
7520
7505
8446
5323
6051
8518

Variance 2014
(%)

Variance 2020
(%)

4.1

-4.7

9.5

8.9

17.8

9.9

-0.7

3.1

14.9

9.8

9.5

4.8

-1.1

-6.6

-1.3

-7.5

11.1

8.4

-30.0

3.6

-20.4

-3.4

12.1

3.4

7884
9012
9096
8533
9083
8674
7728
7651
8970
8570
7991
8558

