From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

16 May 2016 17:42
Cleverly, Karen; Palacky, Alex
FOI request concerning Cambridgeshire LGBCE review

To whom it may concern
Freedom of Information Request relating to the Cambridgeshire County Council Boundary Review
Please send me copies of all internal LGBCE emails, correspondence, notes and minutes from the period
between 28th October 2015 and 8th February 2016 relating directly to the Cambridgeshire County Council
boundary review.
I am happy to receive these electronically, rather than in writing, and if it is helpful for resource purposes, for
emails to simply be forwarded to me, rather than collated into one file.
Yours faithfully,
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Palacky, Alex
17 May 2016 16:30
Your FOI Request: FOI16/06

Dear

,

Thank you for your request for information received on 16 May 2016 under the Freedom of Information Act 2000.
You have requested:
“Freedom of Information Request relating to the Cambridgeshire County Council Boundary Review
Please send me copies of all internal LGBCE emails, correspondence, notes and minutes from the period between
28th October 2015 and 8th February 2016 relating directly to the Cambridgeshire County Council boundary
review.”
The Commission aims to respond promptly and within the statutory deadline of 20 working days. Please expect a
response by 13 June 2016.
In some cases a fee may be payable and if that is the case I will let you know. A fees notice will be issued to you, and
you will be required to pay before I will proceed to deal with your request.
If you have any queries or concerns please do not hesitate to contact me on the details provided below. Please
remember to quote the reference number above in any future communications.
Kind regards,
‐‐
Alex Palacky
Office Manager
LGBCE
14th Floor Millbank Tower
London SW1P 4QP
0330 500 1264

_

_

How are we doing? Click here to give us your views.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dear

Palacky, Alex
13 June 2016 16:51
RE: FOI request concerning Cambridgeshire LGBCE review

,

Thank you for your patience in waiting for the information requested below.
I’m afraid I’ve had some technical issues this afternoon which has caused the redaction process to take longer than I
had anticipated which unfortunately is going to push our response over our initial response date of today.
I want to assure you that sending this through is a priority for me and I will have the requested information sent
through to you as soon as possible tomorrow.
Apologies for any inconvenience.
Kind regards,
‐‐
Alex Palacky
Office Manager
LGBCE
0330 500 1264

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Palacky, Alex
14 June 2016 17:18
Your FOI Request: FOI 16/07

Dear

,

Our ref: FOI 16/07
Thank you for your email which was received on 16 May 2016, requesting information under the Freedom of
Information Act 2000.
You have requested:
“Freedom of Information Request relating to the Cambridgeshire County Council Boundary Review
Please send me copies of all internal LGBCE emails, correspondence, notes and minutes from the period between
28th October 2015 and 8th February 2016 relating directly to the Cambridgeshire County Council boundary
review.”
The Commission does hold information relevant to your request. Please click here to download two PDFs through
ShareFile containing all internal emails, correspondence, notes and minutes dated from the 28th of October 2015 until
the 8th of February 2016 relating directly to the Cambridgeshire County Council boundary review. Personal details and
information not directly relating to your FOI request has been redacted.
We have also included any relevant accompanying files in a separate PDF titled ‘Cambridgeshire Additional Files’.
Any submission correspondence is available to view via our website here and all finalised minutes from Commission
meetings up to March 2016 can be viewed on our website here.
If you have any further queries or any issues with the file link, please do not hesitate to contact me, quoting the
reference number above in any correspondence.
If you are not content with the outcome of your request, you may apply directly to the Information Commissioner for
a decision. Details of this procedure can be found on the ICO website: http://www.ico.gov.uk.
Generally, the ICO cannot make a decision unless you have exhausted the complaints procedure provided by the Local
Government Boundary Commission for England.
Yours sincerely,
‐‐
Alex Palacky
Office Manager
LGBCE
14th Floor Millbank Tower
London SW1P 4QP
0330 500 1264

1

_

_

How are we doing? Click here to give us your views.

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Buck, Richard
16 October 2015 10:03
Colin Mellors
Caller, Max; Max Caller
RE: Cambridge Further

; Jackson, Jolyon; Hinds, Alex

Thanks Colin,

I have incorporated your amendments and comments. You are correct on the phrasing in parts of the letter and I
have reworded to reflect your comments.
The papers will go out today.
Thanks,
Richard.

From: Colin Mellors [mailto:
Sent: 15 October 2015 22:2
To: Buck, Richard <richard.buck@lgbce.org.uk>
Cc: Caller, Max <max.caller@lgbce.org.uk>; Max Caller
; Jackson, Jolyon <joly
Subject: Re: Cambridge Further Limited Consultation

Hi Richard

I have looked at the letter and the specific paragraphs in the report and suggested a few modifications in the
attached. I will read the rest of the paper carefully tomorrow but know that you want to get it out tomorrow
so focused on the areas you requested.
I have also made a couple of comments in relation to the letter where you might want to consider if the
current phrasing might elect yet further proposals for change if we are not careful. think we agreed this
morning we wanted to avoid this.
Hope this is helpful.
Best Wishes
Colin
On 15 October 2015 at 13:46, Buck, Richard <richard.buck@lgbce.org.uk> wrote:
Dear Max and Colin,
Further to our discussions on Cambridge this morning, I have attached a copy of the Commission covering
paper and further limited consultation letter for comments. The relevant paragraphs in the covering paper
are 1 (first two bullet points) and 4 – 10.
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Once you have commented and cleared, the full papers for the Cambridgeshire review will be dispatched
tomorrow.
Colin – Incidentally, have you had a chance to look at the email I sent on Monday about meetings with
review authorities? Happy to send again if you would like.
Thanks,
Richard.
Richard Buck
Review Manager
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1271
Email: richard.buck@lgbce.org.uk

It would help us if you would take a few minutes to answer a few questions about your experience of how
we dealt with you.
How are we doing? - Click on this link to give us your views

Professor Colin Mellors

--
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Lorraine Harden
27 October 2015
Buck, Richard; Hinds, Alex
Tracy Piper
Cambridgeshire County Finals

Morning both,
I know that this is looking ahead a few months in view of the further consultation but I thought I would ask this
while I think of it.
What District Ward information will you require on the Final mapping for the County as East Cambs is likely to still
be between Draft and Final Recs when the Final Recs mapping is done for the county and possibly still in the same
position when the County is laid depending on when that is. Our latest timetable is from before the Oct
commissioners so says December which does not seem likely now good job it is a 2017 elections so there is some
leeway.
I do not think we have quite had these circumstance before and as the Cambridgeshire Parish Wards take the new
District Wards into account whichever way we jump may look strange and require notes.
I would appreciate your thoughts on this so we can do the prep work before the mapping request comes in.

Richard I am aware that Alex is on leave this week so wondered can you tell me if there was any decision made ref
the Hampshire mapping regarding insets as I am not sure how long they would take to add to the map. I believe Alex
was hoping to discuss this with you last week when I was away myself (not in Thursday or Friday this week either)
but we did not hear if any decision had been made.
Kind regards

Lorraine Harden

Boundaries Specialist
Boundaries Branch, Ordnance Survey

Adanac Drive, Southampton, United Kingdom, SO16 0AS
before printing this email.

This email is only intended for the person to whom it is addressed and may contain confidential
information. If you have received this email in error, please notify the sender and delete this email which
must not be copied, distributed or disclosed to any other person.
Unless stated otherwise, the contents of this email are personal to the writer and do not represent the official
view of Ordnance Survey. Nor can any contract be formed on Ordnance Survey's behalf via email. We
reserve the right to monitor emails and attachments without prior notice.
Thank you for your cooperation.
Ordnance Survey Limited (Company Registration number 09121572)
Registered Office: Explorer House
Adanac Drive
Southampton SO16 0AS
Tel: 03456 050505
http://www.os.uk
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Importance:

Hinds, Alex
02 November 2015 15:52
Grace Sue
Soper Michael; Buck, Richard
Cambridge City Further limited consultation
Cambridgeshire further draft recs Nov 2015.doc; Cambridge draft
recommendations.pdf; Cambridgeshire further draft recs Nov 2015.doc; CambsFurtherRecs-CEX-2015-11-03.pdf
High

Dear Sue,
This is to inform you that the Commission will be undertaking a further period of limited consultation prior to
publication of its final recommendations on 9 February 2016. This will involve our proposals for Cambridge City only.
The consultation will run from 3 November to 30 November 2015.
I have attached a letter which will be sent to the Chief Executive explaining the Commission’s decision for undertaking
further limited consultation in Cambridge. I would be grateful if you could forward this to him in the meantime. I also
include a map of the draft recommendations for Cambridge and the proposals which we intend to further consult
upon. Copies of these maps will be available to download from our website tomorrow.

A news release is also attached. It is embargoed until 00:01am on 3 November. All information relevant to this further
period of consultation will be published from 10am tomorrow. Further details relating to the final recommendations for
other districts in Cambridgeshire will be released on 9 February 2016 when we intend to publish the final
recommendations.
We will be informing all respondents to the consultation on the draft recommendations that we intend to further
consult in Cambridge. However please do inform any other stakeholders who you feel should be informed.
Please do get in contact if you have any questions about the further limited consultation for Cambridge.
Kind regards,
Alex Hinds
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1274 | Twitter: https://twitter.com/LGBCE
Email: alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk Web: www.lgbce.org.uk
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The

Local Government
Boundary Commission
for England

Mr Mark Lloyd
Chief Executive
Cambridgeshire County Council
Shire Hall
Castle Hill
Cambridge
C830AP
3 November 2015
Dear Mr Lloyd,
ELECTORAL REVIEW OF CAMBRIDGESHIRE: FURTHER LIMITED CONSULTATION
Following consultation on draft recommendations for Cambridgeshire, I am writing to
inform you of the Commission's decision to undertake a further period of limited
consultation prior to publication of its final recommendations. This will involve our
proposals for the City of Cambridge only.

Outcome of consultation for the City of Cambridge
During consultation on its draft recommendations, the Commission received evidence
from the Liberal Democrat Group on Cambridgeshire County Council and local residents
in support of alternative division arrangements for the city. Specifically strong evidence
was received to justify changes in the Barnwell, Petersfield and Ramsey areas.
The Commission has carefully considered the evidence received for Cambridge city and
considered that the alternative division pattern has merit in that it will ensure clear
boundaries while reflecting communities and maintaining electoral equality. However, the
proposed pattern of divisions is markedly different from what has been proposed in the
Commission's draft recommendations. Furthermore, these proposals are not selfcontained within the areas affected but require changes to the wider division pattern for
the city. The alternative pattern will affect the Barnwell, Market, Petersfield, Ramsey,
Trumpington and Queen Edith's areas of Cambridge. Given this, the Commission has
decided to conduct this period of further limited consultation to seek the views of local
residents and organisations as to whether it should confirm its draft recommendations as
final or adopt the alternative division pattern for Cambridge.
The Commission is therefore seeking views from interested parties locally on whether the
alternative proposals would better reflect community identities and provide for effective
and convenient local government than the Commission's draft recommendations. Should

Local Government Boundary Commission for England, 14" Mlllbank Tower, London, SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1525;revlews@lgbce.org.uk: www.lgbce.org.uk

we not receive sufficient evidence for all the potential changes in the city, the
Commission is likely to confirm its draft recommendations as final.
The map attached to this letter shows the different proposed division arrangements. Map
1 is the Commission's draft recommendations for divisions in Cambridge. Map 2 is the
alternative division pattern for Cambridge. Electorate information for the area subject to
further consultation can be found at the end of this letter.
This period of further limited consultation commences today, 3 November 2015, and
closes on 30 November 2015. During this period the Commission welcomes comments
on the proposed recommendations in Cambridge city.
The Commission's final recommendations for the whole county, including those areas not
subject to further limited consultation, will now be published in February 2016.
Further Consultation

The Commission is now undertaking a further period of limited consultation on the
electoral divisions in Cambridge. The Commission would like to hear whether you support
its proposed changes and the reasons for your views.
Representations must be submitted to the Commission by 30 November 2015. The
Commission has not finalised its recommendations for the city and, in light of further
evidence, may make further revisions to its proposals in Cambridge. We therefore
encourage those who have a view on the proposals to write to us, whether they agree
with them or not. All representations received during the consultation period will be taken
into account and the Commission will then consider whether or not to further amend its
proposals prior to the publication of its final recommendations.
Representations should be made in writing to reviews@lgbce.org.uk or:
Review Officer (Cambridgeshire)
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor, Millbank Tower
Mill bank
London
SW1P4QP
Any respondents who submit comments during this period of the review, and do not want
all or any part of the response or name made public, must state this clearly in the
response. Any such request should explain why confidentiality is necessary, but all
information in responses may be subject to publication or disclosure as required by law

(in particular under the Freedom of Information Act 2000). Following the conclusion of this
further consultation, the Commission will consider any further evidence received and
prepare its final recommendations for Cambridgeshire as a whole
If you have any queries, please contact Alex Hinds on 0330 500 1274, or
alex.hinds@lgbce.org .uk

Jolyon Jackson CBE
Chief Executive
jolyon.jackson@lgbce.org.uk
0330 500 1290

ELECTORATE INFORMATION -divisions subject to further consultation in Cambridge City

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2014)

Number of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2020)

Number of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Abbey

1

7,643

7,643

-3%

7,787

7,787

-9%

Arbury

1

7,593

7,593

-3%

8,615

8,615

1%

Castle &
Newnham

2

13,657

6,829

-13%

15,661

7,831

-8%

Cherry Hinton

1

8,750

8,750

11%

8,945

8,945

5%

Chesterton

1

8,679

8,679

11%

8,977

8,977

5%

King's Hedges

1

9,029

9,029

15%

8,996

8,996

5%

Market

1

7,839

7,839

0%

8,361

8,361

-2%

Petersfield

1

8,911

8,911

14%

9,262

9,262

8%

Romsey

1

8,343

8,343

6%

8,691

8,691

2%

Trumpington &
Queen Edith's

2

12,715

6,358

-19%

16,455

8,228

-4%

Division name

Cambridge City

Draft recommendations for Cambridgeshire County Council

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2014)

Number of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2020)

Number of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Arbury

1

7,593

7,593

-3%

8,615

8,615

1%

Barnwell

1

8,288

8,288

6%

8,538

8,538

0%

Castle &
Newnham

2

14,854

7,427

-5%

16,858

8,429

-1%

Cherry Hinton

1

8,684

8,684

11%

8,839

8,839

3%

Chesterton

1

8,679

8,679

11%

8,977

8,977

5%

King's Hedges

1

9,029

9,029

15%

8,996

8,996

5%

Queen Edith's

1

7,183

7,183

-9%

7,828

7,828

-8%

Romsey

1

8,408

8,408

7%

8,670

8,670

1%

St Paul's

1

7,844

7,844

0%

8,231

8,231

-4%

St Matthew's

1

8,002

8,002

2%

8,490

8,490

-1%

Trumpington

1

4,595

4,595

-41%

7,708

7,708

-10%

Division name

Cambridge City

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Buck, Richard
02 November 2015 09:47
Hinds, Alex; Mayers, Mishka
Cambridgeshire further limited consultation 3 November

Hi both,

I have checked the letters and they look fine. One rogue letter with Kent in it and ‘Head of paid Service’ I have
corrected it.
X:\REVIEWS\Current Reviews\Reviews A - E\Cambridgeshire\4.2 Final recommendations report - versions\Further
draft consultation

Ready to go…
Thanks,
Richard.

Richard Buck
Review Manager

Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1271
Email: richard.buck@lgbce.org.uk
It would help us if you would take a few minutes to answer a few questions about your experience of how we dealt
with you.
How are we doing? - Click on this link to give us your views
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From:
Sent:
Subject:

Importance:

Bowell, Marcus
02 November 2015 16:28
Extra chance to have say on Cambridge City council boundaries
High

News Release
Embargoed until: 00:01, 3 November 2015

Extra chance to have say on Cambridge City council boundaries
The independent Local Government Boundary Commission for England has opened a new phase of public
consultation in its review of Cambridgeshire County Council’s electoral division boundaries.
The consultation focuses on new proposals for county division boundaries in Cambridge City.

Local people have until 30 November 2015 to have their say on the proposals before the Commission
finalises its recommendations for new electoral divisions for the whole county.
Earlier this year, the Commission held a public consultation on proposals for new division boundaries
across Cambridgeshire. The Commission has listened to the views put to it during consultation and now
proposes to make changes to the plans to reflect local evidence. Due to the significance of the proposed
changes in Cambridge City, the Commission is re-opening its consultation with local people to see what
they think of the new recommendations for the area.
The consultation is limited to the Commission’s new proposals in Cambridge City. Details of the
recommendations, including maps of the proposals, are available on the Commission’s website at
www.lgbce.org.uk or at the dedicated review page for the electoral review of Cambridgeshire at
www.lgbce.org.uk/current-reviews/eastern/cambridgeshire/cambridgeshire-county-council.

Max Caller CBE, Chair of the Commission, said: “We listened carefully to all the views put to us on new
electoral division boundaries earlier this year and have made changes to the original recommendations.
We are now asking local people to have their say on the revised proposals for Cambridge City.
“There were some strong arguments made to us that an alternative pattern of divisions in Cambridge City
might better reflect local community interests and identities. That is why we are now putting these
recommendations forward for consultation.
“We are asking local people to log on to our website to tell us what they think about these proposals before
we publish final recommendations for the whole county in February 2016.”
Residents can have their say in writing:
The Review Officer (Cambridgeshire)
LGBCE
14th floor, Millbank Tower
London SW1P 4QP
Or email: reviews@lgbce.org.uk
For further information contact:
Press Office: 0330 500 1250 / 1525
press@lgbce.org.uk
1

ends/
Notes to editors:
1. The Local Government Boundary Commission for England is responsible for reviewing local authority
electoral arrangements, defining boundaries for local elections and the number of councillors to be
elected, as well as conducting reviews of local government external boundaries and structures.

2. The Commission is carrying out an electoral review of Cambridgeshire County Council to provide for
‘electoral equality’; that means each county councillor representing approximately the same number of
electors. The Commission must also have regard to community identity and interests and providing
effective and convenient local government.
3. The types of questions the Commission is asking residents at this stage are:
a. Do the proposed electoral divisions in Cambridge City reflect local communities?
b. How do you think the proposals can be improved whilst maintaining electoral equality?
c. Are the names of the proposed divisions right?

4. Residents have from 3 November until 30 November 2015 to have their say about where division
boundaries in Cambridge City should be drawn. The Commission will consider all submissions and
aims to publish its final recommendations in February 2016. Once the Commission agrees its final
recommendations it will lay a draft order in both Houses of Parliament. Parliament will then have 40
days in which to consider the recommendations. If both Houses are satisfied with the
recommendations, the draft order will be ‘made’ and the new divisions will come into effect at the
county council elections in 2017.
5. The Commission is satisfied that it has received sufficient evidence to finalise new electoral division
boundaries for the rest of Cambridgeshire and aims to publish a full set of final recommendations for
Cambridgeshire County Council in February 2016.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka
03 November 2015 10:42
Hinds, Alex
Cambridge city council

Hey,

The page has now gone live for Cambridge further draft rec – when you get a chance can you please have a look
over it and let me know if you are happy
Cheers
Mish

1

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Soper Michael
05 November 2015 10:09
Hinds, Alex
RE: Cambridge Shape File

Excellent – thanks
Mike
From: Hinds, Alex [mailto:alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk]
Sent: 05 November 2015 10:07
To: Soper Michael
Subject: RE: Cambridge Shape File
Hi Mike
Please see attached the shape files for Cambridge
Thanks,
Alex Hinds
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1274 | Twitter: https://twitter.com/LGBCE
Email: alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk Web: www.lgbce.org.uk
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From: Soper Michael [mailto:M
Sent: 04 November 2015 11:50
To: Hinds, Alex <alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Cambridge Shape File

Hi Alex,
I forgot to ask earlier in the week. Could you send us the shape file for the new Cambridge City proposals please?
Same format as last time would be fine. This will enable me to answer some of the ad hoc requests I’ll be getting
from our members.
Mike
Michael Soper
Research Group Manager
Cambridgeshire County Council

geshireinsight.org.uk
“Time hath, my lord, a wallet at his back, Wherein he puts alms for oblivion, A great-sized monster of ingratitudes: Those scraps are good deeds
past; which are devour'd As fast as they are made, forgot as soon As done: perseverance, dear my lord, Keeps honour bright: to have done is to
hang Quite out of fashion, like a rusty mail In monumental mockery.”
T&C, Act III, Scene III
1

The information in this email is confidential and may be legally privileged. It is intended solely for the
addressee. If you receive this email by mistake please notify the sender and delete it immediately. Opinions
expressed are those of the individual and do not necessarily represent the opinion of Cambridgeshire County
Council. All sent and received email from Cambridgeshire County Council is automatically scanned for the
presence of computer viruses and security issues. Visit www.cambridgeshire.gov.uk
The information in this email is confidential and may be legally privileged. It is intended solely for the
addressee. If you receive this email by mistake please notify the sender and delete it immediately. Opinions
expressed are those of the individual and do not necessarily represent the opinion of Cambridgeshire County
Council. All sent and received email from Cambridgeshire County Council is automatically scanned for the
presence of computer viruses and security issues. Visit www.cambridgeshire.gov.uk
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
11 November 2015 16:28
Morrison, William; Hinds, Alex; Owen, David; Kingsley, Paul
Polygons on Friday

Would one of you mind sitting down with me on Friday afternoon to take a look at and check the polygons for
Hampshire, Lancashire, East Cambridgeshire, Leicestershire and Nottinghamshire?
Thanks

Heather

Heather Fuller
Review Assistant

Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
Millbank
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1252
Email: heather.fuller@lgbce.org.uk

It would help us if you would take a few minutes to answer a few questions about your experience of how we dealt
with you.
How are we doing? - Click on this link to give us your views

1

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka
12 November 2015 13:45
Bowden, Tim; Owen, David; Hinds, Alex; Morrison, William; Kingsley, Paul
Bowell, Marcus; Fuller, Heather
RE: LAUNCHES - 17 NOVEMBER

Afternoon Everyone,

Just a quick update on what information is still required
East Cambridgeshire – Report

Hampshire- Report, Map and Polygon
Lancashire- polygon and Map
Thanks Mishka

From: Bowden, Tim
Sent: 11 November 2015 09:25
To: Owen, David <david.owen@lgbce.org.uk>; Hinds, Alex <alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk>; Morrison, William
<william.morrison@lgbce.org.uk>; Kingsley, Paul <paul.kingsley@lgbce.org.uk>
Cc: Bowell, Marcus <marcus.bowell@lgbce.org.uk>; Fuller, Heather <heather.fuller@lgbce.org.uk>; Mayers, Mishka
<mishka.mayers@LGBCE.ORG.UK>
Subject: LAUNCHES - 17 NOVEMBER
Importance: High
All

I know some of you have done bits of the launch prep work but can you all crack on with it please. The reviews being
launched are – Leicestershire, Hampshire, Lancashire, East Cambridgeshire and Nottinghamshire.

The main things are:
 Signed-off report
 Signed-off map
 Polygons/proforma
 Summary map
 Details of parish electoral changes
 Final number of councillors

After this is done then launch letters will need to be checked.

Nearly all this is done for East Cambridgeshire but I may need some help with the final report.
Can you update me please at 3pm today to let me know where you are at with all of this.
I will go and clear the Nottinghamshire, Hampshire and Lancashire maps now.
Tim

Tim Bowden
1

Review Manager
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor Millbank Tower
Millbank
London, SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1270
www.lgbce.org.uk

It would help us if you would take a few minutes to answer a few questions about your experience of how
we dealt with you.
How are we doing? - Click on this link to give us your views
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Evison, Alison
13 November 2015 15:35
#ReviewTeam
Chairs Brief November

All,

Thanks for your chairs brief info. I’ve attached a copy of what I will send Max and Colin. Could you please take a look
at it and bear in mind any amends I’ve made to your sections – I’ve deleted a lot of detail that isn’t helpful to Max.
Bear in mind that this is a document that he will have in front of him in the meeting and is only meant to serve as a
prompt for what the issues are – he doesn’t want to be reading through bullet points of information that give him
no insight to the review. If there’s no issues, make it as brief as possible.

1

Declarations of interest




Richard Buck (Review Manager) West Sussex
Jolyon Jackson (CX) Welwyn Hatfield
Alison Evison (R&P Mgr) Redbridge

Eastleigh Council Size
(15)113
Alison Lowton, Alex Hinds and Richard Buck (who will present the paper)



The Council proposed a council size of 39, a reduction of five. Within range
The team propose the Commission be minded to adopt a council size of 39.

South Cambridgeshire Council Size
(15)114
Professor Colin Mellors, Emily Starkie and Richard Buck (who will present the
paper)




The Council proposed a council size of 45, a reduction of 12, within range.
The team propose the Commission be minded to adopt a council size of 45.
The council has changed its electoral cycle from electing by thirds to whole
council elections from 2018

Newcastle upon Tyne Council Size
(15)115
Paul Wiles, David Owen and Alison Evison (who will present the paper)







The Council proposed 78 (no change)
Lib Dem Group proposes 60 (reduction). Both within range.
Council proposal to retain 78 based on high workload of cabinet but little
activity by back benchers to justify 78 especially in light of critique by Lib
Dems.
Lib Dem provide a good critique but insufficient demonstration of how a cs
with 60 members would work.
Therefore team recommends a cs of 66 despite not being locally proposed.
Team identified 66 on the basis that 10 members do not sit on any committee
and so looked to reduce cs by around 10 (but in order to be divisible by 3
looked at 66 and 69) and notes that if using the A1 as a strong boundary, 66
provides the best electoral equality.





The team proposes limited consultation with the Council/Labour Group (and
Independents) on the viability of a council of 66. Consequential 2-month delay
to commencement of warding consultation.
Implementation date remains May 2018.
Note Councillor- Lord Jeremy Beecham (Lab).

Redbridge Council Size
(15)116
Alison Lowton, Mark Cooper and Richard Buck (who will present the paper)




The Council proposed retaining 63 councillors, within range.
The team propose the Commission be minded to adopt a council size of 63
The Commission are being asked to agree the Council Size at this meeting
but also to agree to delay the warding arrangements consultation until they
have considered a paper at their December meeting regarding the appropriate
electorate figures for Redbridge.

South Lakeland Council size:
(15)118
Professor Paul Wiles, Mark Cooper and Richard Buck (who will present the
paper)








The Commission first considered council size for South Lakeland at its
October meeting when it was agreed it should continue to be represented by
51 councillors.
We subsequently received a representation on council size from the
Conservative Group on South Lakeland District Council. This submission was
sent to Layden House and was not received until after the Commission had
reached its decision in October.
To ensure all submissions are considered, the Commission is invited to
consider this submission alongside all those that it originally considered.
Having considered all submissions again, including this one, the team
considers that a council size of 51 is still the optimum figure for South
Lakeland.
The team invite the Commission to reconfirm its decision on Council Size for
South Lakeland.
There will be no delay to the review as a result of this further decision.

West Sussex Draft Recommendations:
15(119)
Paul Wiles, Paul Kingsley (who will present the paper), Tim Bowden



The Commission received 15 submissions during the invitation on division
patterns. These included a county-wide proposal from West Sussex County
Council and an alternative pattern in Crawley.
The team recommends a uniform pattern of 70 single-member divisions in
West Sussex. These are broadly based on the County Council’s proposal
subject to modifications to improve electoral equality and provide for clearer



boundaries. In Crawley, the team recommends the alternative proposal form
the basis of the draft recommendations.
None of the proposed divisions would have an electoral imbalance of greater
than 10% from the average by 2021.

Birmingham Draft Recommendations:
15(120)
Colin Mellors, Mark Pascoe (who will present the paper), Tim Bowden





115 submissions were received, including four city-wide schemes from the
Labour Group (based on a council size of 99), the Conservative Group (based
on a council size of 101) and two local residents (each based on a council
size of 100).
The Labour and Conservative schemes both proposed a mixed pattern of
single- and two-member wards, largely used strong boundaries and appeared
to reflect community identity in most areas.
The team is proposing a pattern of 53 single-member wards (69%) and 24
two-member wards (31%), based largely on the Labour and Conservative
schemes. In some areas the team have made some amendments to the
proposals, taking into account the localised evidence received and the
observations made on our tour of the area.

Lincolnshire Draft Recommendations:
15(121)
Paul Wiles, Jo Porter (who will present the paper), Tim Bowden







The Commission invited proposals for divisions on a council size of 71 but
noted that in developing the draft recommendations a council size of 70 would
provide for both a better allocation of members, and better electoral variance
across the county. Therefore the team are recommending a revised
council size of 70 members.
The team faced a number of challenges in completing these draft
recommendations, particularly with regard to establishing a coherent set of
electoral figures. We are now content that the figures used represent the best
data available.
In response to the invitation for division patterns the Commission received 65
submissions including a county-wide scheme from the County Council
The team are recommending a uniform pattern of 70 single member divisions
for the county. None of the divisions have an electoral variance of greater
than 10% by 2021.

Elmbridge Final Recommendations
(15)122
Sir Tony Redmond, Alex Hinds (who will present the paper) and Richard Buck


The Commission received 654 submissions during the consultation on the
draft recommendations






Most of the submissions were in relation to the Commission’s proposed wards
in Esher, Hersham, Hinchley Wood & Weston Green, Long Ditton and
Thames Ditton.
The team is proposing changes to the draft recommendations in Long Ditton
and Thames Ditton due to the strength of evidence received. However it
requires the Commission to accept a reduction in council size by a further one
to 47 members and the acceptance of a two-member Long Ditton ward.
The team is also proposing changes to Hinchley Wood & Weston Green ward
following evidence received from local residents. Other minor modifications
have been made in Hersham and in the north and west of the borough.

Welwyn Hatfield Final Recs:
Alison Lowton, David Owen (presenting), Alison Evison

(15)123



Main issue in Welwyn Hatfield is that 3m wards do not reflect com id. This
was recognised during draft recs and has been proven in responses received.
Respondents not able to identify alternative 3m as significant knock-on
impact.



69 responses to consultation, all broadly opposing the draft recs.



40 objections to Welham Green & Hatfield South ward. Evidence indicates
separate community identity of Welham Green village but village too small for
a three-member ward. Objections about other areas not supported by strong
community evidence and would require substantial changes to 7 wards in
south of borough, including whole of Hatfield town.



Team recommends confirmation of three-member warding pattern subject to
change between boundary between Handside/Sherrards wards to revert from
draft recommendation to current ward boundary. Would result in variances of
+9% and -10%. One other minor mod affecting no electors.

Warrington Final Recommendations
(15)124
Alison Lowton, William Morrison (who will present the paper) and Richard
Buck



The Commission received 144 submissions on the draft recommendation,
mostly regarding the south of the borough
The team is not proposing any changes to the draft recommendations.

Watford Final Recommendations:
15(125)
Colin Mellors, Paul Kingsley (who will present the paper), Tim Bowden



The Commission received 21 submissions in response to the draft
recommendations. These included submissions from the Council and political
groups in the area.
Respondents largely commented on the proposed wards of Nascot, Leggatts,
Meriden and Stanborough.




The team recommends modifications to the draft recommendations in light of
the evidence received.
The final recommendations are for a uniform pattern of 12 three-member
wards. None of the proposed wards would have an electoral imbalance of
greater than 10% by 2020.

Electorate Forecasting
Michelle vonAhn who will give a powerpoint presentation
Alison Evison


The paper and presentation present an in-house methodology for creating five
year forecasts in future electoral reviews. The methodology is more accurate
than councils’ forecasts have been to date. Further work will be required and it
is proposed a working group is set up to refine the methodology,
operationalise the process, including appropriate consultation, rolling out with
authorities and understanding how geocoding will improve the process.

Order Laying Process
Richard Buck will present the paper


(15)126

(15)127

The paper outlines the current process and new recommended timescales to
ensure a timelier and shortened period between publication of final
recommendations and the laying of a draft Order in Parliament.

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
17 November 2015 14:33
Kingsley, Paul; Owen, David; Hinds, Alex; Morrison, William; Starkie, Emily
Bowell, Marcus; Mayers, Mishka
Portal pages

Hello,

If you haven’t already can you let me know whether there are any issues with the mapping on the portal pages for
East Cambridgeshire, Hampshire, Lancashire, Leicestershire and Nottinghamshire?
I need to let Informed Solutions know in the next 30 minutes so please could you get back to me before then.
Thanks

Heather

Heather Fuller
Review Assistant

Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
Millbank
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1252
Email: heather.fuller@lgbce.org.uk

It would help us if you would take a few minutes to answer a few questions about your experience of how we dealt
with you.
How are we doing? - Click on this link to give us your views

1

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka
18 November 2015 11:35
Hinds, Alex
FW: Cambridgeshire

Hey Alex,

I know we spoke about this email last week, but I was just wondering if you can do an electoral proforma for the
draft recs?
Regarding to her second point - I was going to refer her to the Chief Executive letter?
Does this sound about right?
Cheers
Mish

-----Original Message----From: A.J. Walsh [mailto:
Sent: 04 November 2015
To: Mayers, Mishka <mis
Subject: Cambridgeshire

ers@LGBCE.ORG.UK>

Dear Mishka,

Thank you for the email making us aware of the further consultation for Cambridge. Can I ask whether two other
documents exist?
1. The population figures, per street, which have been used to make up the further recommendation
2. A justifications document to support the further recommendation
Kind regards,

Cllr Ashley Walsh
Leader of the Labour Group
Cambridgeshire County Council

1

Palacky, Alex

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:
Importance:

Soper Michael
26 November 2015 17:10
reviews; Hinds, Alex
Grace Sue; Walsh Ashley Cllr; Hipkin John Cllr; Nethsingha Lucy Cllr; Count Steve
Cllr; Bullen Paul Cllr; Kindersley Sebastian Cllr
Cambridgeshire CC Response to LGBCE Consultation
CCC_letter to LGBC 261115.pdf
High

Dear Alex,
Please find attached an official response to the LGBCE further limited consultation on the electoral arrangements for
Cambridgeshire County Council.
Please note that this response has the support of all group leaders at CCC.
Please can you acknowledge receipt of our response.
Mike

Michael Soper
Research Group Manager
Cambridgeshire County Council

The information in this email is confidential and may be legally privileged. It is intended solely for the
addressee. If you receive this email by mistake please notify the sender and delete it immediately. Opinions
expressed are those of the individual and do not necessarily represent the opinion of Cambridgeshire County
Council. All sent and received email from Cambridgeshire County Council is automatically scanned for the
presence of computer viruses and security issues. Visit www.cambridgeshire.gov.uk

1

My ref:
Your ref:
Date:
Contact:
Direct dial:
E Mail:

23/11/2015
Michael Soper

Customer Service and Transformation

Review Officer (Cambridgeshire)
FAO Alex Hinds
Local Government Boundary Commission for
England
14th Floor Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP

Chief Executive’s Office
Box RES 1101
Shire Hall
Castle Hill
Cambridge
CB3 0AP
Tel: 01223 699280
Fax: 01223 475988

Re: Electoral Review of Cambridgeshire: Further Limited Consultation
Dear Alex,
We are writing in response to your letter to the County Council, dated 3 rd November
2015, announcing a further limited consultation on your proposals for the County
Council’s electoral arrangements in Cambridgeshire.
The County Council’s member review group met to consider this issue on the 19 th
November and has agreed to make the following representations to the LGBC:


That the LGBC respects the clearly expressed preference of the County Council
(endorsed by all political groups of the County Council) for an electoral
arrangement of single member divisions. It is noted that the County Council’s
view in this matter has been clear since the beginning of the review and there is
disappointment that the LGBC has as yet not taken this view into account.
o In respect to the possible two member division of ‘Queen Edith’s and
Trumpington’ (as shown on your map entitled ‘Cambridge further draft
recommendations’, boundaries in red). It is noted that two single member
divisions could easily be achieved in this case by respecting existing
community boundaries.
o Similarly in respect of the possible two member division of ‘Castle and
Newnham’ as depicted in either form (on the map reference above or the
map entitled ‘Cambridge draft recommendations’, boundaries in black) it is
noted that the two single member divisions are achievable.
o In respect to both of these areas the County Council urges the LGBC to
listen carefully to local representations; in particular what they have to say
about retaining the integrity of local community boundaries.



Given the timescale the County Council is not minded to indicate a preference
between either of the draft proposals for Cambridge at this point. That should be a

choice for local communities and other representations, and the feedback of those
communities/individuals should be respected.
It should be noted that these specific representations are supported by all group
leaders at Cambridgeshire County Council and all have agreed to put their signatures
to this letter.
Yours Sincerely

PP
Cllr Steve Count
Conservative Group Leader and Leader of Cambridgeshire County Coucil
Paul Bullen
UKIP Group Leader
John Hipkin
Independent Group Leader
Lucy Nethsinga
Liberal Democrat Group Leader
Ashley Walsh
Labour Group Leader

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Soper Michael
27 November 2015 10:18
Hinds, Alex
Grace Sue
RE: Cambridgeshire CC Response to LGBCE Consultation

Thanks Alex.
Mike

From: Hinds, Alex [mailto:alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk]
Sent: 27 November 2015 10:16
To: Soper Michael
Subject: RE: Cambridgeshire CC Response to LGBCE Consultation
Thanks Mike,
All received.
Alex.
Alex Hinds
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1274 | Twitter: https://twitter.com/LGBCE
Email: alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk Web: www.lgbce.org.uk



Think of the environment...please don't print this e-mail unless you really need to

From: Soper Michael
Sent: 26 November 2
To: reviews <reviews
<S
llr
@
Importance: High

.uk>; Hinds, Alex <alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk>
ire.gov.uk>; Walsh Ashle
>; Nethsingha Lucy Cllr <
Bullen Paul Cllr <Paul.Bu
nse to LGBCE Consultation

Kindersley Sebastian

Dear Alex,
Please find attached an official response to the LGBCE further limited consultation on the electoral arrangements for
Cambridgeshire County Council.
Please note that this response has the support of all group leaders at CCC.
Please can you acknowledge receipt of our response.

1

Mike

Michael Soper
Research Group Manager
Cambridgeshire County Council
geshireinsight.org.uk

The information in this email is confidential and may be legally privileged. It is intended solely for the
addressee. If you receive this email by mistake please notify the sender and delete it immediately. Opinions
expressed are those of the individual and do not necessarily represent the opinion of Cambridgeshire County
Council. All sent and received email from Cambridgeshire County Council is automatically scanned for the
presence of computer viruses and security issues. Visit www.cambridgeshire.gov.uk
The information in this email is confidential and may be legally privileged. It is intended solely for the
addressee. If you receive this email by mistake please notify the sender and delete it immediately. Opinions
expressed are those of the individual and do not necessarily represent the opinion of Cambridgeshire County
Council. All sent and received email from Cambridgeshire County Council is automatically scanned for the
presence of computer viruses and security issues. Visit www.cambridgeshire.gov.uk
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka
06 January 2016 08:56
Hinds, Alex
Cambridgeshire Further draft recommendations

Morning Alex,

So with Cambridgeshire I need to get the submissions uploaded to the website by next Tuesday 12th,
So please can you send me your submissions log so I can crack on with these ASAP

Kind regards,

Mishka Mayers
Review Assistant

Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
Millbank
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1251
Email: Mishka.Mayers@lgbce.org.uk

It would help us if you would take a few minutes to answer a few questions about your experience of how we dealt
with you.
How are we doing? - Click on this link to give us your views

1

Subject:
Location:

Commission meeting rehearsal
Meeting room

Recurrence:

(none)

Start:
End:
Show Time As:

Meeting Status:

Organizer:
Required Attendees:

Fri 15/01/2016 10:30
Fri 15/01/2016 11:30
Tentative

Not yet responded

Bowden, Tim
Jackson, Jolyon; Buck, Richard; Hinds, Alex; Porter, Johanna; Ward, Lucy; Owen,
David

All

Commission meeting rehearsal for the January meeting. Can I suggest the following running order
Southwark draft recs – Lucy
Bexley draft recs – David
Cambridgeshire final recs – Alex

Beforehand could you have a look at your presentations together please to see how consistent they are with each
other.

1

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Mayers, Mishka
12 January 2016 15:53
Mellors, Colin
Cambridgeshire further draft submissions log
Cambridgeshire Further rec log.pdf

Good Afternoon Colin,

I have a attached a copy of the redacted version of the submissions we have received during the further draft
consultation on Cambridgeshire,
If you have any questions or queries then please do not hesitate to get in touch,

Kind regards,

Mishka Mayers
Review Assistant

Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
Millbank
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1251
Email: Mishka.Mayers@lgbce.org.uk

It would help us if you would take a few minutes to answer a few questions about your experience of how we dealt
with you.
How are we doing? - Click on this link to give us your views

1

Organisation

Position

Title

Initial

Surname

Comments

Supports/O
bjects

Area

Date received

Date
acknowledged

Windsor Road
Residents' Association

Requests that Windsor Road is moved to Castle &
Newnham division.

No

Windsor Road

16/11/2015

17/11/2015

Cambridge City Council

The current draft recommendations should be reviewed
at the point where several streets on the north side of
Victoria Road are separated into Castle and Newnham.
They belong in West Chesterton and Arbury. Does not
support two-member divisions for Cambridge.

No

Castle and
Newnham areas

03/11/2015

17/11/2015

Yes

Petersfield

03/11/2015

17/11/2015

Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident

Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map
B. Supports proposals for Petersfield Division and
maitaining community around Mill Road.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map
B. Supports proposals for Romsey Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map
B. Supports proposals for Romsey Division.
Partially supports Map B but proposes the railway line
should be used at the division boundary between
Queen Edith's andd Trumpington

Yes
Yes

Romsey 04/11/2015

17/11/2015

Romsey 03/11/2015

17/11/2015

Partial

Queen Edith's and
Trumpington

03/11/2015

17/11/2015

Local resident

Does not support two-member divisions for Cambridge
(Castle & Newnham and Trumpington & Queen
Edith's).

No

Caslte, Newnham,
Trumpington and
Queen Edith's

03/11/2015

17/11/2015

Local resident

Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map
B. Supports proposals for Market and Petersfield
divisions and maitaining community around Mill Road.

Yes

Market and
Petersfield

03/11/2015

17/11/2015

Local resident

Does not support the draft recommendations. Partially
agrees Map B but is not clear on how two-members can
effectively represent Trumpington and Queen Edith's.

Partial

Queen Edith's and
Trumpington

03/11/2015

17/11/2015

Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
University of Cambridge
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident

Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map
B. Supports proposals for Romsey Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map
B. Supports proposals for Romsey Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map
B. Supports proposals for Romsey Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map
B. Supports proposals for Romsey Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map
B.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map
B. Supports proposals for Petersfield Division and
maitaining community around Mill Road.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map
B. Supports proposals for Market Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map
B. Supports proposals for Romsey Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map
B. Supports proposals for Market Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map
B. Supports proposals for Romsey Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map
B. Supports proposals for Market Division.
Supports the draft recommendations boundaries in Map
A. St Matthews is the centre of the community rather
than Mill Road in Map B.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map
B. Supports proposals for Petersfield Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map
B. Supports proposals for Petersfield Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map
B. Supports proposals for Petersfield Division and
maitaining community around Mill Road.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map
B. Supports proposals for Romsey Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map
B. Supports proposals for Market, Romsey and
Petersfield divisions.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map
B. Supports proposals for Romsey Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map
B. Supports proposals for Market Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map
B.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map
B. Supports proposals for Romsey Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map
B. Supports proposals for Petersfield Division and
maitaining community around Mill Road.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map
B. Supports proposals for Romsey Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map
B. Supports proposals for Romsey Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map
B. Supports proposals for Petersfield Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map
B. Supports proposals for Market Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map
B. Supports proposals for Romsey Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map
B. Supports proposals for Market Division.

Yes

Romsey 04/11/2015

17/11/2015

Yes

Romsey 06/11/2015

17/11/2015

Yes

Romsey 08/11/2015

17/11/2015

Yes

Romsey 08/11/2015

17/11/2015

Yes

Unknown

10/11/2015

17/11/2015

Yes

Petersfield

12/11/2015

17/11/2015

Market

12/11/2015

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Romsey 12/11/2015
Market

12/11/2015

Romsey 12/11/2015

17/11/2015
17/11/2015
17/11/2015
17/11/2015

Yes

Market

12/11/2015

17/11/2015

No

St Matthews

13/11/2015

17/11/2015

Yes

Petersfield

12/11/2015

17/11/2015

Yes

Petersfield

13/11/2015

17/11/2015

Yes

Petersfield

13/11/2015

17/11/2015

Yes

Romsey 16/11/2015

17/11/2015

Yes

Romsey, Market
and Petersfield

16/11/2015

17/11/2015

Yes

Romsey

17/11/2015

17/11/2015

Yes

Market

13/11/2015

17/11/2015

Yes

Unknown

14/11/2015

17/11/2015

Yes

Romsey

14/11/2015

17/11/2015

Yes

Petersfield

14/11/2015

17/11/2015

Yes

Romsey

14/11/2015

17/11/2015

Yes

Romsey

14/11/2015

17/11/2015

Yes

Petersfield

15/11/2015

17/11/2015

Yes

Market

15/11/2015

17/11/2015

Yes

Romsey

15/11/2015

17/11/2015

Yes

Market

17/11/2015

17/11/2015

Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident

Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map
B. Supports proposals for Market Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map
B. Supports proposals for Market Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map
B. Supports proposals for Romsey Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map
B. Supports proposals for Market Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map
B. Supports proposals for Market Division.

Yes

Market

17/11/2015

17/11/2015

Yes

Market

17/11/2015

17/11/2015

Yes

Romsey

17/11/2015

17/11/2015

Yes

Market

17/11/2015

17/11/2015

Yes

Market

17/11/2015

17/11/2015

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka
18 January 2016 11:15
Colin Mellors
RE: Cambridgeshire further draft submissions log

Hi Colin,

Yes my apologies,

Here is a link to the redacted submissions for Cambridgeshire

X:\REVIEWS\Current Reviews\Reviews A - E\Cambridgeshire\3.2.1 Further Draft submissions\Redacted Submissions
Sorry about that,

If you need anything else then please just let me know,
Thanks
Mishka

From: Colin Mellors [
Sent: Monday, Janua
To: Mayers, Mishka <mishka.mayers@LGBCE.ORG.UK>
Subject: Re: Cambridgeshire further draft submissions log

Did you mean to send the log or the submissions? Presume I can get latter from website.
C
------Professor Colin Mellors
Sent from my iPad

On 18 Jan 2016, at 10:46, "Mayers, Mishka" <mishka.mayers@LGBCE.ORG.UK> wrote:
Good Morning Colin,

Sorry for the delay, I sent this to the wrong email address!
Thanks
Mishka

From: Mayers, Mishka
Sent: Tuesday, January 12, 2016 3:53 PM
To: Mellors, Colin <colin.mellors@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Cambridgeshire further draft submissions log
Good Afternoon Colin,

1

I have a attached a copy of the redacted version of the submissions we have received during the
further draft consultation on Cambridgeshire,
If you have any questions or queries then please do not hesitate to get in touch,

Kind regards,

Mishka Mayers
Review Assistant

Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
Millbank
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1251
Email: Mishka.Mayers@lgbce.org.uk

It would help us if you would take a few minutes to answer a few questions about your experience
of how we dealt with you.
How are we doing? - Click on this link to give us your views

<Cambridgeshire Further rec log.pdf>

2

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Buck, Richard
19 January 2016 09:14
Hinds, Alex
FW: Cambridgeshire

Hi Alex- As discussed yesterday. For info in advance of the meeting.
From: Bowell, Marcus
Sent: 18 January 2016 11:28
To: Buck, Richard <richard.buck@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Cambridgeshire
Hi Richard

Just been chatting with Colin M re. tomorrow’s Commission meeting. He has raised an issue for Cambridgeshire
which he thinks will come up. He says that the submissions (political groups and county council) objected to the 2member divisions and put forward alternatives. He thinks the Commission will want to know why we haven’t gone
with four single-member divisions. Jolyon tells me Alex has worked all that out but he will want to arm himself with
that intelligence before the meeting.
Byeeee

Marcus
Marcus Bowell
Director: Strategy and Communications
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th floor, Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1250
www.lgbce.org.uk
It would help us if you would take a few minutes to answer a few questions about your experience of how
we dealt with you.
How are we doing? - Click on this link to give us your views

1

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Hinds, Alex
20 January 2016 15:53
Lorraine Harden
RE: Mapping request Cambridgeshire

Thanks Lorraine, that is ok. The middle of the week is fine.
A
Alex Hinds
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1274 | Twitter: https://twitter.com/LGBCE
Email: alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk Web: www.lgbce.org.uk



Think of the environment...please don't print this e-mail unless you really need to

From: Lorraine Harden [mailto:
Sent: 20 January 2016 15:51
To: Hinds, Alex <alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: RE: Mapping request Cambridgeshire

Thanks for this Alex we will do our best but please be aware that there is no way we can get the first draft to you by
Friday. We will however endeavour to get it to you middle of next week.
It is perhaps slightly unfortunate that I have training over the next few days but Tracy is happy to take it on and will
contact you if necessary.

Lorraine Harden

Boundaries Specialist
Boundaries Branch, Ordnance Survey

Adanac Drive, Southampton, United Kingdom, SO16 0AS
printing this email.

From: Hinds, Alex [mailto:alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk]
Sent: 20 January 2016
To: Lorraine Harden <
Subject: Mapping req
Hello Lorraine,
As discussed, please see the mapping request form for Cambridgeshire.
1

Thanks,
A
Alex Hinds
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1274 | Twitter: https://twitter.com/LGBCE
Email: alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk Web: www.lgbce.org.uk



Think of the environment...please don't print this e-mail unless you really need to

This email is only intended for the person to whom it is addressed and may contain confidential
information. If you have received this email in error, please notify the sender and delete this email which
must not be copied, distributed or disclosed to any other person.
Unless stated otherwise, the contents of this email are personal to the writer and do not represent the official
view of Ordnance Survey. Nor can any contract be formed on Ordnance Survey's behalf via email. We
reserve the right to monitor emails and attachments without prior notice.

Thank you for your cooperation.
Ordnance Survey Limited (Company Registration number 09121572)
Registered Office: Explorer House
Adanac Drive
Southampton SO16 0AS
Tel: 03456 050505
http://www.os.uk
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Lorraine Harden <
20 January 2016 1
Hinds, Alex
RE: Mapping request Cambridgeshire

>

Thanks for this Alex we will do our best but please be aware that there is no way we can get the first draft to you by
Friday. We will however endeavour to get it to you middle of next week.
It is perhaps slightly unfortunate that I have training over the next few days but Tracy is happy to take it on and will
contact you if necessary.

Lorraine Harden

Boundaries Specialist
Boundaries Branch, Ordnance Survey

Adanac Drive, Southampton, United Kingdom, SO16 0AS
printing this email.

From: Hinds, Alex [mailto:alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk]
Sent: 20 January 2016
To: Lorraine Harden <
Subject: Mapping req
Hello Lorraine,
As discussed, please see the mapping request form for Cambridgeshire.
Thanks,
A
Alex Hinds
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1274 | Twitter: https://twitter.com/LGBCE
Email: alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk Web: www.lgbce.org.uk



Think of the environment...please don't print this e-mail unless you really need to

This email is only intended for the person to whom it is addressed and may contain confidential
information. If you have received this email in error, please notify the sender and delete this email which
1

must not be copied, distributed or disclosed to any other person.
Unless stated otherwise, the contents of this email are personal to the writer and do not represent the official
view of Ordnance Survey. Nor can any contract be formed on Ordnance Survey's behalf via email. We
reserve the right to monitor emails and attachments without prior notice.

Thank you for your cooperation.
Ordnance Survey Limited (Company Registration number 09121572)
Registered Office: Explorer House
Adanac Drive
Southampton SO16 0AS
Tel: 03456 050505
http://www.os.uk
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Hinds, Alex
21 January 2016 10:08
Lorraine Harden
Tracy Piper
Cambridgeshire County final - East Cambridgeshire wards

Good morning Lorraine and Tracy,
As discussed earlier. The Cambridgeshire map should reflect the district wards and parish wards currently at
consultation in the East Cambridgeshire district review. Also as you said the mapping to come in the middle of next
week.
Tracy, if there are any further queries, just give me call/email.
Thanks
A
Alex Hinds
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1274 | Twitter: https://twitter.com/LGBCE
Email: alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk Web: www.lgbce.org.uk
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Buck, Richard
21 January 2016 09:50
Buck, Richard
FW: Cambs report

From: Hinds, Alex
Sent: 19 January 2016 13:31
To: Buck, Richard <richard.buck@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Cambs report
See the report and in red the changes made following the Commission meeting.
X:\REVIEWS\Current Reviews\Reviews A - E\Cambridgeshire\4.2 Final recommendations report - versions\LGBCE
(16) XX Appendix A - Cambridgeshire final recommendations 2016-02-09.docx
Alex.
Alex Hinds
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1274 | Twitter: https://twitter.com/LGBCE
Email: alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk Web: www.lgbce.org.uk
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Hinds, Alex
21 January 2016 10:29
Lorraine Harden
Tracy Piper
RE: Cambridgeshire County final - East Cambridgeshire wards

Sorry Lorraine, I was handling two things so I didn’t entirely make myself clear. What you have said below is actually
what I meant to say. To confirm, existing district wards on the final map. But, the final EDs and PWs should reflect the
draft recommendations wards for East Cambs as at current.
Thanks,
A
Alex Hinds
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1274 | Twitter: https://twitter.com/LGBCE
Email: alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk Web: www.lgbce.org.uk



Think of the environment...please don't print this e-mail unless you really need to

From: Lorraine Harden [mailto:
Sent: 21 January
To: Hinds, Alex <
Cc: Tracy Piper <
Subject: RE: Cam

rg.uk>

final - East Cambridgeshire wards

Sorry to be a pest but I think your last e mail has managed to contradict our conversation. So to put things a
different way the following is what I understood to be your requirements in the East Cambridgeshire District on the
Cambridgeshire County Mapping.
CPs are existing and no problem (if you now find a CLG I will probably burst into tears )

The District Ward alignments to be used are those currently existing NOT the Proposed Draft Recs from the Wards
Report.
The Electoral Divisions and if necessary Parish Wards will Take the Draft recs into account and may therefore in
some places be divorced from the Wards layer portrayed on the map. (This will ensure that although it may not
appear to be the case on the ED map the Boundaries will actually be coterminous once the SIs have become
Operative).
Back to you

Lorraine Harden
1

Boundaries Specialist
Boundaries Branch, Ordnance Survey

Adanac Drive, Southampton, United Kingdom, SO16 0AS
printing this email.

From: Hinds, Alex [mailto:alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk]
Sent: 21 Januar
To: Lorraine Ha
Cc: Tracy Piper
Subject: Cambr
- East Cambridgeshire wards
Good morning Lorraine and Tracy,
As discussed earlier. The Cambridgeshire map should reflect the district wards and parish wards currently at
consultation in the East Cambridgeshire district review. Also as you said the mapping to come in the middle of next
week.
Tracy, if there are any further queries, just give me call/email.
Thanks
A
Alex Hinds
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1274 | Twitter: https://twitter.com/LGBCE
Email: alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk Web: www.lgbce.org.uk



Think of the environment...please don't print this e-mail unless you really need to

This email is only intended for the person to whom it is addressed and may contain confidential
information. If you have received this email in error, please notify the sender and delete this email which
must not be copied, distributed or disclosed to any other person.
Unless stated otherwise, the contents of this email are personal to the writer and do not represent the official
view of Ordnance Survey. Nor can any contract be formed on Ordnance Survey's behalf via email. We
reserve the right to monitor emails and attachments without prior notice.
Thank you for your cooperation.
Ordnance Survey Limited (Company Registration number 09121572)
Registered Office: Explorer House
Adanac Drive
Southampton SO16 0AS
Tel: 03456 050505
http://www.os.uk
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Lorraine Harden
21 January 2016
Hinds, Alex
Tracy Piper
RE: Cambridgeshire County final - East Cambridgeshire wards

Sorry to be a pest but I think your last e mail has managed to contradict our conversation. So to put things a
different way the following is what I understood to be your requirements in the East Cambridgeshire District on the
Cambridgeshire County Mapping.
CPs are existing and no problem (if you now find a CLG I will probably burst into tears )

The District Ward alignments to be used are those currently existing NOT the Proposed Draft Recs from the Wards
Report.
The Electoral Divisions and if necessary Parish Wards will Take the Draft recs into account and may therefore in
some places be divorced from the Wards layer portrayed on the map. (This will ensure that although it may not
appear to be the case on the ED map the Boundaries will actually be coterminous once the SIs have become
Operative).
Back to you

Lorraine Harden

Boundaries Specialist
Boundaries Branch, Ordnance Survey

Adanac Drive, Southampton, United Kingdom, SO16 0AS
this email.

From: Hinds, Alex [mailto:alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk]
Sent: 21 Januar
To: Lorraine Ha
Cc: Tracy Piper
Subject: Cambr
- East Cambridgeshire wards
Good morning Lorraine and Tracy,
As discussed earlier. The Cambridgeshire map should reflect the district wards and parish wards currently at
consultation in the East Cambridgeshire district review. Also as you said the mapping to come in the middle of next
week.
Tracy, if there are any further queries, just give me call/email.
Thanks
1

A
Alex Hinds
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1274 | Twitter: https://twitter.com/LGBCE
Email: alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk Web: www.lgbce.org.uk



Think of the environment...please don't print this e-mail unless you really need to

This email is only intended for the person to whom it is addressed and may contain confidential
information. If you have received this email in error, please notify the sender and delete this email which
must not be copied, distributed or disclosed to any other person.
Unless stated otherwise, the contents of this email are personal to the writer and do not represent the official
view of Ordnance Survey. Nor can any contract be formed on Ordnance Survey's behalf via email. We
reserve the right to monitor emails and attachments without prior notice.

Thank you for your cooperation.
Ordnance Survey Limited (Company Registration number 09121572)
Registered Office: Explorer House
Adanac Drive
Southampton SO16 0AS
Tel: 03456 050505
http://www.os.uk
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Lorraine Harden
21 January 2016
Hinds, Alex
RE: Cambridgeshire County final - East Cambridgeshire wards

I know the feeling thanks Alex it is always better to get things straight in our heads before rather than after deleting
/realigning things.
Kind regards

Lorraine Harden

Boundaries Specialist
Boundaries Branch, Ordnance Survey

, United Kingdom, SO16 0AS
printing this email.

From: Hinds, Alex [mailto:alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk]
Sent: 21 Januar
To: Lorraine Ha
Cc: Tracy Piper
Subject: RE: Ca
inal - East Cambridgeshire wards
Sorry Lorraine, I was handling two things so I didn’t entirely make myself clear. What you have said below is actually
what I meant to say. To confirm, existing district wards on the final map. But, the final EDs and PWs should reflect the
draft recommendations wards for East Cambs as at current.
Thanks,
A
Alex Hinds
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1274 | Twitter: https://twitter.com/LGBCE
Email: alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk Web: www.lgbce.org.uk



Think of the environment...please don't print this e-mail unless you really need to

From: Lorraine Harden [
Sent: 21 January 2016 1
To: Hinds, Alex <alex.hin

lgbce.org.uk>
1

Cc: Tracy Piper <
Subject: RE: Cam

- East Cambridgeshire wards

Sorry to be a pest but I think your last e mail has managed to contradict our conversation. So to put things a
different way the following is what I understood to be your requirements in the East Cambridgeshire District on the
Cambridgeshire County Mapping.
CPs are existing and no problem (if you now find a CLG I will probably burst into tears )

The District Ward alignments to be used are those currently existing NOT the Proposed Draft Recs from the Wards
Report.
The Electoral Divisions and if necessary Parish Wards will Take the Draft recs into account and may therefore in
some places be divorced from the Wards layer portrayed on the map. (This will ensure that although it may not
appear to be the case on the ED map the Boundaries will actually be coterminous once the SIs have become
Operative).
Back to you

Lorraine Harden

Boundaries Specialist
Boundaries Branch, Ordnance Survey

Adanac Drive, Southampton, United Kingdom, SO16 0AS
printing this email.

From: Hinds, Alex [mailto:alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk]
Sent: 21 Januar
To: Lorraine Ha
Cc: Tracy Piper
Subject: Cambr
- East Cambridgeshire wards
Good morning Lorraine and Tracy,
As discussed earlier. The Cambridgeshire map should reflect the district wards and parish wards currently at
consultation in the East Cambridgeshire district review. Also as you said the mapping to come in the middle of next
week.
Tracy, if there are any further queries, just give me call/email.
Thanks
A
Alex Hinds
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London

2

SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1274 | Twitter: https://twitter.com/LGBCE
Email: alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk Web: www.lgbce.org.uk
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This email is only intended for the person to whom it is addressed and may contain confidential
information. If you have received this email in error, please notify the sender and delete this email which
must not be copied, distributed or disclosed to any other person.
Unless stated otherwise, the contents of this email are personal to the writer and do not represent the official
view of Ordnance Survey. Nor can any contract be formed on Ordnance Survey's behalf via email. We
reserve the right to monitor emails and attachments without prior notice.

Thank you for your cooperation.
Ordnance Survey Limited (Company Registration number 09121572)
Registered Office: Explorer House
Adanac Drive
Southampton SO16 0AS
Tel: 03456 050505
http://www.os.uk
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information. If you have received this email in error, please notify the sender and delete this email which
must not be copied, distributed or disclosed to any other person.
Unless stated otherwise, the contents of this email are personal to the writer and do not represent the official
view of Ordnance Survey. Nor can any contract be formed on Ordnance Survey's behalf via email. We
reserve the right to monitor emails and attachments without prior notice.

Thank you for your cooperation.
Ordnance Survey Limited (Company Registration number 09121572)
Registered Office: Explorer House
Adanac Drive
Southampton SO16 0AS
Tel: 03456 050505
http://www.os.uk
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Lorraine Harden
21 January 2016
Hinds, Alex
RE: Mapping request Cambridgeshire

Alex we are a bit confused in East Cambs can you give me a ring please

Lorraine Harden

Boundaries Specialist
Boundaries Branch, Ordnance Survey

Adanac Drive, Southampton, United Kingdom, SO16 0AS
printing this email.

From: Hinds, Alex [mailto:alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk]
Sent: 20 January 2016
To: Lorraine Harden <
Subject: RE: Mapping
Thanks Lorraine, that is ok. The middle of the week is fine.
A
Alex Hinds
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1274 | Twitter: https://twitter.com/LGBCE
Email: alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk Web: www.lgbce.org.uk
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From: Lorraine Harden [mailto:
Sent: 20 January 2016 15:51
To: Hinds, Alex <alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: RE: Mapping request Cambridgeshire

Thanks for this Alex we will do our best but please be aware that there is no way we can get the first draft to you by
Friday. We will however endeavour to get it to you middle of next week.
It is perhaps slightly unfortunate that I have training over the next few days but Tracy is happy to take it on and will
contact you if necessary.
1

Lorraine Harden

Boundaries Specialist
Boundaries Branch, Ordnance Survey

Adanac Drive, Southampton, United Kingdom, SO16 0AS
this email.

From: Hinds, Alex [mailto:alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk]
Sent: 20 January 2016
To: Lorraine Harden <
Subject: Mapping req
Hello Lorraine,
As discussed, please see the mapping request form for Cambridgeshire.
Thanks,
A
Alex Hinds
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1274 | Twitter: https://twitter.com/LGBCE
Email: alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk Web: www.lgbce.org.uk
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This email is only intended for the person to whom it is addressed and may contain confidential
information. If you have received this email in error, please notify the sender and delete this email which
must not be copied, distributed or disclosed to any other person.
Unless stated otherwise, the contents of this email are personal to the writer and do not represent the official
view of Ordnance Survey. Nor can any contract be formed on Ordnance Survey's behalf via email. We
reserve the right to monitor emails and attachments without prior notice.
Thank you for your cooperation.
Ordnance Survey Limited (Company Registration number 09121572)
Registered Office: Explorer House
Adanac Drive
Southampton SO16 0AS
Tel: 03456 050505
http://www.os.uk
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Hinds, Alex
25 January 2016 10:56
Colin Mellors
Buck, Richard; Jackson, Jolyon
Cambridgeshire final recommendations
LGBCE (16) XX Appendix A - Cambridgeshire final recommendations
2016-02-09.docx

Hi Colin,
Richard and Jolyon have read the Cambridgeshire report.
I am sending you the report for any additional comments you may have. I have outlined the specific changes in red.
Thanks,
Alex Hinds
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1274 | Twitter: https://twitter.com/LGBCE
Email: alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk Web: www.lgbce.org.uk
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Final recommendations on the
new electoral arrangements for
Cambridgeshire County Council

Electoral review

February 2016

Translations and other formats
For information on obtaining this publication in another language
or in a large-print or Braille version please contact the Local
Government Boundary Commission for England:
Tel: 0330 500 1525
Email: reviews@lgbce.org.uk
The mapping in this report is reproduced from OS mapping by the Local Government
Boundary Commission for England with the permission of the Controller of Her Majesty’s
Stationery Office, © Crown Copyright. Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown
Copyright and may lead to prosecution or civil proceedings.
Licence Number: GD 100049926 2016

Contents
Summary

1

1

Introduction

2

2

Analysis and final recommendations

4

Submissions received
Electorate figures
Council size
Division patterns
Draft recommendations
Final recommendations
Detailed divisions
Cambridge City
East Cambridgeshire District
Fenland District
Huntingdonshire District
South Cambridgeshire District
Conclusions
Parish electoral arrangements

4
5
5
6
6
6
9
10
18
20
22
27
32
32

3

What happens next?

36

Appendices
A

Table A1: Final recommendations for Cambridgeshire
County Council

37

B

Submissions received

42

C

Glossary and abbreviations

46

Summary
Who we are
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England (LGBCE) is an
independent body set up by Parliament. We are not part of government or any
political party. We are accountable to Parliament through a committee of MPs chaired
by the Speaker of the House of Commons.
Our main role is to carry out electoral reviews of local authorities throughout England.

Electoral review
An electoral review examines and proposes new electoral arrangements for a local
authority. A local authority’s electoral arrangements decide:




How many councillors are needed
How many wards or electoral divisions should there be, where are their
boundaries and what should they be called
How many councillors should represent each ward or division

Why Cambridgeshire?
We are conducting an electoral review of Cambridgeshire County Council as the
Council currently has high levels of electoral inequality where some councillors
represent many more or many fewer voters than others. This means that the value of
each vote in county council elections varies depending on where you live in
Cambridgeshire. Overall, 32% of divisions currently have a variance of greater than
10%.

Our proposals for Cambridgeshire
Cambridgeshire County Council currently has 69 councillors. Based on the evidence
we received during previous phases of the review, we consider that a decrease in
council size by eight to 61 members will ensure the Council can perform its roles and
responsibilities effectively.

Electoral arrangements
Our final recommendations propose that Cambridgeshire County Council’s 61
councillors should represent 51 single-member divisions and five two-member
divisions. One of our proposed 56 divisions would have an electoral variance of
greater than 10% from the average for Cambridgeshire by 2021.
We have now finalised our recommendations for electoral arrangements in
Cambridgeshire.

1

1

Introduction

1
This electoral review is being conducted following our decision to review
Cambridgeshire County Council’s electoral arrangements to ensure that the number
of voters represented by each councillor is approximately the same across the
county.

What is an electoral review?
2
Our three main considerations in conducting an electoral review are set out in
legislation1 and are to:
 Improve electoral equality by equalising the number of electors each councillor
represents
 Reflect community identity
 Provide for effective and convenient local government
3
Our task is to strike the best balance between them when making our
recommendations. Our powers, as well as the guidance we have provided for
electoral reviews and further information on the review process, can be found on our
website at www.lgbce.org.uk

Consultation
4
We wrote to the Council inviting the submission of proposals on council size.
We then held a period of consultation on division patterns for the county. The
submissions received during our consultation have informed our final
recommendations. This review is being conducted as follows:
Stage starts
21 October 2014

Description

28 October 2014

Division pattern consultation

12 May 2015
7 July 2015

Draft recommendations consultation
Analysis of submissions received and formulation of final
recommendations
Publication of final recommendations

9 February 2016

Decision on council size

How will the recommendations affect you?
5
The recommendations will determine how many councillors will serve on the
Council. They will also decide which division you vote in, which other communities
are in that division and, in some instances, which parish council wards you vote in.
Your division name may also change, as may the names of parish or town council
wards in the area. The names or boundaries of parishes will not change as a result of
our recommendations.

1

Schedule 2 to the Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009.

2

What is the Local Government Boundary Commission for
England?
6
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England is an independent
body set up by Parliament under the Local Democracy, Economic Development and
Construction Act 2009.
Members of the Commission are:
Professor Colin Mellors (Chair)
Alison Lowton
Sir Tony Redmond
Professor Paul Wiles CB
Peter Maddison QPM
Chief Executive: Jolyon Jackson CBE

3

2

Analysis and final recommendations

7
Legislation2 states that our recommendations are not intended to be based
solely on the existing number of electors3 in an area, but also on estimated changes
in the number and distribution of electors likely to take place over a five-year period
from the date of our final recommendations. We must also try to recommend strong,
clearly identifiable boundaries for the divisions we put forward at the end of the
review.
8
In reality, the achievement of absolute electoral fairness is unlikely to be
attainable and there must be a degree of flexibility. However, our approach is to keep
variances in the number of electors each councillor represents to a minimum.
9
In seeking to achieve electoral fairness, we work out the average number of
electors per councillor by dividing the electorate by the number of councillors as
shown on the table below.
Electorate of
Cambridgeshire
Number of councillors
Average number of
electors per councillor

2014
478,908

2021
521,380

61
7,851

61
8,547

10 Under our final recommendations, one of our proposed divisions will have an
electoral variance of greater than 10% from the average for the county by 2021. We
are therefore satisfied that we have achieved good levels of electoral fairness for
Cambridgeshire.
11 Additionally, in circumstances where we propose to divide a parish between
district wards or county divisions, we are required to divide it into parish wards so that
each parish ward is wholly contained within a single district ward or county division.
We cannot make amendments to the external boundaries of parishes as part of an
electoral review.
12 These recommendations cannot affect the external boundaries of
Cambridgeshire County Council or result in changes to postcodes. They do not take
into account parliamentary constituency boundaries. There is no evidence that the
recommendations will have an adverse effect on local taxes, house prices, or car and
house insurance premiums and we are not, therefore, able to take into account any
representations which are based on these issues.

Submissions received
13 See Appendix B for details of submissions received. All submissions may be
inspected at our offices and can also be viewed on our website at www.lgbce.org.uk

2
3

Schedule 2 to the Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009.
Electors refers to the number of people registered to vote, not the whole adult population.

4

Electorate figures
14 As prescribed in the Local Democracy, Economic Development and
Construction Act 2009, the Council submitted electorate forecasts for 2021, a period
five years on from the scheduled publication of our final recommendations in 2016.
These forecasts were broken down to polling district level and projected an increase
in the electorate of approximately 9% by 2021. The highest proportion of this growth
across the county is expected in Cambridge with significant development in the
Arbury and Trumpington areas.
15 During our consultation on division arrangements, we received several queries
from members of the public regarding the electorate forecasts. In each instance we
raised these with Cambridgeshire County Council and, accordingly, made some
changes to the projections for Cambridge City.
16 Having considered the further information provided by the Council, we are
satisfied that the projected figures are the best available at the present time and
these figures form the basis of our final recommendations. Given that we have
undertaken a period of further limited consultation in the Cambridge City area, the
publication of these final recommendations has been postponed until 2016. In light of
this, the forecast needs to be for 2021 rather than 2020. We are content that the
original figures can reasonably be regarded as an accurate reflection of forecast
growth to 2021 and have referred to them as such in this report.

Council size
17 Cambridgeshire County Council currently has 69 councillors. The County
Council submitted a proposal to decrease the council size from 69 to 63 members.
The Liberal Democrat Group on Cambridgeshire County Council submitted a
proposal to increase council size from 69 to 71. We requested further information
from the County Council as to whether it had considered alternative council sizes and
why any alternatives would be less effective than 63 councillors. The Council
responded that it had considered alternative sizes based on 57, 59, 61 and 63
councillors.
18 Having considered both submissions, we decided the County Council’s
evidence was more persuasive. The County Council demonstrated that it could
operate efficiently and effectively under its proposed council size and ensure effective
representation of local residents. We therefore invited proposals for division
arrangements based on a council size of 63 councillors.
19 As we developed our draft recommendations, we discovered that 63 councillors
did not provide the best allocation of county councillors between Cambridgeshire’s
five districts. We examined alternative division arrangements under council sizes of
between 64 and 61 members. We concluded that 61 councillors would ensure a good
allocation of councillors across Cambridgeshire. As stated in our Guidance, we will
use our discretion to vary the number of councillors from the figure previously agreed
if we find that an alternative will provide ‘a better fit’ of divisions across the county. On
this basis we put forward draft recommendations based on a council size of 61
members. On the basis of information received during consultation, we have decided
to confirm our draft recommendations in this respect as final.
5

20 A council size of 61 provides the following allocation between the district
councils in the county. In brackets, we have also listed the percentage of district and
borough wards that are wholly contained within our proposed divisions. We refer to
this as coterminosity:






Cambridge City – 12 councillors (36%)
East Cambridgeshire – 8 councillors (71%)
Fenland – 9 councillors (75%)
Huntingdonshire – 17 councillors (62%)
South Cambridgeshire – 15 councillors (62%)

Division patterns
21 During consultation on division patterns, we received 63 submissions. While we
did not receive a submission from the County Council, the Cambridge Labour Party
submitted a county-wide proposal. Cambridge City Council and the North East
Cambridgeshire Conservative Association submitted district-wide proposals for
Cambridge City and Fenland respectively. The remainder of the submissions
provided localised comments for division arrangements in specific areas of the
county.

Draft recommendations
22 We received 253 submissions during consultation on our draft
recommendations. We received submissions relating to each of the districts in the
county. In particular, we received proposals for alternative division arrangements in
Cambridge, East Cambridgeshire, Huntingdonshire and Fenland districts. We
considered that the alternative division arrangements submitted for Cambridge City
provided clear division boundaries while still ensuring good electoral equality. We
therefore decided to further consult on this alternative division proposal for
Cambridge City.

Final recommendations
Cambridge City
23
We received 105 submissions relating to our proposed electoral divisions in
Cambridge. This included four city-wide proposals for electoral divisions that were
notably different from our draft recommendations. The County Council,
Cambridgeshire Labour Group, Cambridgeshire Liberal Democrat Group and a local
resident each submitted city-wide schemes.
24 We considered that the divisions proposed by the Cambridgeshire Liberal
Democrat Group and local resident would better reflect communities in the Market,
Petersfield and Romsey areas of the city than the divisions proposed in our draft
recommendations. They were further supported by strong evidence from local
residents, local organisations and councillors in these areas of Cambridge. Given
that this pattern had not been consulted upon previously, we decided to consult
locally in Cambridge city on whether this new pattern of divisions should be adopted
as part of our final recommendations.
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25 We received 114 submissions during the period of further limited consultation in
Cambridge, 52 of which supported the alternative proposals for Market and
Petersfield divisions. We also received 32 submissions which supported the
alternative proposals for Romsey division. We consider that the alternative proposals
provide for good electoral equality, and reflect community identities and interests in
Cambridge.
26 During the development of the final recommendations we discovered an error in
the electorate count in the Abbey and Romsey areas. This would result in Abbey
division having a 16% electoral variance. We have concluded that this requires a
boundary change between the proposed Abbey and Petersfield divisions. The
boundary between these two divisions has been moved further south in order to
achieve good electoral equality for Abbey division. The electoral variances for
Romsey and Petersfield divisions in the table below reflect the correct variances as a
result of the changes made.
Further consultation variances
Abbey (-9%)
Petersfield (8%)
Romsey (2%)

Final recommendations variances
Abbey (-9%)
Petersfield (1%)
Romsey (9%)

27 We received objections to the proposed two-member divisions in Cambridge
City from the County Council, City Council, political parties and local residents. We
consider that persuasive evidence has been received to support two single-member
Castle and Newnham divisions. We have also included Windsor Road in Castle
division as we have received persuasive evidence that Windsor Road shares strong
community links with adjoining roads in the Castle area. However, we are not
persuaded by the evidence for two single-member divisions for Trumpington and
Queen Edith’s. This would require either accepting a Trumpington division with an
18% variance or a Trumpington division which takes in adjoining areas where we
have received support for our draft recommendations. We therefore propose no
changes to Trumpington & Queen Edith’s division and confirm it as final.
East Cambridgeshire District
28 We received 38 submissions relating to East Cambridgeshire. The majority of
local respondents and Stephen Barclay MP objected to our proposed two-member
divisions of Fordham Villages & Soham South and Littleport West. We also received
localised comments relating to Ely, Littleport and our proposals in the west of the
district. We also received alternative division patterns based on both eight and nine
councillors for East Cambridgeshire. We are not persuaded that we have received
sufficient evidence to change the allocation of councillors for East Cambridgeshire
and have decided our final recommendations should allocate eight councillors for the
district. Furthermore, we considered the alternative pattern of eight single-member
divisions did not reflect the statutory criteria, particularly in Ely, Downham and
Witchford as it created a division which did not reflect communities. We propose to
confirm our draft recommendations as final subject to a minor amendment in
Littleport to correct a defaced division boundary.
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Fenland District
29 We received 29 submissions relating to Fenland. The majority of respondents
and Stephen Barclay MP objected to our proposed two-member March North &
Waldersey division and our proposals in the March, Wisbech St Mary and Whittlesey
areas.
30 We received alternative division patterns based on nine and ten councillors for
Fenland. As in East Cambridgeshire, we are not persuaded that we have received
sufficient evidence to change the allocation of councillors for the district and have
decided our final recommendations in Fenland should allocate nine councillors. We
considered the alternative pattern of nine single-member divisions did not reflect the
statutory criteria, particularly in Christchurch, Elm, Manea and Wisbech St Mary
parishes. In particular, the locally proposed Waldersey division comprising these
parishes would not have clear boundaries. Furthermore, it would span a large
geographical area that would combine disparate communities that would not appear
to share community identities and interests. Therefore, we do not propose any
changes to our proposed division arrangements in Fenland with the exception of
Wisbech where we propose the divisions should reflect the district wards.
Huntingdonshire District
31 We received 47 submissions relating to Huntingdonshire, the majority of which
objected to our proposed St Neots East & Gransden division. Local councillors and
local residents argued against our proposals which included a large housing
development in St Neots in a division with Abbotsley, Great Gransden, Great Paxton,
Toseland, Waresley-cum-Tetworth and Yelling parishes. We have not made changes
to St Neots East & Gransden division because we could not find a suitable alternative
division pattern for St Neots that would meet our statutory criteria.
32 We also received objections to our proposed Somersham & Earith and Warboys
& The Stukeleys divisions. After considering the evidence received, we have made
some minor amendments to the draft recommendations and propose that Wyton-onthe-Hill parish be included in St Ives North division and that Broughton and Kings
Ripton parishes be included in Somersham & Earith division to provide for good
electoral equality. However, we could not find a suitable alternative division pattern
which places The Stukeleys and Warboys parishes in different divisions.
South Cambridgeshire District
33 We received 34 submissions relating to South Cambridgeshire. A number of
parishes provided evidence to support minor amendments to our draft
recommendations for the district. We also investigated potential alternative division
patterns for Northstowe & Over and Papworth & Swavesey divisions. However, we
could not find a suitable alternative division pattern that would meet our statutory
criteria.
34 We have decided to amend our draft recommendations by transferring Lolworth
parish to Bar Hill division and transferring Boxworth, Childerley and Knapwell
parishes to Papworth & Swavesey division. To improve electoral equality in
Cambourne division, the team proposes to include Little Gransden and Longstowe
parishes in Cambourne division. We have also created a two-member Sawston &
Shelford division which keeps the parishes of Sawston and Shelford and adjoining
parishes together in the same division.
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Detailed divisions
35 The tables on pages 10–31 detail our final recommendations for each district in
Cambridgeshire. They detail how the proposed division arrangements reflect the
three statutory4 criteria of:
 Equality of representation
 Reflecting community interests and identities
 Providing for convenient and effective local government

4

Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009.
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Cambridge City
Division name
Abbey

Number
of Cllrs
1

Variance
2021
-9%

Description

Detail

This division lies in the east
of the city and comprises the
Barnwell community.

The response to our draft recommendations for this division
mainly consisted of local residents in Romsey who objected
to being included in our proposed Barnwell division. We also
received submissions from local residents in Barnwell
supporting the responses of Romsey residents. We received
a submission proposing that this division be named Abbey
rather than Barnwell. We consider that this name better
reflects the community within this division and so we are
adopting this name change as part of our final
recommendations.
We received support for Abbey division during the further
limited consultation. We consider this division reflects
community identities and provides for good electoral
equality. We therefore confirm Abbey divison as part of our
final recommendations.

Arbury

1

-2%

This division lies in the northwest of the city and
comprises the Arbury
community.

We did not receive any submissions specifically relating to
our proposals for Arbury division. However, the alternative
city-wide patterns received included proposals for Arbury
division which were notably different from our draft
recommendations. These changes were contingent on
accepting substantial modifications in the Castle and
Newnham areas of the city for which we had little evidence.
We therefore did not make changes to Arbury division.
We received four submissions specifically relating to Arbury
division during the further consultation. A local resident
proposed that Histon Road should be the division boundary
between Arbury and Castle areas. A local councillor
proposed that part of Victoria Road be transferred to Arbury
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division. A Residents’ Association and two councillors
proposed that Windsor Road be transferred to a division with
the Castle area.
We are unable to accommodate the proposals relating to
Histon Road and Victoria road as this would require
substantial modifications in the Chesterton and King’s
Hedges area for which we have no evidence. However, we
consider the evidence to transfer Windsor Road to Castle &
Newnham division to be persuasive and have decided to
make this change. We are satisfied Arbury division reflects
community identities and provides for good electoral
equality. Subject to this minor change, we confirm our
proposed Arbury division as part of our final
recommendations.
Castle

1

-3%

This division comprises the
Castle area of Cambridge.

During consultation on our draft recommendations we
received 16 submissions relating to Castle & Newnham
division. The majority of submissions objected to the
proposals which included Castle and Newnham in a twomember division. We received alternative division patterns
for two single-member divisions. However, the changes
would require accepting substantial modifications in the
Arbury, Chesterton and King’s Hedges areas of Cambridge
for which we had no evidence. We therefore did not make
changes to Castle & Newnham division.
We received 22 submissions during the further limited
consultation relating to this division. The majority of
respondents reiterated their objection to a two-member
Castle & Newnham division. A political group and a local
resident submitted alternative proposals which used
Madingley Road as the boundary between two singlemember divisions. We also received evidence that Windsor
Road has close community links with Oxford Road,
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Richmond Road and other roads which access onto
Huntingdon Road.
The respondents argued that Castle has few direct road links
with Newnham. Castle also has its own separate community
facilities and does not look south in a community sense
toward Newnham. We consider the evidence received
provides a persuasive argument for a single-member
division comprising Castle. Furthermore, the evidence to
include Windsor Road in Castle division is supported by
persuasive evidence and we have decided to make this
change. A single-member division would provide for good
electoral equality and reflect community identities. We
therefore propose a single-member Castle division as part of
our final recommendations.
Cherry Hinton

1

5%

This division lies in the east
of the city and comprises the
Cherry Hinton community.

During consultation on our draft recommendations we did
not receive any submissions specifically relating to our
proposals for Cherry Hinton division. However, the
alternative city-wide patterns received were similar to our
draft recommendations.
During the further limited consultation, we received a
submission from a local resident relating to Cherry Hinton
division. They proposed to move cul-de-sacs off Cherry
Hinton Road, between Mowbray Road and Cherry Hinton
Hall into a division with Queen Edith’s. They also proposed
that Queen Edith’s Way, adjoining roads as well as land to
the east of Limekiln Road be transferred to Cherry Hinton
division. We consider that insufficient evidence has been
received to make this change. We have also received
support for the proposed Cherry Hinton division. Subject to a
minor change in the north of the division where we have
used part of the railway as the boundary, we confirm our
draft recommendations for Cherry Hinton division as final.
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Chesterton

1

5%

This division lies to the northeast of the city centre and is
bounded by the River Cam to
the south. The division
comprises the Chesterton
community.

During consultation on our draft recommendations we
received alternative city-wide proposals for new division
arrangements in Chesterton. The alternative proposals were
substantially different to our draft recommendations. These
changes were would require substantial modifications in the
Castle and Newnham areas of the city for which we had little
evidence.
We received a submission from a local councillor who
objected to our proposals for Chesterton division. However,
they did not put forward alternative for this division. As we
have received support for Chesterton division and we
consider the division reflects community identities, we
confirm this division as part of our final recommendations.

King’s Hedges

1

5%

This division lies to the north
of the city centre and
comprises the King’s Hedges
area and parts of the East
Chesterton community.

During consultation on our draft recommendations we
received alternative city-wide proposals for new division
arrangements in this part of the city. The alternative
proposals were substantially different to our draft
recommendations. These changes would require accepting
substantial modifications in the Arbury, Castle and Newnham
areas of the city for which we had little evidence.
We received support for King’s Hedges division during
further limited consultation. We consider this division reflects
community identities and provides for good electoral
equality. We therefore confirm King’s Hedges divison as part
of our final recommendations

Market

1

-2%

This division comprises the
centre of Cambridge,
Cambridge University
colleges and residential
areas west of East Road.
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In response to our draft recommendations we received
submissions from local residents objecting to our proposals
which divided this area using Mill Road. Alternative patterns
were submitted which proposed a Market division with the
division boundary following East Road and Lensfield Road.

Following further limited consultation we received 38
submissions relating to Market division. All but one of the
submissions supported the alternative proposals which
include most of the city centre and surrounding residential
areas in Market division. We received persuasive evidence
that Mill Road is a focal point where local residents on either
side of the road share community interests and facilities. We
consider that the alternative proposals better reflect the
Market community. The division also provides for good
electoral equality. Therefore, we propose this division as part
of our final recommendations.
Newnham

1

-12%

This division comprises the
Newnham area and Churchill
College to the north of
Madingley Road.

As mentioned in the Castle section of this report, we
received a number of submissions relating to Castle &
Newnham division during consultation on the draft
recommendations. The majority of respondents objected to a
two-member Castle & Newnham division. An alternative
proposal was received for a single-member Newnham
division. However this would require accepting substantial
changes in the north of Cambridge for which we had no
evidence.
During the further limited consultation 22 submissions were
received. The respondents reiterated their objections to
Castle & Newnham division. Two political party respondents
provided evidence that Newnham is a distinct and separate
community from Castle. The Newnham area also has
separate community facilities from Castle. It was further
argued that a single-member division should include those
residents to the north of Madingley Road and Churchill
College.
We consider the evidence on community identities received
from respondents to be persuasive, and justifies a singlemember Newnham division with a variance above 10%. The
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evidence clearly demonstrates Newnham is a distinct
community from Castle with few direct road links. Wepropose a single-member Newham division as part of our
final recommendations.
Petersfield

1

1%

This division comprises the
Newtown and Petersfield
areas of Cambridge.

In response to our draft recommendations we received
submissions from the local Residents’ Association and local
residents objecting to our proposals to use Mill Road as the
division boundary between St Matthew’s and St Paul’s
divisions. Alternative division patterns were submitted which
proposed a Petersfield division with the division boundary
following East Road and Lensfield Road.
Following further limited consultation we received 15
submissions. All the submissions received supported the
alternative proposals which use East Road and Lensfield
Road as the division boundary between this division and
Market division to the west. We also received submissions in
support of Newtown being included in the division. A political
group proposed a modification to Petersfield division which
included an area to the south of the Botanical Gardens, and
the Brooklands Avenue area in a single-member
Trumpington division. However we do not have sufficient
evidence from respondents in Petersfield division to make
this change. We consider our proposed Petersfield division
better reflects the community than our draft
recommendations. The division also provides for goodelectoral equality. We therefore propose Petersfield division
as part of our final recommendations.

Romsey

1

9%

This division comprises the
Romsey community between
Cherry Hinton Road and the
railway line.
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In response to our draft recommendations we received over
50 submissions objecting to our proposals to include part of
Romsey in Barnwell division. Alternative division patterns
were submitted which proposed to include Romsey in a
single division.

We received 33 submissions during further consultation
relating to Romsey division. All but one of the submissions
received supported the alternative proposals we put forward
which keep the Romsey community in a single division. A
political group proposed that the entirety of roads north of
Cherry Hinton Road from Hills Road to Perne Road be
included in Queen Edith’s division. However, we consider
that insufficient evidence has been received to make this
change. It would also result in an electoral variance of
greater than 10%. The alternative proposals for Romsey
division better reflect the local community than that proposed
in our draft recommendations. The division also provides for
good electoral equality. Therefore, we propose this division
as part of our final recommendations.
Trumpington &
Queen Edith’s

2

-4%

This division comprises the
areas of Trumpington and
Queen Edith’s.

In response to the draft recommendations, we received 16
submissions relating to the areas of Trumpington and Queen
Edith’s. In Trumpington, a local Residents’ Association
objected to the proposed Trumpington division. In Queen
Edith’s, 15 respondents objected to the proposed Queen
Edith’s division. We received alternative division patterns for
these areas which would both require substantial changes in
other parts of Cambridge for which had no evidence.
However, the evidence received persuasively argued our
proposals divided communities. Therefore, we created a twomember division which included both the Trumpington and
Queen Edith’s areas. We put this proposed division forward
during further limited consultation.
In response we received 18 submissions relating to this twomember division. The respondents in both areas argued
against the proposed two-member division. A political group
and local resident proposed two single-member divisions.
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This proposal was supported by local residents and
Residents’ Associations in in both areas.
After considering the submissions received here, we are
unable to accept the proposals for two single-member
divisions. The proposals of the political group would require
a substantial modification to Petersfield division. We have
not received evidence in support of this modification from
respondents in Petersfield division. In addition, the proposals
of a local resident would place the boundary along
Babraham Road. We are not persuaded that this proposal
reflects communities and is not supported by persuasive
evidence. We would rather put two distinct communities in
the same division rather than divide them between multiple
divisions in order to meet our statutory criteria. Therefore we
have decided to propose no changes to Trumpington &
Queen Edith’s division. This division provides for good
electoral equality and does not divide communities between
divisions. We confirm it as part of our final recommendations.
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East Cambridgeshire District

Ely East

Number
of Cllrs
1

Variance
2021
5%

Ely West

1

-7%

Division name

Fordham
Villages &
Soham South

2

Littleport East
& Soham North

1

7%

Littleport West

2

9%

8%

Description

Detail

This division comprises the
east of the city, the cathedral
area to the south, and
communities east of Lynn
Road.
This division comprises much
of the Ely community which is
bounded by the A10 and
A142 roads. The remainder
of the division is made up of
the rural area to the south
and west of Ely.
This division comprises
Burwell, Chippenham,
Fordham, Isleham, Kennett,
Reach, Snailwell, Swaffham
Bulbeck, Swaffham Prior and
Wicken parishes. It also
comprises the southern part
of Soham parish.
This division comprises the
eastern part of Littleport
parish, the eastern part of Ely
parish and northern part of
Soham parish.
This division comprises
Coveney, Downham,
Haddenham, Mepal,
Stretham, Sutton, Thetford,
Wentworth, Wilburton,
Witcham and Witchford

We received 38 submissions relating to East Cambridgeshire
district. The majority of respondents objected to the
allocation of councillors for the district, and our proposed
Fordham Villages & Soham South, Littleport East & Soham
North and Littleport West divisions. We also received
localised objections from parish councils located in our
proposed Littleport West division.
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We received alternative proposals which were based on
eight and nine single-member divisions. We have decided to
base our final recommendations on eight county councillors
for East Cambridgeshire. As stated earlier, we are not
persuaded that sufficient evidence was received to justify
changing the allocation of councillors to the district.
While the proposal based on eight councillors resulted in
divisions with reasonably good levels of electoral equality, it
created divisions comprising Ely and adjoining parishes with
poor internal access between communities. The proposals
would also result in dividing Downham parish between two
divisions. To provide for a uniform pattern of eight singlemember divisions which provide an effective balance of the
statutory criteria would require significant changes to the
proposals received for Ely. We do not have sufficient
evidence to make such changes.
We therefore propose to confirm the draft recommendations
for these five divisions in East Cambridgeshire as final
subject to a minor change in Littleport to allow the division
boundary to run behind Millfield and along Ely Road. While
we note the views and objections of respondents to our draft

Woodditton

1

-1%

parishes. The division also
comprises parts of Littleport
and Ely parishes.
This division comprises
Ashley, Bottisham, Brinkley,
Burrough Green, Cheveley,
Dullingham, Kirtling, Lode,
Stetchworth, Westley
Waterless and Woodditton
parishes.

19

recommendations for East Cambridgeshire district, we
consider that our proposed divisions provide for the best
balance of the statutory criteria.
We did not receive any objections to our draft
recommendations for this division. We are satisfied
Woodditton division meets the statutory criteria and have
decided to confirm our draft recommendations as final.

Fenland District
Number
of Cllrs
1

Variance
2021
5%

March North &
Waldersey

2

7%

March South &
Rural

1

8%

Roman Bank &
Peckover

1

8%

Division name
Chatteris

Whittlesey
North

1

-7%

Whittlesey
South

1

0%

Description

Detail

This division comprises the
whole of Chatteris parish.
This division comprises the
northern part of March
parish and the parishes of
Christchurch, Elm and part
of Wisbech St Mary parish.
This division comprises the
southern part of March
parish and the parishes of
Manea and Wimblington.
This division comprises
Gorefield, Leverington,
Newton, Parson Drove and
Tydd St Giles parishes. It
also includes parts of
Wisbech and Wisbech St
Mary parishes.
This division comprises
Bassenhally, Stonald and
part of the St Andrews area.
This division comprises the
district wards of Benwick,
Coates & Eastrea and
Lattersey and part of the St
Andrews area. It also
comprises Benwick and
Doddington parishes and
the rural part of March
parish.

We received 29 submissions relating to Fenland district. The
majority of respondents objected to the allocation of
councillors for Fenland, and our proposed two-member March
North & Waldersey division. We also received localised
objections to our proposals in Whittlesey and Wisbech St
Mary parishes.
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We received alternative proposals which were based on nine
and 10 single-member divisions. We have decided to base
our final recommendations on nine county councillors for
Fenland as we are not persuaded that sufficient evidence was
received to justify changing the allocation of councillors to the
district.
The alternative proposals for Fenland received resulted in the
creation of a division which comprised Christchurch, Elm,
Manea and Wisbech St Mary parishes. On visiting the local
area, we noted that the proposed division did not have clear
road access between communities and did not reflect local
community identities. Furthermore, it would span a large
geographical area which would combine disparate
communities that do not appear to share community identities
and interests. Indeed, to traverse the proposed division by
road, particularly between Elm parish and Christchurch parish
requires leaving the county. Although this division results in
good electoral equality, we consider that it does not reflect
community identities or provide for effective and convenient
local government.

We also looked at whether we could propose an alternative
pattern of nine single-member divisions for Fenland district
which did not require the acceptance of the above division.
However, we were unable to find an alternative which would
adequately meet the statutory criteria.
We therefore propose that these six divisions are confirmed
as part of our final recommendations. While we note the views
and objections of respondents to our draft recommendations
for Fenland district, we are satisfied that our proposed
divisions will ensure good electoral equality and effective and
convenient local government.
Wisbech East

1

-2%

This division comprises the
district wards of Kirkgate,
Octavia Hill and Staithe.

Wisbech West

1

-1%

This division comprises the
district wards of Clarkson,
Medworth and Waterlees.
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We received an alternative division pattern for the two
Wisbech divisions which each comprised three of the six
district wards for the town. After considering this arrangement,
we are satisfied that it would better reflect the statutory criteria
in Wisbech. This division arrangement improves electoral
equality and provides for better coterminosity with the district
wards of Fenland. We also propose the divisions are named
Wisbech East and Wisbech West. We propose that these two
divisions are adopted as part of our final recommendations.

Huntingdonshire District
Number
of Cllrs
1

Variance
2021
-8%

Brampton &
Buckden

1

-3%

Godmanchester
& Huntingdon
South

1

-9%

Division name
Alconbury &
Kimbolton

Description

Detail

This division comprises
Alconbury, Alconbury Weston,
Barham & Woolley, Brington &
Molesworth, Buckworth,
Bythorn & Keyston, Catworth,
Covington, Easton, Ellington,
Great Gidding, Great
Staughton, Hail Weston,
Hamerton & Steeple Gidding,
Kimbolton, Leighton, Little
Gidding, Old Weston, Perry,
Spaldwick, Stow Longa,
Tilbrook, Upton & Coppingford
and Winwick parishes.
This division comprises
Brampton, Buckden,
Diddington, Grafham, Offord
Cluny & Offord D’Arcy and
Southoe & Midloe parishes.

We received a submission objecting to our proposed
division. We received an alternative pattern of divisions for
this part of the district. However, based on a 61 member
Council, a proposed Kimbolton division would have a
variance of greater than 10%. We consider that our
proposed division better reflects the statutory criteria and
propose that it is confirmed as final.

This division comprises
Godmanchester parish and a
part of Huntingdon parish to
the south of American Lane
and Priory Road.

We are satisfied that Godmanchester & Huntingdon South
division meets the statutory criteria. We received an
objection to include the Newtown area in our proposed
division from a local respondent. However they did not put
forward an alternative division pattern. Therefore we
propose this division is confirmed as final.
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We received support for our proposed division from a local
councillor. We received no other responses for this division.
Brampton & Buckden division provides for good electoral
equality, reflects communities and ensures effective and
convenient local government. We propose it is confirmed
as final.

Huntingdon
North &
Hartford

1

-1%

Huntingdon
West

1

-3%

Ramsey & Bury

1

1%

Sawtry & Stilton

1

Somersham &
Earith

1

This division comprises the
north of Huntingdon parish,
including the areas of Hartford
and Sapley.
This division comprises the
centre and west of Huntingdon
parish.
This division comprises Bury
and Ramsey parishes.

We received support for our proposed divisions in
Huntingdon from a local councillor. We are satisfied that
Huntingdon North & Hartford, and Huntingdon West
divisions reflect our statutory criteria and propose that both
divisions are confirmed as final.

7%

This division comprises
Alwalton, Chesterton,
Conington, Denton &
Caldecote, Elton, Folksworth &
Washingley, Glatton, Haddon,
Holme, Morborne, Sawtry,
Sibson-cum-Stibbington,
Stilton and Water Newton
parishes.

We received two submissions relating to this division. One
of the respondents objected to our draft recommendations.
A local councillor proposed our division name of Norman
Cross should be changed to Sawtry & Stilton. We are
persuaded by the councillor’s evidence that Sawtry is the
largest village in the division and is increasing in size due
to housing development. We consider the proposed name
better reflects communities in our proposed division.
Subject to this, we confirm our draft recommendations as
final.

-9%

This division comprises
Bluntisham, Broughton, Colne,
Earith, Kings Ripton, Old
Hurst, Pidley cum Fenton,

We received objections to our proposed division
arrangement. It was argued that Wyton-on-the-Hill parish
has little connection with the parishes of Somersham,
Earith and Bluntisham. It was proposed that Wyton-on-the-
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We received two submissions relating to this division. One
of the respondents supported our draft recommendations.
The other submission objected to our proposals. It was
argued that Bury is a rural community with different
interests to the market town of Ramsey. We investigated
the possibility of transferring Bury parish into Warboys &
The Stukeleys division, however this arrangement would
result in an electoral variance of 14%. We are unable to
find an alternative division pattern which would meet the
statutory criteria. We have therefore decided to confirm our
draft recommendations for this division as final.

Somersham and Woodhurst
parishes.

Hill be transferred to St Ives as it shares closer transport
and community links with the town. While such a transfer
improves electoral equality in St Ives North division, it
would result in 13% fewer electors per councillor in
Somersham & Earith division. To improve electoral equality,
we propose that Broughton and Kings Ripton parishes are
transferred to this division from our proposed Warboys &
The Stukeleys division.

St Ives North &
Wyton

1

3%

This division comprises the
north of St Ives parish and
Wyton-on-the-Hill parish.

We propose that Wyton-on-the-Hill parish is included with
this division from Somersham & Earith. We are persuaded
that Wyton-on-the-Hill has closer transport and community
links with St Ives. Our proposals also significantly improve
electoral equality in the division and provide for effective
and convenient local government.

St Ives South &
Needingworth

1

-8%

This division comprises the
south of St Ives parish and
Holywell-cum-Needingworth
parish.

We did not receive any objections to our draft
recommendations for this division. We are satisfied St Ives
South & Needingworth meets the statutory criteria and
have decided to confirm it as final.

St Neots East &
Gransden

1

0%

This division comprises part of
a new development in St
Neots, east of the railway and
Abbotsley, Great Gransden,
Great Paxton, Toseland,
Waresley-cum-Tetworth and
Yelling parishes.

We received a number of submissions objecting to our
proposed division for this area. It was argued by
councillors, local residents and parishes in the proposed
division that the Loves Farm development in St Neots town
should be included in a St Neots-based division.

24

We investigated whether it was possible to include the
housing development in one of the St Neots divisions to the
west of the railway line. However this would result in poor
levels of electoral equality. We did not receive a viable
alternative for this area which would meet the statutory
criteria for St Neots and the adjoining rural parishes. We
have therefore decided to confirm our draft

recommendations for St Neots East & Gransden as final.
While we note the views of respondents in this area, we
consider that our proposed division provide for the best
balance of the statutory criteria.
St Neots
Eynesbury

1

-5%

This division comprises the
east of St Neots which
includes the Eynesbury area.

We received objections to our proposals to include the area
between Cambridge Street, Church Street and Fox Brook
in St Neots Eynesbury division. We do not consider that a
persuasive argument has been made to transfer this area
to St Neots Priory Park & Little Paxton division. We
consider our draft recommendations better reflect
communities as Church Meadow and adjoining roads have
access into Eynesbury over Fox Brook. We have therefore
decided to confirm our draft recommendations for this
division as final.

St Neots Priory
Park & Little
Paxton

1

2%

This division comprises the
parish of St Neots north of the
High Street and Little Paxton
parish.

We received specific comments relating to parish warding
arrangements in this area. We did not receive any
objections to our draft recommendations for this division.
We are satisfied that St Neots Priory Park & Little Paxton
meets the statutory criteria and have decided to confirm it
as final.

St Neots The
Eatons

1

-1%

This division comprises the
west of St Neots which
includes the Eaton Ford area.

We did not receive any objections to our draft
recommendations for this division. St Neots The Eatons
division provides for good electoral equality, reflects
communities and, in our view will ensure effective and
convenient local government. We have therefore decided to
confirm our draft recommendations for this division as final.

The
Hemingfords &
Fenstanton

1

-5%

This division comprises
Fenstanton, Hemingford
Abbots, Hemingford Grey,

We received responses to our proposed division which
made observations but did not provide any alternative
proposals. We are satisfied that our proposed division
provides for good electoral equality, reflects communities
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Warboys & The
Stukeleys

1

-5%

Hilton and Houghton & Wyton
parishes.

and effective and convenient local government. We have
therefore decided to confirm our draft recommendations for
this division as final.

This division comprises Abbots
Ripton, The Stukeleys,
Upwood & The Raveleys,
Warboys, Wistow and Wood
Walton parishes.

We received objections to our draft proposals in this area. It
was argued that The Stukeleys does not share strong
community identities with Warboys. It was proposed that
The Stukeleys be included with Alconbury & Kimbolton or
Brampton & Buckden divisions. This arrangement was
supported by a local parish council and local residents.
We investigated whether such an arrangement was
possible, however this would result in electoral variances of
28% more and 33% more electors per councillor for
Alconbury & Kimbolton and Brampton & Buckden divisions
respectively. We did not receive a suitable alternative
which would meet the statutory criteria. However, as stated
above, we have decided to amend our draft
recommendations between this division and Somersham &
Earith.

Yaxley & Farcet

1

1%

This division comprises Farcet
and Yaxley parishes.
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We received support for the draft recommendations relating
to this division. Yaxley & Farcet provides for good electoral
equality, reflects communities and effective and convenient
local government. We have therefore decided to confirm
our draft recommendations for this division as final.

South Cambridgeshire District
Number
of Cllrs
1

Variance
2021
2%

Cambourne

1

Cottenham &
Willingham

1

Division name
Bar Hill

Description

Detail

This division comprises Bar
Hill, Dry Drayton, Lolworth
and Girton parishes.

We received a submission which proposed that Lolworth
parish be transferred to Bar Hill division from Cambourne
division. It was argued that the parish is separated from
Cambourne by the A428 dual carriageway. We propose to
modify our draft recommendations to include Lolworth in Bar
Hill division. We are persuaded that Lolworth has closer links
with Bar Hill via the A14. Our proposed division also provides
for good electoral equality and reflects communities.

-10%

This division comprises
Bourn, Cambourne, Little
Gransden and Longstowe
parishes.

We received a submission which proposed that Boxworth,
Childerley, Knapwell and Lolworth parishes be transferred to
Papworth & Swavesey division from Cambourne division. On
visiting the area we discovered that Cambourne is separated
from these parishes by the A428 dual carriageway. The
parishes are also a considerable distance away from
Cambourne. We therefore propose that Boxworth, Childerley
and Knapwell parishes are included in Papworth &
Swavesey division where they share closer community
identities. To improve electoral equality in Cambourne
division we propose to include Little Gransden and
Longstowe parishes. We propose this division as part of our
final recommendations.

4%

This division comprises
Cottenham, Rampton and
Willingham parishes.

We received a submission which commented on particular
arrangements for Over and Willingham parishes. Having
considered the evidence received we are content this
division provides for good electoral equality and have
decided to confirm our draft recommendations as final.
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Duxford

1

-5%

This division comprises
Duxford, Fowlmere, Foxton,
Great & Little Chishill,
Heydon, Hinxton, Ickleton,
Pampisford, Shepreth,
Thriplow and Whittlesford
parishes.

We received three submissions relating to Duxford division.
Having considered the evidence received we propose that
Pampisford parish is included in the division. We are
satisfied with the evidence that Pampisford shares strong
community links with local parishes within the division. We
consider our proposed division reflects the statutory criteria
and confirm it as part of our final recommendations.

Fulbourn

1

6%

This division comprises the
southern part of Fen Ditton
parish. It also comprises
Fulbourn, Great Wilbraham,
Little Wilbraham, Stow cum
Quy and Teversham
parishes.

Our proposals for this division split Fen Ditton parish
between two divisions. We received an objection to this
arrangement which argued that the parish should be
included within an entire division. To propose this change
would result in poor electoral equality and the creation of a
detached division. Our proposals meet the statutory criteria
in this area and we have decided to confirm Fulbourn
division as part of our final recommendations.

Gamlingay

1

-4%

This division comprises
Abington Pigotts, Arrington,
Barrington, Croydon,
Gamlingay, Guilden Morden,
Hatley, Litlington, Orwell,
Shingay cum Wendy, Steeple
Morden, Tadlow and
Wimpole parishes.

We did not receive any objections to our draft proposals for
Gamlingay. However due to the transfer of Longstowe and
Little Gransden parishes to Cambourne division, Gamlingay
division would have a variance of 12% fewer electors. To
improve electoral equality we propose to include Litlington
parish.

Hardwick

1

4%

This division comprises
Barton, Caldecote,
Comberton, Coton,
Grantchester, Great
Eversden, Harlton, Hardwick,
Kingston, Little Eversden,
Madingley and Toft parishes.

We received five submissions which supported transferring
Madingley parish to Hardwick division. Having considered
the evidence received we propose to modify our draft
recommendations. We are content that Madingley parish has
strong community links with the local parishes in Hardwick
division. Our proposed division also provides for good
electoral equality and reflects community identities in this
area.
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Histon &
Impington

1

4%

This division comprises
Histon, Impington and
Orchard Park parishes.

We received support for our draft recommendations and
consider that our proposals meet the statutory criteria. We
have therefore decided to confirm our draft
recommendations for this division as final.

Linton

1

-1%

This division comprises
Balsham, Bartlow, Carlton,
Castle Camps, Great
Abington, Hildersham,
Horseheath, Linton, Little
Abington, Shudy Camps,
Weston Colville, West
Wickham and West Wratting
parishes.

We received support for our draft recommendations and
consider that our proposals meet the statutory criteria. We
have therefore decided to confirm our draft
recommendations for this division as final.

Longstanton,
Northstowe &
Over

1

1%

This division comprises
Longstanton, Oakington &
Westwick and Over parishes.

We received three submissions in relation to this division.
Having considered the evidence received we propose to
confirm our draft recommendations for this division as final
subject to a change of division name. We are unable to
include Oakington & Westwick parish in Bar Hill division as
this would result in poor electoral equality in both divisions.
In addition, to include Over parish in a division with Fen
Drayton, Swavesey and Willingham parishes would require
significant changes in adjoining divisions for which we have
received no evidence. One of the submissions proposed that
we reflect the name Longstanton in the name of the division.
We consider that the name of Longstanton, Northstowe &
Over provides a better reflection of communities and forms
part of our final recommendations.

Melbourn &
Bassingbourn

1

-8%

This division comprises
Bassingbourn cum
Kneesworth, Melbourn,

We received two submissions in relation to our proposed
division. It was argued that Shepreth parish should be
included in a division with Meldreth parish. However, to
adopt such an arrangement would result in a Duxford
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Meldreth and Whaddon
parishes.

division with 13% fewer electors per councillor. As a result of
changes in Gamlingay division we propose to transfer
Litlington parish to Gamlingay division in order to improve
electoral equality.

Papworth &
Swavesey

1

3%

This division comprises
Boxworth, Caxton,
Conington, Childerley,
Croxton, Elsworth, Eltisley,
Fen Drayton, Graveley,
Knapwell, Papworth Everard,
Papworth St Agnes and
Swavesey parishes.

We received two submissions in relation to our proposed
division. We are unable to accommodate an arrangement
which would result in Swavesey parish being included in a
division with Fen Drayton, Over and Willingham parishes as
this would require significant changes to adjoining divisions
for which we have no evidence. However, we propose to
include Boxworth, Childerley and Knapwell parishes from
Cambourne division as evidence suggests that these
parishes have stronger community links with local parishes
within our proposed division.

Sawston &
Shelford

2

-2%

This division comprises
Babraham, Great Shelford,
Harston, Haslingfield,
Hauxton, Little Shelford,
Newton, Sawston and
Stapleford parishes.

We received submissions from local respondents which
proposed that Great Shelford, Little Shelford and Stapleford
parishes be included in the same division. It was argued that
the parishes share close community links and facilities.
While it is possible to include both parishes in a singlemember division, it would require significant changes across
the district in order to provide for divisions which meet the
statutory criteria. Therefore, we propose to create a twomember division from our proposed Shelford and Sawston
divisions. This will ensure both parishes are not divided
between divisions. We also propose to transfer Pampisford
parish to Duxford division where, it was argued it shares
closer community identity with local parishes.

30

Waterbeach

1

-5%

This division comprises the
northern part of Fen Ditton
parish. It also comprises
Horningsea, Landbeach,
Milton and Waterbeach
parishes.
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We received two submissions for Waterbeach division.
Having considered the evidence received, we propose to
confirm our draft recommendations for Waterbeach division
as final. We consider this division provides for the best
balance of statutory criteria.

Conclusions
36 Table 1 shows the impact of our final recommendations on electoral equality,
based on 2014 and 2021 electorate figures.
Table 1: Summary of electoral arrangements
Final recommendations
2014

2021

Number of councillors

61

61

Number of electoral divisions

56

56

Average number of electors per councillor

7,851

8,547

Number of divisions with a variance more
than 10% from the average

20

1

Number of divisions with a variance more
than 20% from the average

3

0

Final recommendation
Cambridgeshire County Council should comprise 61 councillors serving 51 singlemember divisions and five two-member divisions. The details and names are shown
in Table A1 and illustrated on the large maps accompanying this report.
Mapping
Sheet 1, Map 1 illustrates in outline form the proposed divisions for Cambridgeshire.
You can also view our final recommendations for Cambridgeshire on our
interactive maps at http://consultation.lgbce.org.uk

Parish electoral arrangements
37 As part of an electoral review, we are required to have regard to the statutory
criteria set out in Schedule 2 to the Local Democracy, Economic Development and
Construction Act 2009 (the 2009 Act). The Schedule provides that if a parish is to be
divided between different divisions it must also be divided into parish wards, so that
each parish ward lies wholly within a single ward. We cannot recommend changes to
the external boundaries of parishes as part of an electoral review.
38 Under the 2009 Act we only have the power to make changes to parish electoral
arrangements where these are as a direct consequence of our recommendations for
principal authority division arrangements. However, the district councils in
Cambridgeshire have powers under the Local Government and Public Involvement in
Health Act 2007 to conduct community governance reviews to effect changes to
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parish electoral arrangements.
39 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Ely, Fen Ditton, Huntingdon, Littleport, March, Soham, St
Neots, St Ives, Whittlesey and Wisbech St Mary parishes.
40 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Ely parish.
Final recommendation
City of Ely Council should retain 15 town councillors, representing six wards:
Chettisham (returning one member), Ely East (returning three members), Ely North
(returning three members), Ely West (returning six members), Prickwillow (returning
one member), and Stuntney (returning one member). The proposed parish ward
boundaries are illustrated and named on Map 1.
41 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Fen Ditton parish.
Final recommendation
Fen Ditton Parish Council should return nine parish councillors, as at present,
representing two wards: West (returning three members) and East (returning six
members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated and named on Map
1.
42 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Huntingdon parish.
Final recommendation
Huntingdon Town Council should return 19 town councillors, as at present,
representing five wards: Central (returning two members), East (returning four
members), North East (returning four members), South (returning two members)
and West (returning seven members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are
illustrated and named on Map 1.
43 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Littleport parish.
Final recommendation
Littleport Parish Council should return 15 parish councillors, as at present,
representing two wards: Littleport East (returning eight members) and Littleport
West (returning seven members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are
illustrated and named on Map 1.
33

44 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for March parish.
Final recommendation
March Town Council should return 12 town councillors, as at present, representing
seven wards: Central (returning one member), East (returning three members),
Eastwood (returning one member), North (returning three members), Rural North
(returning one member), Rural South (returning one member) and South (returning
two members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated and named on
Map 1.
45 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Soham parish.
Final recommendation
Soham Town Council should comprise 14 town councillors, as at present,
representing three wards: Soham Central (returning one member), Soham North
(returning six members), and Soham South (returning seven members). The
proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated and named on Map 1.
46 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for St Neots parish.
Final recommendation
St Neots Town Council should return 21 town councillors, as at present,
representing seven wards: Church (returning one member), Crosshall (returning one
member), East (returning four members), Eaton Ford (returning three members),
Eaton Socon (returning three members), Eynesbury (returning six members) and
Priory Park (returning three members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are
illustrated and named on Map 1.
47 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for St Ives parish.
Final recommendation
St Ives Town Council should return 17 town councillors, as at present, representing
four wards: Beech (returning one member), North (returning seven members), South
(returning seven members) and West (returning two members). The proposed
parish ward boundaries are illustrated and named on Map 1.
48 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Whittlesey parish.
34

Final recommendation
Whittlesey Town Council should return 14 town councillors, as at present,
representing nine wards: Bassenhally (returning three members), Coates & Eastrea
(returning three members), Delph (returning one member), Elm (returning one
member), Lattersey (returning two members), St Andrews (returning one member),
St Marys North (returning one member), St Marys South (returning one member)
and Stonald (returning one member). The proposed parish ward boundaries are
illustrated and named on Map 1.
49 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Wisbech St Mary parish.
Final recommendation
Wisbech St Mary Parish Council should return 11 parish councillors, as at present,
representing two wards: Murrow (returning three members) and Wisbech St Mary
(returning eight members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated and
named on Map 1.
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3

What happens next?

50 We have now completed our review of Cambridgeshire County Council. The
recommendations must now be approved by Parliament. A draft Order – the legal
document which brings into force our recommendations – will be laid in Parliament.
Subject to parliamentary scrutiny, the new electoral arrangements will come into force
at the local elections in 2017.

Equalities
51 This report has been screened for impact on equalities; with due regard being
given to the general equalities duties as set out in section 149 of the Equality Act
2010. As no potential negative impacts were identified, a full equality impact analysis
is not required.
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Appendix A
Table A1: Final recommendations for Cambridgeshire County Council

Division name

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2014)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2021)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Cambridge City
1

Abbey

1

7,649

7,649

-3%

7,794

7,794

-9%

2

Arbury

1

7,382

7,382

-6%

8,404

8,404

-2%

3

Castle

1

6,364

6,364

-19%

8,325

8,325

-3%

4

Cherry Hinton

1

8,750

8,750

11%

8,945

8,945

5%

5

Chesterton

1

8,679

8,679

11%

8,977

8,977

5%

6

King’s Hedges

1

9,029

9,029

15%

8,996

8,996

5%

7

Market

1

7,839

7,839

0%

8,361

8,361

-2%

8

Newnham

1

7,504

7,504

-5%

7,547

7,547

-12%

9

Petersfield

1

8,267

8,267

5%

8,618

8,618

1%

10

Romsey

1

8,981

8,981

14%

9,328

9,328

9%

11

Trumpington &
Queen Edith’s

2

12,715

6,358

-19%

16,455

8,228

-4%
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Table A1 (cont.): Final recommendations for Cambridgeshire County Council

Division name

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2014)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2021)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

East Cambridgeshire District
12

Ely East

1

6,914

6,914

-12%

8,960

8,960

5%

13

Ely West

1

7,581

7,581

-3%

7,960

7,960

-7%

2

16,514

8,257

5%

18,489

9,245

8%

1

8,957

8,957

14%

9,132

9,132

7%

14
15

Fordham Villages
& Soham South
Littleport East &
Soham North

16

Littleport West

2

17,456

8,728

11%

18,649

9,325

9%

17

Woodditton

1

8,108

8,108

3%

8,460

8,460

-1%

1

8,115

8,115

3%

8,975

8,975

5%

2

17,889

8,945

14%

18,351

9,176

7%

1

7,909

7,909

1%

9,234

9,234

8%

1

8,992

8,992

15%

9,250

9,250

8%

Fenland District
18
19
20
21

Chatteris
March North &
Waldersey
March South &
Rural
Roman Bank &
Peckover
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Table A1 (cont.): Final recommendations for Cambridgeshire County Council

Division name

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2014)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2021)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

22

Whittlesey North

1

7,565

7,565

-4%

7,910

7,910

-7%

23

Whittlesey South

1

8,436

8,436

7%

8,530

8,530

0%

24

Wisbech East

1

8,025

8,025

2%

8,397

8,397

-2%

25

Wisbech West

1

7,944

7,944

1%

8,453

8,453

-1%

1

7,866

7,866

0%

7,890

7,890

-8%

1

8,013

8,013

2%

8,320

8,320

-3%

1

6,834

6,834

-13%

7,813

7,813

-9%

1

8,500

8,500

8%

8,497

8,497

-1%

Huntingdonshire District
26
27
28
29

Alconbury &
Kimbolton
Brampton &
Buckden
Godmanchester &
Huntingdon South
Huntingdon North
& Hartford

30

Huntingdon West

1

6,788

6,788

-14%

8,310

8,310

-3%

31

Ramsey & Bury

1

8,179

8,179

4%

8,670

8,670

1%

32

Sawtry & Stilton

1

9,077

9,077

16%

9,110

9,110

7%

1

7,692

7,692

-2%

7,790

7,790

-9%

1

8,340

8,340

6%

8,785

8,785

3%

33
34

Somersham &
Earith
St Ives North &
Wyton
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Table A1 (cont.): Final recommendations for Cambridgeshire County Council

Division name
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2014)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2021)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

1

7,790

7,790

-1%

7,845

7,845

-8%

1

4,669

4,669

-41%

8,560

8,560

0%

1

7,960

7,960

1%

8,111

8,111

-5%

1

8,504

8,504

8%

8,723

8,723

2%

1

8,687

8,687

11%

8,466

8,466

-1%

1

7,628

7,628

-3%

8,100

8,100

-5%

1

5,751

5,751

-27%

8,140

8,140

-5%

1

8,479

8,479

8%

8,650

8,650

1%

St Ives South &
Needingworth
St Neots East &
Gransden
St Neots
Eynesbury
St Neots Priory
Park & Little
Paxton
St Neots The
Eatons
The Hemingfords
& Fenstanton
Warboys & The
Stukeleys
Yaxley & Farcet

South Cambridgeshire District
43

Bar Hill

1

7,337

7,337

-7%

8,760

8,760

2%

44

Cambourne

1

7,224

7,224

-8%

7,720

7,720

-10%

45

Cottenham &
Willingham

1

8,163

8,163

4%

8,900

8,900

4%

46

Duxford

1

8,130

8,130

4%

8,140

8,140

-5%
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Table A1 (cont.): Final recommendations for Cambridgeshire County Council

Division name

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2014)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2021)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance from
average
%

47

Fulbourn

1

7,086

7,086

-10%

9,069

9,069

6%

48

Gamlingay

1

8,070

8,070

3%

8,230

8,230

-4%

49

Hardwick

1

8,718

8,718

11%

8,920

8,920

4%

50

Histon &
Impington

1

7,986

7,986

2%

8,850

8,850

4%

51

Linton

1

8,420

8,420

7%

8,440

8,440

-1%

1

5,888

5,888

-25%

8,590

8,590

1%

1

7,836

7,836

0%

7,870

7,870

-8%

1

7,010

7,010

-11%

8,830

8,830

3%

2

14,810

7,405

-6%

16,690

8,345

-2%

Waterbeach

1

7,909

7,909

1%

8,091

8,091

-5%

Totals

61

478,908

–

–

521,380

–

–

Averages

–

–

7,851

–

–

8,547

–

52
53
54
55
56

Longstanton,
Northstowe &
Over
Melbourn &
Bassingbourn
Papworth &
Swavesey
Sawston &
Shelford

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


Cambridgeshire County Council

District Councils





Cambridge City Council
East Cambridgeshire District Council
Fenland District Council
Huntingdonshire District Council

Political Groups







Cambridge City Liberal Democrat Group
Cambridge Green Party
Cambridgeshire County Council Liberal Democrat Group
Cambridgeshire County Council Labour Group
North East Cambridgeshire Conservative Association
South East Cambridgeshire Conservative Association

Councillors (County, District and Parish)

















Councillor A. Bailey (Cambridge County Council & East Cambridgeshire District
Council)
Councillor A. Riley (South Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor A. Taylor (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor B. Hunt (East Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor B. Waters (South Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor B. Boddington (Huntingdonshire District Council)
Councillors C. Ambrose Smith and D. Ambrose Smith (East Cambridgeshire
District Council)
Councillor C. Boden (Fenland District Council)
Councillor C. Boden (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor C. Saunderson (Fenstanton Parish Council)
Councillor D. Harty (Huntingdonshire District Council)
Councillor D. Baigent (Cambridge City Council)
Councillor D. Mason (Fenland District Council)
Councillor D. Brown (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor D. Laws (Fenland District Council)
Councillor E. Dorling (Fenland District Council)
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Councillor F. Burkitt (South Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor F. Yeulett (Fenland District Council)
Councillor G. Booth (Fenland District Council)
Councillor J. Chitty (Brampton Parish Council)
Councillor J. Webber (East Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor J. Windle (Whittlesey Town Council)
Councillor J. Wisson (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor K. Owen (Fenland District Council)
Councillor K. Mayor (Fenland District Council)
Councillor L. Harford (South Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor L. Dupré (East Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor M. Shellens (Huntingdonshire District Council)
Councillor P. Downes (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor P. Clapp (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor S. Bywater (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor S. Bligh (Fenland District Council)
Councillor S. Hoy (Cambridgeshire County Council and Fenland District
Council)
Councillor S. King (Fenland District Council)
Councillor S. Count (Fenland District Council)
Councillor T. Sanderson (Huntingdonshire District Council)
Councillor V. Sanders (Cambridge City Council)

Local Organisations






Christ Pieces Residents’ Association
South Petersfield Residents’ Association
Trumpington Residents’ Association
Windsor Road Residents’ Association
North East Cambridgeshire Conservative Association (Whittlesey Branch)

Members of Parliament


Steve Barclay MP (North East Cambridgeshire)

Parish and town councils










Barton Parish Council
Burwell Parish Council
Bury Parish Council
Cambourne Parish Council
Catworth Parish Council
Caxton Parish Council
Chatteris Town Council
City of Ely Council
Doddington Parish Council
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Dullingham Parish Council
Elton Parish Council
Farcet Parish Council
Fen Ditton Parish Council
Foxton Parish Council
Grantchester Parish Council
Great Gransden Parish Council
Great Paxton Parish Council
Great Shelford Parish Council
Haddenham Parish Council
Hail Weston Parish Council
Histon & Impington Parish Council
Little Abington Parish Council
Little Downham Parish Council
Littleport Parish Council
Lolworth Parish Meeting
Longstanton Parish Council
Madingley Parish Council
Meldreth Parish Council
Oakington and Westwick Parish Council
Over Parish Council
Pampisford Parish Council
Parson Drove Parish Council
Reach Parish Council
St Ives Town Council
St Neots Town Council
Stetchworth Parish Council
Stukeleys Parish Council
Sutton Parish Council
Swavesey Parish Council
Warboys Parish Council
Waterbeach Parish Council
Whaddon Parish Council
Whittlesey Town Council
Willingham Parish Council
Wisbech Town Council
Witcham Parish Council
Witchford Parish Council
Yelling Parish Council

Local residents


151 local residents
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Further limited consultation in Cambridge
All submissions received can also be viewed on our website at
http://www.lgbce.org.uk/current-reviews/eastern/cambridgeshire/cambridgeshirecounty-council
County Council


Cambridgeshire County Council

Political Groups





Cambridgeshire County Council Labour Group
Cambridge Liberal Democrat Group
Newnham Labour Party
Newnham Liberal Democrats

Local Organisations






Bentley Road and Newton Road Residents' Association
South Acre, Latham and Chaucer Road Residents' Association
South Petersfield Residents' Association
Trumpington Residents' Association
Windsor Road Residents' Association

Councillors









Councillor A. Bailey (Cambridge City Council)
Councillor C. Boden (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillors J. Hipkin (Cambridgeshire County Council and Cambridge City
Council) and M-L. Holland (Cambridge City Council)
Councillor B. Hunt (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor I. Manning (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor S. Meftah (Cambridge City Council)
Councillor C. O'Reilly (Cambridge City Council)
Councillor C. Smart (Cambridge City Council)

Local residents


96 local residents
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Appendix C
Glossary and abbreviations
Council size

The number of councillors elected to
serve on a council

Electoral Change Order (or Order)

A legal document which implements
changes to the electoral
arrangements of a local authority

Division

A specific area of a county, defined
for electoral, administrative and
representational purposes. Eligible
electors can vote in whichever
division they are registered for the
candidate or candidates they wish to
represent them on the county council

Electoral fairness

When one elector’s vote is worth the
same as another’s

Electoral inequality

Where there is a difference between
the number of electors represented
by a councillor and the average for
the local authority

Electorate

People in the authority who are
registered to vote in elections. For the
purposes of this report, we refer
specifically to the electorate for local
government elections

Number of electors per councillor

The total number of electors in a local
authority divided by the number of
councillors

Over-represented

Where there are fewer electors per
councillor in a ward or division than
the average
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Parish

A specific and defined area of land
within a single local authority
enclosed within a parish boundary.
There are over 10,000 parishes in
England, which provide the first tier of
representation to their local residents

Parish council

A body elected by electors in the
parish which serves and represents
the area defined by the parish
boundaries. See also ‘Town council’

Parish (or Town) council electoral
arrangements

The total number of councillors on
any one parish or town council; the
number, names and boundaries of
parish wards; and the number of
councillors for each ward

Parish ward

A particular area of a parish, defined
for electoral, administrative and
representational purposes. Eligible
electors vote in whichever parish
ward they live for candidate or
candidates they wish to represent
them on the parish council

Town council

A parish council which has been
given ceremonial ‘town’ status. More
information on achieving such status
can be found at www.nalc.gov.uk

Under-represented

Where there are more electors per
councillor in a ward or division than
the average

Variance (or electoral variance)

How far the number of electors per
councillor in a ward or division varies
in percentage terms from the average

Ward

A specific area of a district or
borough, defined for electoral,
administrative and representational
purposes. Eligible electors can vote in
whichever ward they are registered
for the candidate or candidates they
wish to represent them on the district
or borough council
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Subject:

Buck, Richard
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Hinds, Alex
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Richard.

From: Buck, Richard
Sent: 21 January 2016 09:50
To: Buck, Richard <richard.buck@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: FW: Cambs report
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Sent: 19 January 2016 13:31
To: Buck, Richard <richard.buck@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Cambs report
See the report and in red the changes made following the Commission meeting.
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Hi Marcus,
The Cambs is ready for editing. Please see attached.
Alex Hinds
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
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Millbank Tower
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SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1274 | Twitter: https://twitter.com/LGBCE
Email: alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk Web: www.lgbce.org.uk
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Final recommendations on the
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Electoral review
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Translations and other formats
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Summary
Who we are
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England (LGBCE) is an
independent body set up by Parliament. We are not part of government or any
political party. We are accountable to Parliament through a committee of MPs chaired
by the Speaker of the House of Commons.
Our main role is to carry out electoral reviews of local authorities throughout England.

Electoral review
An electoral review examines and proposes new electoral arrangements for a local
authority. A local authority’s electoral arrangements decide:




How many councillors are needed
How many wards or electoral divisions should there be, where are their
boundaries and what should they be called
How many councillors should represent each ward or division

Why Cambridgeshire?
We are conducting an electoral review of Cambridgeshire County Council as the
Council currently has high levels of electoral inequality where some councillors
represent many more or many fewer voters than others. This means that the value of
each vote in county council elections varies depending on where you live in
Cambridgeshire. Overall, 32% of divisions currently have a variance of greater than
10%.

Our proposals for Cambridgeshire
Cambridgeshire County Council currently has 69 councillors. Based on the evidence
we received during previous phases of the review, we consider that a decrease in
council size by eight to 61 members will ensure the Council can perform its roles and
responsibilities effectively.

Electoral arrangements
Our final recommendations propose that Cambridgeshire County Council’s 61
councillors should represent 51 single-member divisions and five two-member
divisions. One of our proposed 56 divisions would have an electoral variance of
greater than 10% from the average for Cambridgeshire by 2021.
We have now finalised our recommendations for electoral arrangements in
Cambridgeshire.

1

1

Introduction

1
This electoral review is being conducted following our decision to review
Cambridgeshire County Council’s electoral arrangements to ensure that the number
of voters represented by each councillor is approximately the same across the
county.

What is an electoral review?
2
Our three main considerations in conducting an electoral review are set out in
legislation1 and are to:
 Improve electoral equality by equalising the number of electors each councillor
represents
 Reflect community identity
 Provide for effective and convenient local government
3
Our task is to strike the best balance between them when making our
recommendations. Our powers, as well as the guidance we have provided for
electoral reviews and further information on the review process, can be found on our
website at www.lgbce.org.uk

Consultation
4
We wrote to the Council inviting the submission of proposals on council size.
We then held a period of consultation on division patterns for the county. The
submissions received during our consultation have informed our final
recommendations. This review is being conducted as follows:
Stage starts
21 October 2014

Description

28 October 2014

Division pattern consultation

12 May 2015
7 July 2015

Draft recommendations consultation
Analysis of submissions received and formulation of final
recommendations
Publication of final recommendations

9 February 2016

Decision on council size

How will the recommendations affect you?
5
The recommendations will determine how many councillors will serve on the
Council. They will also decide which division you vote in, which other communities
are in that division and, in some instances, which parish council wards you vote in.
Your division name may also change, as may the names of parish or town council
wards in the area. The names or boundaries of parishes will not change as a result of
our recommendations.

1

Schedule 2 to the Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009.

2

What is the Local Government Boundary Commission for
England?
6
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England is an independent
body set up by Parliament under the Local Democracy, Economic Development and
Construction Act 2009.
Members of the Commission are:
Professor Colin Mellors (Chair)
Alison Lowton
Sir Tony Redmond
Professor Paul Wiles CB
Peter Maddison QPM
Chief Executive: Jolyon Jackson CBE

3

2

Analysis and final recommendations

7
Legislation2 states that our recommendations are not intended to be based
solely on the existing number of electors3 in an area, but also on estimated changes
in the number and distribution of electors likely to take place over a five-year period
from the date of our final recommendations. We must also try to recommend strong,
clearly identifiable boundaries for the divisions we put forward at the end of the
review.
8
In reality, the achievement of absolute electoral fairness is unlikely to be
attainable and there must be a degree of flexibility. However, our approach is to keep
variances in the number of electors each councillor represents to a minimum.
9
In seeking to achieve electoral fairness, we work out the average number of
electors per councillor by dividing the electorate by the number of councillors as
shown on the table below.
Electorate of
Cambridgeshire
Number of councillors
Average number of
electors per councillor

2014
478,908

2021
521,380

61
7,851

61
8,547

10 Under our final recommendations, one of our proposed divisions will have an
electoral variance of greater than 10% from the average for the county by 2021. We
are therefore satisfied that we have achieved good levels of electoral fairness for
Cambridgeshire.
11 Additionally, in circumstances where we propose to divide a parish between
district wards or county divisions, we are required to divide it into parish wards so that
each parish ward is wholly contained within a single district ward or county division.
We cannot make amendments to the external boundaries of parishes as part of an
electoral review.
12 These recommendations cannot affect the external boundaries of
Cambridgeshire County Council or result in changes to postcodes. They do not take
into account parliamentary constituency boundaries. There is no evidence that the
recommendations will have an adverse effect on local taxes, house prices, or car and
house insurance premiums and we are not, therefore, able to take into account any
representations which are based on these issues.

Submissions received
13 See Appendix B for details of submissions received. All submissions may be
inspected at our offices and can also be viewed on our website at www.lgbce.org.uk

2
3

Schedule 2 to the Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009.
Electors refers to the number of people registered to vote, not the whole adult population.

4

Electorate figures
14 As prescribed in the Local Democracy, Economic Development and
Construction Act 2009, the Council submitted electorate forecasts for 2021, a period
five years on from the scheduled publication of our final recommendations in 2016.
These forecasts were broken down to polling district level and projected an increase
in the electorate of approximately 9% by 2021. The highest proportion of this growth
across the county is expected in Cambridge with significant development in the
Arbury and Trumpington areas.
15 During our consultation on division arrangements, we received several queries
from members of the public regarding the electorate forecasts. In each instance we
raised these with Cambridgeshire County Council and, accordingly, made some
changes to the projections for Cambridge City.
16 Having considered the further information provided by the Council, we are
satisfied that the projected figures are the best available at the present time and
these figures form the basis of our final recommendations. Given that we have
undertaken a period of further limited consultation in the Cambridge City area, the
publication of these final recommendations has been postponed until 2016. In light of
this, the forecast needs to be for 2021 rather than 2020. We are content that the
original figures can reasonably be regarded as an accurate reflection of forecast
growth to 2021 and have referred to them as such in this report.

Council size
17 Cambridgeshire County Council currently has 69 councillors. The County
Council submitted a proposal to decrease the council size from 69 to 63 members.
The Liberal Democrat Group on Cambridgeshire County Council submitted a
proposal to increase council size from 69 to 71. We requested further information
from the County Council as to whether it had considered alternative council sizes and
why any alternatives would be less effective than 63 councillors. The Council
responded that it had considered alternative sizes based on 57, 59, 61 and 63
councillors.
18 Having considered both submissions, we decided the County Council’s
evidence was more persuasive. The County Council demonstrated that it could
operate efficiently and effectively under its proposed council size and ensure effective
representation of local residents. We therefore invited proposals for division
arrangements based on a council size of 63 councillors.
19 As we developed our draft recommendations, we discovered that 63 councillors
did not provide the best allocation of county councillors between Cambridgeshire’s
five districts. We examined alternative division arrangements under council sizes of
between 64 and 61 members. We concluded that 61 councillors would ensure a good
allocation of councillors across Cambridgeshire. As stated in our Guidance, we will
use our discretion to vary the number of councillors from the figure previously agreed
if we find that an alternative will provide ‘a better fit’ of divisions across the county. On
this basis we put forward draft recommendations based on a council size of 61
members. On the basis of information received during consultation, we have decided
to confirm our draft recommendations in this respect as final.
5

20 A council size of 61 provides the following allocation between the district
councils in the county. In brackets, we have also listed the percentage of district and
borough wards that are wholly contained within our proposed divisions. We refer to
this as coterminosity:






Cambridge City – 12 councillors (36%)
East Cambridgeshire – 8 councillors (71%)
Fenland – 9 councillors (75%)
Huntingdonshire – 17 councillors (62%)
South Cambridgeshire – 15 councillors (62%)

Division patterns
21 During consultation on division patterns, we received 63 submissions. While we
did not receive a submission from the County Council, the Cambridge Labour Party
submitted a county-wide proposal. Cambridge City Council and the North East
Cambridgeshire Conservative Association submitted district-wide proposals for
Cambridge City and Fenland respectively. The remainder of the submissions
provided localised comments for division arrangements in specific areas of the
county.

Draft recommendations
22 We received 253 submissions during consultation on our draft
recommendations. We received submissions relating to each of the districts in the
county. In particular, we received proposals for alternative division arrangements in
Cambridge, East Cambridgeshire, Huntingdonshire and Fenland districts. We
considered that the alternative division arrangements submitted for Cambridge City
provided clear division boundaries while still ensuring good electoral equality. We
therefore decided to further consult on this alternative division proposal for
Cambridge City.

Final recommendations
Cambridge City
23
We received 105 submissions relating to our proposed electoral divisions in
Cambridge. This included four city-wide proposals for electoral divisions that were
notably different from our draft recommendations. The County Council,
Cambridgeshire Labour Group, Cambridgeshire Liberal Democrat Group and a local
resident each submitted city-wide schemes.
24 We considered that the divisions proposed by the Cambridgeshire Liberal
Democrat Group and local resident would better reflect communities in the Market,
Petersfield and Romsey areas of the city than the divisions proposed in our draft
recommendations. They were further supported by strong evidence from local
residents, local organisations and councillors in these areas of Cambridge. Given
that this pattern had not been consulted upon previously, we decided to consult
locally in Cambridge city on whether this new pattern of divisions should be adopted
as part of our final recommendations.
6

25 We received 114 submissions during the period of further limited consultation in
Cambridge, 52 of which supported the alternative proposals for Market and
Petersfield divisions. We also received 32 submissions which supported the
alternative proposals for Romsey division. We consider that the alternative proposals
provide for good electoral equality, and reflect community identities and interests in
Cambridge.
26 During the development of the final recommendations we discovered an error in
the electorate count in the Abbey and Romsey areas. This would result in Abbey
division having a 16% electoral variance. We have concluded that this requires a
boundary change between the proposed Abbey and Petersfield divisions. The
boundary between these two divisions has been moved further south in order to
achieve good electoral equality for Abbey division. The electoral variances for
Romsey and Petersfield divisions in the table below reflect the correct variances as a
result of the changes made.
Further consultation variances
Abbey (-9%)
Petersfield (8%)
Romsey (2%)

Final recommendations variances
Abbey (-9%)
Petersfield (1%)
Romsey (9%)

27 We received objections to the proposed two-member divisions in Cambridge
City from the County Council, City Council, political parties and local residents. We
consider that persuasive evidence has been received to support two single-member
Castle and Newnham divisions. We have also included Windsor Road in Castle
division as we have received persuasive evidence that Windsor Road shares strong
community links with adjoining roads in the Castle area. However, we are not
persuaded by the evidence for two single-member divisions for Trumpington and
Queen Edith’s. This would require either accepting a Trumpington division with an
18% variance or a Trumpington division which takes in adjoining areas where we
have received support for our draft recommendations. We therefore propose no
changes to Trumpington & Queen Edith’s division and confirm it as final.
East Cambridgeshire District
28 We received 38 submissions relating to East Cambridgeshire. The majority of
local respondents and Stephen Barclay MP objected to our proposed two-member
divisions of Fordham Villages & Soham South and Littleport West. We also received
localised comments relating to Ely, Littleport and our proposals in the west of the
district. We also received alternative division patterns based on both eight and nine
councillors for East Cambridgeshire. We are not persuaded that we have received
sufficient evidence to change the allocation of councillors for East Cambridgeshire
and have decided our final recommendations should allocate eight councillors for the
district. Furthermore, we considered the alternative pattern of eight single-member
divisions did not reflect the statutory criteria, particularly in Ely, Downham and
Witchford as it created a division which did not reflect communities. We propose to
confirm our draft recommendations as final subject to a minor amendment in
Littleport to correct a defaced division boundary.

7

Fenland District
29 We received 29 submissions relating to Fenland. The majority of respondents
and Stephen Barclay MP objected to our proposed two-member March North &
Waldersey division and our proposals in the March, Wisbech St Mary and Whittlesey
areas.
30 We received alternative division patterns based on nine and ten councillors for
Fenland. As in East Cambridgeshire, we are not persuaded that we have received
sufficient evidence to change the allocation of councillors for the district and have
decided our final recommendations in Fenland should allocate nine councillors. We
considered the alternative pattern of nine single-member divisions did not reflect the
statutory criteria, particularly in Christchurch, Elm, Manea and Wisbech St Mary
parishes. In particular, the locally proposed Waldersey division comprising these
parishes would not have clear boundaries. Furthermore, it would span a large
geographical area that would combine disparate communities that would not appear
to share community identities and interests. Therefore, we do not propose any
changes to our proposed division arrangements in Fenland with the exception of
Wisbech where we propose the divisions should reflect the district wards.
Huntingdonshire District
31 We received 47 submissions relating to Huntingdonshire, the majority of which
objected to our proposed St Neots East & Gransden division. Local councillors and
local residents argued against our proposals which included a large housing
development in St Neots in a division with Abbotsley, Great Gransden, Great Paxton,
Toseland, Waresley-cum-Tetworth and Yelling parishes. We have not made changes
to St Neots East & Gransden division because we could not find a suitable alternative
division pattern for St Neots that would meet our statutory criteria.
32 We also received objections to our proposed Somersham & Earith and Warboys
& The Stukeleys divisions. After considering the evidence received, we have made
some minor amendments to the draft recommendations and propose that Wyton-onthe-Hill parish be included in St Ives North division and that Broughton and Kings
Ripton parishes be included in Somersham & Earith division to provide for good
electoral equality. However, we could not find a suitable alternative division pattern
which places The Stukeleys and Warboys parishes in different divisions.
South Cambridgeshire District
33 We received 34 submissions relating to South Cambridgeshire. A number of
parishes provided evidence to support minor amendments to our draft
recommendations for the district. We also investigated potential alternative division
patterns for Northstowe & Over and Papworth & Swavesey divisions. However, we
could not find a suitable alternative division pattern that would meet our statutory
criteria.
34 We have decided to amend our draft recommendations by transferring Lolworth
parish to Bar Hill division and transferring Boxworth, Childerley and Knapwell
parishes to Papworth & Swavesey division. To improve electoral equality in
Cambourne division, the team proposes to include Little Gransden and Longstowe
parishes in Cambourne division. We have also created a two-member Sawston &
Shelford division which keeps the parishes of Sawston and Shelford and adjoining
parishes together in the same division.
8

Detailed divisions
35 The tables on pages 10–31 detail our final recommendations for each district in
Cambridgeshire. They detail how the proposed division arrangements reflect the
three statutory4 criteria of:
 Equality of representation
 Reflecting community interests and identities
 Providing for convenient and effective local government

4

Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009.
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Cambridge City
Division name
Abbey

Number
of Cllrs
1

Variance
2021
-9%

Description

Detail

This division lies in the east
of the city and comprises the
Barnwell community.

The response to our draft recommendations for this division
mainly consisted of local residents in Romsey who objected
to being included in our proposed Barnwell division. We also
received submissions from local residents in Barnwell
supporting the responses of Romsey residents. We received
a submission proposing that this division be named Abbey
rather than Barnwell. We consider that this name better
reflects the community within this division and so we are
adopting this name change as part of our final
recommendations.
We received support for Abbey division during the further
limited consultation. We consider this division reflects
community identities and provides for good electoral
equality. We therefore confirm Abbey divison as part of our
final recommendations.

Arbury

1

-2%

This division lies in the northwest of the city and
comprises the Arbury
community.

We did not receive any submissions specifically relating to
our proposals for Arbury division. However, the alternative
city-wide patterns received included proposals for Arbury
division which were notably different from our draft
recommendations. These changes were contingent on
accepting substantial modifications in the Castle and
Newnham areas of the city for which we had little evidence.
We therefore did not make changes to Arbury division.
We received four submissions specifically relating to Arbury
division during the further consultation. A local resident
proposed that Histon Road should be the division boundary
between Arbury and Castle areas. A local councillor
proposed that part of Victoria Road be transferred to Arbury

10

division. A Residents’ Association and two councillors
proposed that Windsor Road be transferred to a division with
the Castle area.
We are unable to accommodate the proposals relating to
Histon Road and Victoria road as this would require
substantial modifications in the Chesterton and King’s
Hedges area for which we have no evidence. However, we
consider the evidence to transfer Windsor Road to Castle &
Newnham division to be persuasive and have decided to
make this change. We are satisfied Arbury division reflects
community identities and provides for good electoral
equality. Subject to this minor change, we confirm our
proposed Arbury division as part of our final
recommendations.
Castle

1

-3%

This division comprises the
Castle area of Cambridge.

During consultation on our draft recommendations we
received 16 submissions relating to Castle & Newnham
division. The majority of submissions objected to the
proposals which included Castle and Newnham in a twomember division. We received alternative division patterns
for two single-member divisions. However, the changes
would require accepting substantial modifications in the
Arbury, Chesterton and King’s Hedges areas of Cambridge
for which we had no evidence. We therefore did not make
changes to Castle & Newnham division.
We received 22 submissions during the further limited
consultation relating to this division. The majority of
respondents reiterated their objection to a two-member
Castle & Newnham division. A political group and a local
resident submitted alternative proposals which used
Madingley Road as the boundary between two singlemember divisions. We also received evidence that Windsor
Road has close community links with Oxford Road,
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Richmond Road and other roads which access onto
Huntingdon Road.
The respondents argued that Castle has few direct road links
with Newnham. Castle also has its own separate community
facilities and does not look south in a community sense
toward Newnham. We consider the evidence received
provides a persuasive argument for a single-member
division comprising Castle. Furthermore, the evidence to
include Windsor Road in Castle division is supported by
persuasive evidence and we have decided to make this
change. A single-member division would provide for good
electoral equality and reflect community identities. We
therefore propose a single-member Castle division as part of
our final recommendations.
Cherry Hinton

1

5%

This division lies in the east
of the city and comprises the
Cherry Hinton community.

During consultation on our draft recommendations we did
not receive any submissions specifically relating to our
proposals for Cherry Hinton division. However, the
alternative city-wide patterns received were similar to our
draft recommendations.
During the further limited consultation, we received a
submission from a local resident relating to Cherry Hinton
division. They proposed to move cul-de-sacs off Cherry
Hinton Road, between Mowbray Road and Cherry Hinton
Hall into a division with Queen Edith’s. They also proposed
that Queen Edith’s Way, adjoining roads as well as land to
the east of Limekiln Road be transferred to Cherry Hinton
division. We consider that insufficient evidence has been
received to make this change. We have also received
support for the proposed Cherry Hinton division. Subject to a
minor change in the north of the division where we have
used part of the railway as the boundary, we confirm our
draft recommendations for Cherry Hinton division as final.
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Chesterton

1

5%

This division lies to the northeast of the city centre and is
bounded by the River Cam to
the south. The division
comprises the Chesterton
community.

During consultation on our draft recommendations we
received alternative city-wide proposals for new division
arrangements in Chesterton. The alternative proposals were
substantially different to our draft recommendations. These
changes were would require substantial modifications in the
Castle and Newnham areas of the city for which we had little
evidence.
We received a submission from a local councillor who
objected to our proposals for Chesterton division. However,
they did not put forward alternative for this division. As we
have received support for Chesterton division and we
consider the division reflects community identities, we
confirm this division as part of our final recommendations.

King’s Hedges

1

5%

This division lies to the north
of the city centre and
comprises the King’s Hedges
area and parts of the East
Chesterton community.

During consultation on our draft recommendations we
received alternative city-wide proposals for new division
arrangements in this part of the city. The alternative
proposals were substantially different to our draft
recommendations. These changes would require accepting
substantial modifications in the Arbury, Castle and Newnham
areas of the city for which we had little evidence.
We received support for King’s Hedges division during
further limited consultation. We consider this division reflects
community identities and provides for good electoral
equality. We therefore confirm King’s Hedges divison as part
of our final recommendations

Market

1

-2%

This division comprises the
centre of Cambridge,
Cambridge University
colleges and residential
areas west of East Road.
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In response to our draft recommendations we received
submissions from local residents objecting to our proposals
which divided this area using Mill Road. Alternative patterns
were submitted which proposed a Market division with the
division boundary following East Road and Lensfield Road.

Following further limited consultation we received 38
submissions relating to Market division. All but one of the
submissions supported the alternative proposals which
include most of the city centre and surrounding residential
areas in Market division. We received persuasive evidence
that Mill Road is a focal point where local residents on either
side of the road share community interests and facilities. We
consider that the alternative proposals better reflect the
Market community. The division also provides for good
electoral equality. Therefore, we propose this division as part
of our final recommendations.
Newnham

1

-12%

This division comprises the
Newnham area and Churchill
College to the north of
Madingley Road.

As mentioned in the Castle section of this report, we
received a number of submissions relating to Castle &
Newnham division during consultation on the draft
recommendations. The majority of respondents objected to a
two-member Castle & Newnham division. An alternative
proposal was received for a single-member Newnham
division. However this would require accepting substantial
changes in the north of Cambridge for which we had no
evidence.
During the further limited consultation 22 submissions were
received. The respondents reiterated their objections to
Castle & Newnham division. Two political party respondents
provided evidence that Newnham is a distinct and separate
community from Castle. The Newnham area also has
separate community facilities from Castle. It was further
argued that a single-member division should include those
residents to the north of Madingley Road and Churchill
College.
We consider the evidence on community identities received
from respondents to be persuasive, and justifies a singlemember Newnham division with a variance above 10%. The
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evidence clearly demonstrates Newnham is a distinct
community from Castle with few direct road links. Wepropose a single-member Newham division as part of our
final recommendations.
Petersfield

1

1%

This division comprises the
Newtown and Petersfield
areas of Cambridge.

In response to our draft recommendations we received
submissions from the local Residents’ Association and local
residents objecting to our proposals to use Mill Road as the
division boundary between St Matthew’s and St Paul’s
divisions. Alternative division patterns were submitted which
proposed a Petersfield division with the division boundary
following East Road and Lensfield Road.
Following further limited consultation we received 15
submissions. All the submissions received supported the
alternative proposals which use East Road and Lensfield
Road as the division boundary between this division and
Market division to the west. We also received submissions in
support of Newtown being included in the division. A political
group proposed a modification to Petersfield division which
included an area to the south of the Botanical Gardens, and
the Brooklands Avenue area in a single-member
Trumpington division. However we do not have sufficient
evidence from respondents in Petersfield division to make
this change. We consider our proposed Petersfield division
better reflects the community than our draft
recommendations. The division also provides for goodelectoral equality. We therefore propose Petersfield division
as part of our final recommendations.

Romsey

1

9%

This division comprises the
Romsey community between
Cherry Hinton Road and the
railway line.
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In response to our draft recommendations we received over
50 submissions objecting to our proposals to include part of
Romsey in Barnwell division. Alternative division patterns
were submitted which proposed to include Romsey in a
single division.

We received 33 submissions during further consultation
relating to Romsey division. All but one of the submissions
received supported the alternative proposals we put forward
which keep the Romsey community in a single division. A
political group proposed that the entirety of roads north of
Cherry Hinton Road from Hills Road to Perne Road be
included in Queen Edith’s division. However, we consider
that insufficient evidence has been received to make this
change. It would also result in an electoral variance of
greater than 10%. The alternative proposals for Romsey
division better reflect the local community than that proposed
in our draft recommendations. The division also provides for
good electoral equality. Therefore, we propose this division
as part of our final recommendations.
Trumpington &
Queen Edith’s

2

-4%

This division comprises the
areas of Trumpington and
Queen Edith’s.

In response to the draft recommendations, we received 16
submissions relating to the areas of Trumpington and Queen
Edith’s. In Trumpington, a local Residents’ Association
objected to the proposed Trumpington division. In Queen
Edith’s, 15 respondents objected to the proposed Queen
Edith’s division. We received alternative division patterns for
these areas which would both require substantial changes in
other parts of Cambridge for which had no evidence.
However, the evidence received persuasively argued our
proposals divided communities. Therefore, we created a twomember division which included both the Trumpington and
Queen Edith’s areas. We put this proposed division forward
during further limited consultation.
In response we received 18 submissions relating to this twomember division. The respondents in both areas argued
against the proposed two-member division. A political group
and local resident proposed two single-member divisions.
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This proposal was supported by local residents and
Residents’ Associations in in both areas.
After considering the submissions received here, we are
unable to accept the proposals for two single-member
divisions. The proposals of the political group would require
a substantial modification to Petersfield division. We have
not received evidence in support of this modification from
respondents in Petersfield division. In addition, the proposals
of a local resident would place the boundary along
Babraham Road. We are not persuaded that this proposal
reflects communities and is not supported by persuasive
evidence. We would rather put two distinct communities in
the same division rather than divide them between multiple
divisions in order to meet our statutory criteria. Therefore we
have decided to propose no changes to Trumpington &
Queen Edith’s division. This division provides for good
electoral equality and does not divide communities between
divisions. We confirm it as part of our final recommendations.
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East Cambridgeshire District

Ely East

Number
of Cllrs
1

Variance
2021
5%

Ely West

1

-7%

Division name

Fordham
Villages &
Soham South

2

Littleport East
& Soham North

1

7%

Littleport West

2

9%

8%

Description

Detail

This division comprises the
east of the city, the cathedral
area to the south, and
communities east of Lynn
Road.
This division comprises much
of the Ely community which is
bounded by the A10 and
A142 roads. The remainder
of the division is made up of
the rural area to the south
and west of Ely.
This division comprises
Burwell, Chippenham,
Fordham, Isleham, Kennett,
Reach, Snailwell, Swaffham
Bulbeck, Swaffham Prior and
Wicken parishes. It also
comprises the southern part
of Soham parish.
This division comprises the
eastern part of Littleport
parish, the eastern part of Ely
parish and northern part of
Soham parish.
This division comprises
Coveney, Downham,
Haddenham, Mepal,
Stretham, Sutton, Thetford,
Wentworth, Wilburton,
Witcham and Witchford

We received 38 submissions relating to East Cambridgeshire
district. The majority of respondents objected to the
allocation of councillors for the district, and our proposed
Fordham Villages & Soham South, Littleport East & Soham
North and Littleport West divisions. We also received
localised objections from parish councils located in our
proposed Littleport West division.
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We received alternative proposals which were based on
eight and nine single-member divisions. We have decided to
base our final recommendations on eight county councillors
for East Cambridgeshire. As stated earlier, we are not
persuaded that sufficient evidence was received to justify
changing the allocation of councillors to the district.
While the proposal based on eight councillors resulted in
divisions with reasonably good levels of electoral equality, it
created divisions comprising Ely and adjoining parishes with
poor internal access between communities. The proposals
would also result in dividing Downham parish between two
divisions. To provide for a uniform pattern of eight singlemember divisions which provide an effective balance of the
statutory criteria would require significant changes to the
proposals received for Ely. We do not have sufficient
evidence to make such changes.
We therefore propose to confirm the draft recommendations
for these five divisions in East Cambridgeshire as final
subject to a minor change in Littleport to allow the division
boundary to run behind Millfield and along Ely Road. While
we note the views and objections of respondents to our draft

Woodditton

1

-1%

parishes. The division also
comprises parts of Littleport
and Ely parishes.
This division comprises
Ashley, Bottisham, Brinkley,
Burrough Green, Cheveley,
Dullingham, Kirtling, Lode,
Stetchworth, Westley
Waterless and Woodditton
parishes.
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recommendations for East Cambridgeshire district, we
consider that our proposed divisions provide for the best
balance of the statutory criteria.
We did not receive any objections to our draft
recommendations for this division. We are satisfied
Woodditton division meets the statutory criteria and have
decided to confirm our draft recommendations as final.

Fenland District
Number
of Cllrs
1

Variance
2021
5%

March North &
Waldersey

2

7%

March South &
Rural

1

8%

Roman Bank &
Peckover

1

8%

Division name
Chatteris

Whittlesey
North

1

-7%

Whittlesey
South

1

0%

Description

Detail

This division comprises the
whole of Chatteris parish.
This division comprises the
northern part of March
parish and the parishes of
Christchurch, Elm and part
of Wisbech St Mary parish.
This division comprises the
southern part of March
parish and the parishes of
Manea and Wimblington.
This division comprises
Gorefield, Leverington,
Newton, Parson Drove and
Tydd St Giles parishes. It
also includes parts of
Wisbech and Wisbech St
Mary parishes.
This division comprises
Bassenhally, Stonald and
part of the St Andrews area.
This division comprises the
district wards of Benwick,
Coates & Eastrea and
Lattersey and part of the St
Andrews area. It also
comprises Benwick and
Doddington parishes and
the rural part of March
parish.

We received 29 submissions relating to Fenland district. The
majority of respondents objected to the allocation of
councillors for Fenland, and our proposed two-member March
North & Waldersey division. We also received localised
objections to our proposals in Whittlesey and Wisbech St
Mary parishes.
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We received alternative proposals which were based on nine
and 10 single-member divisions. We have decided to base
our final recommendations on nine county councillors for
Fenland as we are not persuaded that sufficient evidence was
received to justify changing the allocation of councillors to the
district.
The alternative proposals for Fenland received resulted in the
creation of a division which comprised Christchurch, Elm,
Manea and Wisbech St Mary parishes. On visiting the local
area, we noted that the proposed division did not have clear
road access between communities and did not reflect local
community identities. Furthermore, it would span a large
geographical area which would combine disparate
communities that do not appear to share community identities
and interests. Indeed, to traverse the proposed division by
road, particularly between Elm parish and Christchurch parish
requires leaving the county. Although this division results in
good electoral equality, we consider that it does not reflect
community identities or provide for effective and convenient
local government.

We also looked at whether we could propose an alternative
pattern of nine single-member divisions for Fenland district
which did not require the acceptance of the above division.
However, we were unable to find an alternative which would
adequately meet the statutory criteria.
We therefore propose that these six divisions are confirmed
as part of our final recommendations. While we note the views
and objections of respondents to our draft recommendations
for Fenland district, we are satisfied that our proposed
divisions will ensure good electoral equality and effective and
convenient local government.
Wisbech East

1

-2%

This division comprises the
district wards of Kirkgate,
Octavia Hill and Staithe.

Wisbech West

1

-1%

This division comprises the
district wards of Clarkson,
Medworth and Waterlees.
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We received an alternative division pattern for the two
Wisbech divisions which each comprised three of the six
district wards for the town. After considering this arrangement,
we are satisfied that it would better reflect the statutory criteria
in Wisbech. This division arrangement improves electoral
equality and provides for better coterminosity with the district
wards of Fenland. We also propose the divisions are named
Wisbech East and Wisbech West. We propose that these two
divisions are adopted as part of our final recommendations.

Huntingdonshire District
Number
of Cllrs
1

Variance
2021
-8%

Brampton &
Buckden

1

-3%

Godmanchester
& Huntingdon
South

1

-9%

Division name
Alconbury &
Kimbolton

Description

Detail

This division comprises
Alconbury, Alconbury Weston,
Barham & Woolley, Brington &
Molesworth, Buckworth,
Bythorn & Keyston, Catworth,
Covington, Easton, Ellington,
Great Gidding, Great
Staughton, Hail Weston,
Hamerton & Steeple Gidding,
Kimbolton, Leighton, Little
Gidding, Old Weston, Perry,
Spaldwick, Stow Longa,
Tilbrook, Upton & Coppingford
and Winwick parishes.
This division comprises
Brampton, Buckden,
Diddington, Grafham, Offord
Cluny & Offord D’Arcy and
Southoe & Midloe parishes.

We received a submission objecting to our proposed
division. We received an alternative pattern of divisions for
this part of the district. However, based on a 61 member
Council, a proposed Kimbolton division would have a
variance of greater than 10%. We consider that our
proposed division better reflects the statutory criteria and
propose that it is confirmed as final.

This division comprises
Godmanchester parish and a
part of Huntingdon parish to
the south of American Lane
and Priory Road.

We are satisfied that Godmanchester & Huntingdon South
division meets the statutory criteria. We received an
objection to include the Newtown area in our proposed
division from a local respondent. However they did not put
forward an alternative division pattern. Therefore we
propose this division is confirmed as final.
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We received support for our proposed division from a local
councillor. We received no other responses for this division.
Brampton & Buckden division provides for good electoral
equality, reflects communities and ensures effective and
convenient local government. We propose it is confirmed
as final.

Huntingdon
North &
Hartford

1

-1%

Huntingdon
West

1

-3%

Ramsey & Bury

1

1%

Sawtry & Stilton

1

Somersham &
Earith

1

This division comprises the
north of Huntingdon parish,
including the areas of Hartford
and Sapley.
This division comprises the
centre and west of Huntingdon
parish.
This division comprises Bury
and Ramsey parishes.

We received support for our proposed divisions in
Huntingdon from a local councillor. We are satisfied that
Huntingdon North & Hartford, and Huntingdon West
divisions reflect our statutory criteria and propose that both
divisions are confirmed as final.

7%

This division comprises
Alwalton, Chesterton,
Conington, Denton &
Caldecote, Elton, Folksworth &
Washingley, Glatton, Haddon,
Holme, Morborne, Sawtry,
Sibson-cum-Stibbington,
Stilton and Water Newton
parishes.

We received two submissions relating to this division. One
of the respondents objected to our draft recommendations.
A local councillor proposed our division name of Norman
Cross should be changed to Sawtry & Stilton. We are
persuaded by the councillor’s evidence that Sawtry is the
largest village in the division and is increasing in size due
to housing development. We consider the proposed name
better reflects communities in our proposed division.
Subject to this, we confirm our draft recommendations as
final.

-9%

This division comprises
Bluntisham, Broughton, Colne,
Earith, Kings Ripton, Old
Hurst, Pidley cum Fenton,

We received objections to our proposed division
arrangement. It was argued that Wyton-on-the-Hill parish
has little connection with the parishes of Somersham,
Earith and Bluntisham. It was proposed that Wyton-on-the-
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We received two submissions relating to this division. One
of the respondents supported our draft recommendations.
The other submission objected to our proposals. It was
argued that Bury is a rural community with different
interests to the market town of Ramsey. We investigated
the possibility of transferring Bury parish into Warboys &
The Stukeleys division, however this arrangement would
result in an electoral variance of 14%. We are unable to
find an alternative division pattern which would meet the
statutory criteria. We have therefore decided to confirm our
draft recommendations for this division as final.

Somersham and Woodhurst
parishes.

Hill be transferred to St Ives as it shares closer transport
and community links with the town. While such a transfer
improves electoral equality in St Ives North division, it
would result in 13% fewer electors per councillor in
Somersham & Earith division. To improve electoral equality,
we propose that Broughton and Kings Ripton parishes are
transferred to this division from our proposed Warboys &
The Stukeleys division.

St Ives North &
Wyton

1

3%

This division comprises the
north of St Ives parish and
Wyton-on-the-Hill parish.

We propose that Wyton-on-the-Hill parish is included with
this division from Somersham & Earith. We are persuaded
that Wyton-on-the-Hill has closer transport and community
links with St Ives. Our proposals also significantly improve
electoral equality in the division and provide for effective
and convenient local government.

St Ives South &
Needingworth

1

-8%

This division comprises the
south of St Ives parish and
Holywell-cum-Needingworth
parish.

We did not receive any objections to our draft
recommendations for this division. We are satisfied St Ives
South & Needingworth meets the statutory criteria and
have decided to confirm it as final.

St Neots East &
Gransden

1

0%

This division comprises part of
a new development in St
Neots, east of the railway and
Abbotsley, Great Gransden,
Great Paxton, Toseland,
Waresley-cum-Tetworth and
Yelling parishes.

We received a number of submissions objecting to our
proposed division for this area. It was argued by
councillors, local residents and parishes in the proposed
division that the Loves Farm development in St Neots town
should be included in a St Neots-based division.
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We investigated whether it was possible to include the
housing development in one of the St Neots divisions to the
west of the railway line. However this would result in poor
levels of electoral equality. We did not receive a viable
alternative for this area which would meet the statutory
criteria for St Neots and the adjoining rural parishes. We
have therefore decided to confirm our draft

recommendations for St Neots East & Gransden as final.
While we note the views of respondents in this area, we
consider that our proposed division provide for the best
balance of the statutory criteria.
St Neots
Eynesbury

1

-5%

This division comprises the
east of St Neots which
includes the Eynesbury area.

We received objections to our proposals to include the area
between Cambridge Street, Church Street and Fox Brook
in St Neots Eynesbury division. We do not consider that a
persuasive argument has been made to transfer this area
to St Neots Priory Park & Little Paxton division. We
consider our draft recommendations better reflect
communities as Church Meadow and adjoining roads have
access into Eynesbury over Fox Brook. We have therefore
decided to confirm our draft recommendations for this
division as final.

St Neots Priory
Park & Little
Paxton

1

2%

This division comprises the
parish of St Neots north of the
High Street and Little Paxton
parish.

We received specific comments relating to parish warding
arrangements in this area. We did not receive any
objections to our draft recommendations for this division.
We are satisfied that St Neots Priory Park & Little Paxton
meets the statutory criteria and have decided to confirm it
as final.

St Neots The
Eatons

1

-1%

This division comprises the
west of St Neots which
includes the Eaton Ford area.

We did not receive any objections to our draft
recommendations for this division. St Neots The Eatons
division provides for good electoral equality, reflects
communities and, in our view will ensure effective and
convenient local government. We have therefore decided to
confirm our draft recommendations for this division as final.

The
Hemingfords &
Fenstanton

1

-5%

This division comprises
Fenstanton, Hemingford
Abbots, Hemingford Grey,

We received responses to our proposed division which
made observations but did not provide any alternative
proposals. We are satisfied that our proposed division
provides for good electoral equality, reflects communities
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Warboys & The
Stukeleys

1

-5%

Hilton and Houghton & Wyton
parishes.

and effective and convenient local government. We have
therefore decided to confirm our draft recommendations for
this division as final.

This division comprises Abbots
Ripton, The Stukeleys,
Upwood & The Raveleys,
Warboys, Wistow and Wood
Walton parishes.

We received objections to our draft proposals in this area. It
was argued that The Stukeleys does not share strong
community identities with Warboys. It was proposed that
The Stukeleys be included with Alconbury & Kimbolton or
Brampton & Buckden divisions. This arrangement was
supported by a local parish council and local residents.
We investigated whether such an arrangement was
possible, however this would result in electoral variances of
28% more and 33% more electors per councillor for
Alconbury & Kimbolton and Brampton & Buckden divisions
respectively. We did not receive a suitable alternative
which would meet the statutory criteria. However, as stated
above, we have decided to amend our draft
recommendations between this division and Somersham &
Earith.

Yaxley & Farcet

1

1%

This division comprises Farcet
and Yaxley parishes.
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We received support for the draft recommendations relating
to this division. Yaxley & Farcet provides for good electoral
equality, reflects communities and effective and convenient
local government. We have therefore decided to confirm
our draft recommendations for this division as final.

South Cambridgeshire District
Number
of Cllrs
1

Variance
2021
2%

Cambourne

1

Cottenham &
Willingham

1

Division name
Bar Hill

Description

Detail

This division comprises Bar
Hill, Dry Drayton, Lolworth
and Girton parishes.

We received a submission which proposed that Lolworth
parish be transferred to Bar Hill division from Cambourne
division. It was argued that the parish is separated from
Cambourne by the A428 dual carriageway. We propose to
modify our draft recommendations to include Lolworth in Bar
Hill division. We are persuaded that Lolworth has closer links
with Bar Hill via the A14. Our proposed division also provides
for good electoral equality and reflects communities.

-10%

This division comprises
Bourn, Cambourne, Little
Gransden and Longstowe
parishes.

We received a submission which proposed that Boxworth,
Childerley, Knapwell and Lolworth parishes be transferred to
Papworth & Swavesey division from Cambourne division. On
visiting the area we discovered that Cambourne is separated
from these parishes by the A428 dual carriageway. The
parishes are also a considerable distance away from
Cambourne. We therefore propose that Boxworth, Childerley
and Knapwell parishes are included in Papworth &
Swavesey division where they share closer community
identities. To improve electoral equality in Cambourne
division we propose to include Little Gransden and
Longstowe parishes. We propose this division as part of our
final recommendations.

4%

This division comprises
Cottenham, Rampton and
Willingham parishes.

We received a submission which commented on particular
arrangements for Over and Willingham parishes. Having
considered the evidence received we are content this
division provides for good electoral equality and have
decided to confirm our draft recommendations as final.
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Duxford

1

-5%

This division comprises
Duxford, Fowlmere, Foxton,
Great & Little Chishill,
Heydon, Hinxton, Ickleton,
Pampisford, Shepreth,
Thriplow and Whittlesford
parishes.

We received three submissions relating to Duxford division.
Having considered the evidence received we propose that
Pampisford parish is included in the division. We are
satisfied with the evidence that Pampisford shares strong
community links with local parishes within the division. We
consider our proposed division reflects the statutory criteria
and confirm it as part of our final recommendations.

Fulbourn

1

6%

This division comprises the
southern part of Fen Ditton
parish. It also comprises
Fulbourn, Great Wilbraham,
Little Wilbraham, Stow cum
Quy and Teversham
parishes.

Our proposals for this division split Fen Ditton parish
between two divisions. We received an objection to this
arrangement which argued that the parish should be
included within an entire division. To propose this change
would result in poor electoral equality and the creation of a
detached division. Our proposals meet the statutory criteria
in this area and we have decided to confirm Fulbourn
division as part of our final recommendations.

Gamlingay

1

-4%

This division comprises
Abington Pigotts, Arrington,
Barrington, Croydon,
Gamlingay, Guilden Morden,
Hatley, Litlington, Orwell,
Shingay cum Wendy, Steeple
Morden, Tadlow and
Wimpole parishes.

We did not receive any objections to our draft proposals for
Gamlingay. However due to the transfer of Longstowe and
Little Gransden parishes to Cambourne division, Gamlingay
division would have a variance of 12% fewer electors. To
improve electoral equality we propose to include Litlington
parish.

Hardwick

1

4%

This division comprises
Barton, Caldecote,
Comberton, Coton,
Grantchester, Great
Eversden, Harlton, Hardwick,
Kingston, Little Eversden,
Madingley and Toft parishes.

We received five submissions which supported transferring
Madingley parish to Hardwick division. Having considered
the evidence received we propose to modify our draft
recommendations. We are content that Madingley parish has
strong community links with the local parishes in Hardwick
division. Our proposed division also provides for good
electoral equality and reflects community identities in this
area.
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Histon &
Impington

1

4%

This division comprises
Histon, Impington and
Orchard Park parishes.

We received support for our draft recommendations and
consider that our proposals meet the statutory criteria. We
have therefore decided to confirm our draft
recommendations for this division as final.

Linton

1

-1%

This division comprises
Balsham, Bartlow, Carlton,
Castle Camps, Great
Abington, Hildersham,
Horseheath, Linton, Little
Abington, Shudy Camps,
Weston Colville, West
Wickham and West Wratting
parishes.

We received support for our draft recommendations and
consider that our proposals meet the statutory criteria. We
have therefore decided to confirm our draft
recommendations for this division as final.

Longstanton,
Northstowe &
Over

1

1%

This division comprises
Longstanton, Oakington &
Westwick and Over parishes.

We received three submissions in relation to this division.
Having considered the evidence received we propose to
confirm our draft recommendations for this division as final
subject to a change of division name. We are unable to
include Oakington & Westwick parish in Bar Hill division as
this would result in poor electoral equality in both divisions.
In addition, to include Over parish in a division with Fen
Drayton, Swavesey and Willingham parishes would require
significant changes in adjoining divisions for which we have
received no evidence. One of the submissions proposed that
we reflect the name Longstanton in the name of the division.
We consider that the name of Longstanton, Northstowe &
Over provides a better reflection of communities and forms
part of our final recommendations.

Melbourn &
Bassingbourn

1

-8%

This division comprises
Bassingbourn cum
Kneesworth, Melbourn,

We received two submissions in relation to our proposed
division. It was argued that Shepreth parish should be
included in a division with Meldreth parish. However, to
adopt such an arrangement would result in a Duxford
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Meldreth and Whaddon
parishes.

division with 13% fewer electors per councillor. As a result of
changes in Gamlingay division we propose to transfer
Litlington parish to Gamlingay division in order to improve
electoral equality.

Papworth &
Swavesey

1

3%

This division comprises
Boxworth, Caxton,
Conington, Childerley,
Croxton, Elsworth, Eltisley,
Fen Drayton, Graveley,
Knapwell, Papworth Everard,
Papworth St Agnes and
Swavesey parishes.

We received two submissions in relation to our proposed
division. We are unable to accommodate an arrangement
which would result in Swavesey parish being included in a
division with Fen Drayton, Over and Willingham parishes as
this would require significant changes to adjoining divisions
for which we have no evidence. However, we propose to
include Boxworth, Childerley and Knapwell parishes from
Cambourne division as evidence suggests that these
parishes have stronger community links with local parishes
within our proposed division.

Sawston &
Shelford

2

-2%

This division comprises
Babraham, Great Shelford,
Harston, Haslingfield,
Hauxton, Little Shelford,
Newton, Sawston and
Stapleford parishes.

We received submissions from local respondents which
proposed that Great Shelford, Little Shelford and Stapleford
parishes be included in the same division. It was argued that
the parishes share close community links and facilities.
While it is possible to include both parishes in a singlemember division, it would require significant changes across
the district in order to provide for divisions which meet the
statutory criteria. Therefore, we propose to create a twomember division from our proposed Shelford and Sawston
divisions. This will ensure both parishes are not divided
between divisions. We also propose to transfer Pampisford
parish to Duxford division where, it was argued it shares
closer community identity with local parishes.
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Waterbeach

1

-5%

This division comprises the
northern part of Fen Ditton
parish. It also comprises
Horningsea, Landbeach,
Milton and Waterbeach
parishes.
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We received two submissions for Waterbeach division.
Having considered the evidence received, we propose to
confirm our draft recommendations for Waterbeach division
as final. We consider this division provides for the best
balance of statutory criteria.

Conclusions
36 Table 1 shows the impact of our final recommendations on electoral equality,
based on 2014 and 2021 electorate figures.
Table 1: Summary of electoral arrangements
Final recommendations
2014

2021

Number of councillors

61

61

Number of electoral divisions

56

56

Average number of electors per councillor

7,851

8,547

Number of divisions with a variance more
than 10% from the average

20

1

Number of divisions with a variance more
than 20% from the average

3

0

Final recommendation
Cambridgeshire County Council should comprise 61 councillors serving 51 singlemember divisions and five two-member divisions. The details and names are shown
in Table A1 and illustrated on the large maps accompanying this report.
Mapping
Sheet 1, Map 1 illustrates in outline form the proposed divisions for Cambridgeshire.
You can also view our final recommendations for Cambridgeshire on our
interactive maps at http://consultation.lgbce.org.uk

Parish electoral arrangements
37 As part of an electoral review, we are required to have regard to the statutory
criteria set out in Schedule 2 to the Local Democracy, Economic Development and
Construction Act 2009 (the 2009 Act). The Schedule provides that if a parish is to be
divided between different divisions it must also be divided into parish wards, so that
each parish ward lies wholly within a single ward. We cannot recommend changes to
the external boundaries of parishes as part of an electoral review.
38 Under the 2009 Act we only have the power to make changes to parish electoral
arrangements where these are as a direct consequence of our recommendations for
principal authority division arrangements. However, the district councils in
Cambridgeshire have powers under the Local Government and Public Involvement in
Health Act 2007 to conduct community governance reviews to effect changes to
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parish electoral arrangements.
39 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Ely, Fen Ditton, Huntingdon, Littleport, March, Soham, St
Neots, St Ives, Whittlesey and Wisbech St Mary parishes.
40 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Ely parish.
Final recommendation
City of Ely Council should retain 15 town councillors, representing six wards:
Chettisham (returning one member), Ely East (returning three members), Ely North
(returning three members), Ely West (returning six members), Prickwillow (returning
one member), and Stuntney (returning one member). The proposed parish ward
boundaries are illustrated and named on Map 1.
41 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Fen Ditton parish.
Final recommendation
Fen Ditton Parish Council should return nine parish councillors, as at present,
representing two wards: West (returning three members) and East (returning six
members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated and named on Map
1.
42 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Huntingdon parish.
Final recommendation
Huntingdon Town Council should return 19 town councillors, as at present,
representing five wards: Central (returning two members), East (returning four
members), North East (returning four members), South (returning two members)
and West (returning seven members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are
illustrated and named on Map 1.
43 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Littleport parish.
Final recommendation
Littleport Parish Council should return 15 parish councillors, as at present,
representing two wards: Littleport East (returning eight members) and Littleport
West (returning seven members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are
illustrated and named on Map 1.
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44 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for March parish.
Final recommendation
March Town Council should return 12 town councillors, as at present, representing
seven wards: Central (returning one member), East (returning three members),
Eastwood (returning one member), North (returning three members), Rural North
(returning one member), Rural South (returning one member) and South (returning
two members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated and named on
Map 1.
45 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Soham parish.
Final recommendation
Soham Town Council should comprise 14 town councillors, as at present,
representing three wards: Soham Central (returning one member), Soham North
(returning six members), and Soham South (returning seven members). The
proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated and named on Map 1.
46 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for St Neots parish.
Final recommendation
St Neots Town Council should return 21 town councillors, as at present,
representing seven wards: Church (returning one member), Crosshall (returning one
member), East (returning four members), Eaton Ford (returning three members),
Eaton Socon (returning three members), Eynesbury (returning six members) and
Priory Park (returning three members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are
illustrated and named on Map 1.
47 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for St Ives parish.
Final recommendation
St Ives Town Council should return 17 town councillors, as at present, representing
four wards: Beech (returning one member), North (returning seven members), South
(returning seven members) and West (returning two members). The proposed
parish ward boundaries are illustrated and named on Map 1.
48 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Whittlesey parish.
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Final recommendation
Whittlesey Town Council should return 14 town councillors, as at present,
representing nine wards: Bassenhally (returning three members), Coates & Eastrea
(returning three members), Delph (returning one member), Elm (returning one
member), Lattersey (returning two members), St Andrews (returning one member),
St Marys North (returning one member), St Marys South (returning one member)
and Stonald (returning one member). The proposed parish ward boundaries are
illustrated and named on Map 1.
49 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Wisbech St Mary parish.
Final recommendation
Wisbech St Mary Parish Council should return 11 parish councillors, as at present,
representing two wards: Murrow (returning three members) and Wisbech St Mary
(returning eight members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated and
named on Map 1.

35

3

What happens next?

50 We have now completed our review of Cambridgeshire County Council. The
recommendations must now be approved by Parliament. A draft Order – the legal
document which brings into force our recommendations – will be laid in Parliament.
Subject to parliamentary scrutiny, the new electoral arrangements will come into force
at the local elections in 2017.

Equalities
51 This report has been screened for impact on equalities; with due regard being
given to the general equalities duties as set out in section 149 of the Equality Act
2010. As no potential negative impacts were identified, a full equality impact analysis
is not required.
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Appendix A
Table A1: Final recommendations for Cambridgeshire County Council

Division name

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2014)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2021)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Cambridge City
1

Abbey

1

7,649

7,649

-3%

7,794

7,794

-9%

2

Arbury

1

7,382

7,382

-6%

8,404

8,404

-2%

3

Castle

1

6,364

6,364

-19%

8,325

8,325

-3%

4

Cherry Hinton

1

8,750

8,750

11%

8,945

8,945

5%

5

Chesterton

1

8,679

8,679

11%

8,977

8,977

5%

6

King’s Hedges

1

9,029

9,029

15%

8,996

8,996

5%

7

Market

1

7,839

7,839

0%

8,361

8,361

-2%

8

Newnham

1

7,504

7,504

-5%

7,547

7,547

-12%

9

Petersfield

1

8,267

8,267

5%

8,618

8,618

1%

10

Romsey

1

8,981

8,981

14%

9,328

9,328

9%

11

Trumpington &
Queen Edith’s

2

12,715

6,358

-19%

16,455

8,228

-4%
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Table A1 (cont.): Final recommendations for Cambridgeshire County Council

Division name

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2014)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2021)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

East Cambridgeshire District
12

Ely East

1

6,914

6,914

-12%

8,960

8,960

5%

13

Ely West

1

7,581

7,581

-3%

7,960

7,960

-7%

2

16,514

8,257

5%

18,489

9,245

8%

1

8,957

8,957

14%

9,132

9,132

7%

14
15

Fordham Villages
& Soham South
Littleport East &
Soham North

16

Littleport West

2

17,456

8,728

11%

18,649

9,325

9%

17

Woodditton

1

8,108

8,108

3%

8,460

8,460

-1%

1

8,115

8,115

3%

8,975

8,975

5%

2

17,889

8,945

14%

18,351

9,176

7%

1

7,909

7,909

1%

9,234

9,234

8%

1

8,992

8,992

15%

9,250

9,250

8%

Fenland District
18
19
20
21

Chatteris
March North &
Waldersey
March South &
Rural
Roman Bank &
Peckover
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Table A1 (cont.): Final recommendations for Cambridgeshire County Council

Division name

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2014)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2021)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

22

Whittlesey North

1

7,565

7,565

-4%

7,910

7,910

-7%

23

Whittlesey South

1

8,436

8,436

7%

8,530

8,530

0%

24

Wisbech East

1

8,025

8,025

2%

8,397

8,397

-2%

25

Wisbech West

1

7,944

7,944

1%

8,453

8,453

-1%

1

7,866

7,866

0%

7,890

7,890

-8%

1

8,013

8,013

2%

8,320

8,320

-3%

1

6,834

6,834

-13%

7,813

7,813

-9%

1

8,500

8,500

8%

8,497

8,497

-1%

Huntingdonshire District
26
27
28
29

Alconbury &
Kimbolton
Brampton &
Buckden
Godmanchester &
Huntingdon South
Huntingdon North
& Hartford

30

Huntingdon West

1

6,788

6,788

-14%

8,310

8,310

-3%

31

Ramsey & Bury

1

8,179

8,179

4%

8,670

8,670

1%

32

Sawtry & Stilton

1

9,077

9,077

16%

9,110

9,110

7%

1

7,692

7,692

-2%

7,790

7,790

-9%

1

8,340

8,340

6%

8,785

8,785

3%

33
34

Somersham &
Earith
St Ives North &
Wyton
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Table A1 (cont.): Final recommendations for Cambridgeshire County Council

Division name
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2014)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2021)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

1

7,790

7,790

-1%

7,845

7,845

-8%

1

4,669

4,669

-41%

8,560

8,560

0%

1

7,960

7,960

1%

8,111

8,111

-5%

1

8,504

8,504

8%

8,723

8,723

2%

1

8,687

8,687

11%

8,466

8,466

-1%

1

7,628

7,628

-3%

8,100

8,100

-5%

1

5,751

5,751

-27%

8,140

8,140

-5%

1

8,479

8,479

8%

8,650

8,650

1%

St Ives South &
Needingworth
St Neots East &
Gransden
St Neots
Eynesbury
St Neots Priory
Park & Little
Paxton
St Neots The
Eatons
The Hemingfords
& Fenstanton
Warboys & The
Stukeleys
Yaxley & Farcet

South Cambridgeshire District
43

Bar Hill

1

7,337

7,337

-7%

8,760

8,760

2%

44

Cambourne

1

7,224

7,224

-8%

7,720

7,720

-10%

45

Cottenham &
Willingham

1

8,163

8,163

4%

8,900

8,900

4%

46

Duxford

1

8,130

8,130

4%

8,140

8,140

-5%
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Table A1 (cont.): Final recommendations for Cambridgeshire County Council

Division name

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2014)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2021)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance from
average
%

47

Fulbourn

1

7,086

7,086

-10%

9,069

9,069

6%

48

Gamlingay

1

8,070

8,070

3%

8,230

8,230

-4%

49

Hardwick

1

8,718

8,718

11%

8,920

8,920

4%

50

Histon &
Impington

1

7,986

7,986

2%

8,850

8,850

4%

51

Linton

1

8,420

8,420

7%

8,440

8,440

-1%

1

5,888

5,888

-25%

8,590

8,590

1%

1

7,836

7,836

0%

7,870

7,870

-8%

1

7,010

7,010

-11%

8,830

8,830

3%

2

14,810

7,405

-6%

16,690

8,345

-2%

Waterbeach

1

7,909

7,909

1%

8,091

8,091

-5%

Totals

61

478,908

–

–

521,380

–

–

Averages

–

–

7,851

–

–

8,547

–

52
53
54
55
56

Longstanton,
Northstowe &
Over
Melbourn &
Bassingbourn
Papworth &
Swavesey
Sawston &
Shelford

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


Cambridgeshire County Council

District Councils





Cambridge City Council
East Cambridgeshire District Council
Fenland District Council
Huntingdonshire District Council

Political Groups







Cambridge City Liberal Democrat Group
Cambridge Green Party
Cambridgeshire County Council Liberal Democrat Group
Cambridgeshire County Council Labour Group
North East Cambridgeshire Conservative Association
South East Cambridgeshire Conservative Association

Councillors (County, District and Parish)

















Councillor A. Bailey (Cambridge County Council & East Cambridgeshire District
Council)
Councillor A. Riley (South Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor A. Taylor (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor B. Hunt (East Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor B. Waters (South Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor B. Boddington (Huntingdonshire District Council)
Councillors C. Ambrose Smith and D. Ambrose Smith (East Cambridgeshire
District Council)
Councillor C. Boden (Fenland District Council)
Councillor C. Boden (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor C. Saunderson (Fenstanton Parish Council)
Councillor D. Harty (Huntingdonshire District Council)
Councillor D. Baigent (Cambridge City Council)
Councillor D. Mason (Fenland District Council)
Councillor D. Brown (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor D. Laws (Fenland District Council)
Councillor E. Dorling (Fenland District Council)
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Councillor F. Burkitt (South Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor F. Yeulett (Fenland District Council)
Councillor G. Booth (Fenland District Council)
Councillor J. Chitty (Brampton Parish Council)
Councillor J. Webber (East Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor J. Windle (Whittlesey Town Council)
Councillor J. Wisson (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor K. Owen (Fenland District Council)
Councillor K. Mayor (Fenland District Council)
Councillor L. Harford (South Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor L. Dupré (East Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor M. Shellens (Huntingdonshire District Council)
Councillor P. Downes (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor P. Clapp (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor S. Bywater (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor S. Bligh (Fenland District Council)
Councillor S. Hoy (Cambridgeshire County Council and Fenland District
Council)
Councillor S. King (Fenland District Council)
Councillor S. Count (Fenland District Council)
Councillor T. Sanderson (Huntingdonshire District Council)
Councillor V. Sanders (Cambridge City Council)

Local Organisations






Christ Pieces Residents’ Association
South Petersfield Residents’ Association
Trumpington Residents’ Association
Windsor Road Residents’ Association
North East Cambridgeshire Conservative Association (Whittlesey Branch)

Members of Parliament


Steve Barclay MP (North East Cambridgeshire)

Parish and town councils










Barton Parish Council
Burwell Parish Council
Bury Parish Council
Cambourne Parish Council
Catworth Parish Council
Caxton Parish Council
Chatteris Town Council
City of Ely Council
Doddington Parish Council
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Dullingham Parish Council
Elton Parish Council
Farcet Parish Council
Fen Ditton Parish Council
Foxton Parish Council
Grantchester Parish Council
Great Gransden Parish Council
Great Paxton Parish Council
Great Shelford Parish Council
Haddenham Parish Council
Hail Weston Parish Council
Histon & Impington Parish Council
Little Abington Parish Council
Little Downham Parish Council
Littleport Parish Council
Lolworth Parish Meeting
Longstanton Parish Council
Madingley Parish Council
Meldreth Parish Council
Oakington and Westwick Parish Council
Over Parish Council
Pampisford Parish Council
Parson Drove Parish Council
Reach Parish Council
St Ives Town Council
St Neots Town Council
Stetchworth Parish Council
Stukeleys Parish Council
Sutton Parish Council
Swavesey Parish Council
Warboys Parish Council
Waterbeach Parish Council
Whaddon Parish Council
Whittlesey Town Council
Willingham Parish Council
Wisbech Town Council
Witcham Parish Council
Witchford Parish Council
Yelling Parish Council

Local residents


151 local residents
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Further limited consultation in Cambridge
All submissions received can also be viewed on our website at
http://www.lgbce.org.uk/current-reviews/eastern/cambridgeshire/cambridgeshirecounty-council
County Council


Cambridgeshire County Council

Political Groups





Cambridgeshire County Council Labour Group
Cambridge Liberal Democrat Group
Newnham Labour Party
Newnham Liberal Democrats

Local Organisations






Bentley Road and Newton Road Residents' Association
South Acre, Latham and Chaucer Road Residents' Association
South Petersfield Residents' Association
Trumpington Residents' Association
Windsor Road Residents' Association

Councillors









Councillor A. Bailey (Cambridge City Council)
Councillor C. Boden (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillors J. Hipkin (Cambridgeshire County Council and Cambridge City
Council) and M-L. Holland (Cambridge City Council)
Councillor B. Hunt (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor I. Manning (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor S. Meftah (Cambridge City Council)
Councillor C. O'Reilly (Cambridge City Council)
Councillor C. Smart (Cambridge City Council)

Local residents


96 local residents
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Appendix C
Glossary and abbreviations
Council size

The number of councillors elected to
serve on a council

Electoral Change Order (or Order)

A legal document which implements
changes to the electoral
arrangements of a local authority

Division

A specific area of a county, defined
for electoral, administrative and
representational purposes. Eligible
electors can vote in whichever
division they are registered for the
candidate or candidates they wish to
represent them on the county council

Electoral fairness

When one elector’s vote is worth the
same as another’s

Electoral inequality

Where there is a difference between
the number of electors represented
by a councillor and the average for
the local authority

Electorate

People in the authority who are
registered to vote in elections. For the
purposes of this report, we refer
specifically to the electorate for local
government elections

Number of electors per councillor

The total number of electors in a local
authority divided by the number of
councillors

Over-represented

Where there are fewer electors per
councillor in a ward or division than
the average
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Parish

A specific and defined area of land
within a single local authority
enclosed within a parish boundary.
There are over 10,000 parishes in
England, which provide the first tier of
representation to their local residents

Parish council

A body elected by electors in the
parish which serves and represents
the area defined by the parish
boundaries. See also ‘Town council’

Parish (or Town) council electoral
arrangements

The total number of councillors on
any one parish or town council; the
number, names and boundaries of
parish wards; and the number of
councillors for each ward

Parish ward

A particular area of a parish, defined
for electoral, administrative and
representational purposes. Eligible
electors vote in whichever parish
ward they live for candidate or
candidates they wish to represent
them on the parish council

Town council

A parish council which has been
given ceremonial ‘town’ status. More
information on achieving such status
can be found at www.nalc.gov.uk

Under-represented

Where there are more electors per
councillor in a ward or division than
the average

Variance (or electoral variance)

How far the number of electors per
councillor in a ward or division varies
in percentage terms from the average

Ward

A specific area of a district or
borough, defined for electoral,
administrative and representational
purposes. Eligible electors can vote in
whichever ward they are registered
for the candidate or candidates they
wish to represent them on the district
or borough council
47
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Hinds, Alex
26 January 2016 10:18
Tracy Piper
RE: Cambridgeshire County final

Thanks Tracy.
I will take a look and get back to you, if anything.
A
Alex Hinds
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1274 | Twitter: https://twitter.com/LGBCE
Email: alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk Web: www.lgbce.org.uk



Think of the environment...please don't print this e-mail unless you really need to

From: Tracy Piper [mailto:
Sent: 26 January 2016 10:
To: Hinds, Alex <alex.hinds
bce.org.uk>
Subject: RE: Cambridgeshire County final
Morning Alex

I have put Cambs_F_Sht1_V1.pdf and Cambs_F_SH1_ED and Cambs_F_Sh1_PW tables in the ftp for you.
Any problems please let me know.
Kind Regards
Tracy

Tracy Piper
Boundaries Specialist
Boundaries, Ordnance Survey

Adanac Drive, Southampton, United Kingdom, SO16 0AS
responsibility before printing this email.

1

From: Hinds, Alex [mailto:alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk]
Sent: 21 Jan
To: Lorraine
>
Cc: Tracy Pip
- East Cambridgeshire wards
Subject: Cam
Good morning Lorraine and Tracy,
As discussed earlier. The Cambridgeshire map should reflect the district wards and parish wards currently at
consultation in the East Cambridgeshire district review. Also as you said the mapping to come in the middle of next
week.
Tracy, if there are any further queries, just give me call/email.
Thanks
A
Alex Hinds
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1274 | Twitter: https://twitter.com/LGBCE
Email: alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk Web: www.lgbce.org.uk



Think of the environment...please don't print this e-mail unless you really need to

This email is only intended for the person to whom it is addressed and may contain confidential
information. If you have received this email in error, please notify the sender and delete this email which
must not be copied, distributed or disclosed to any other person.
Unless stated otherwise, the contents of this email are personal to the writer and do not represent the official
view of Ordnance Survey. Nor can any contract be formed on Ordnance Survey's behalf via email. We
reserve the right to monitor emails and attachments without prior notice.

Thank you for your cooperation.
Ordnance Survey Limited (Company Registration number 09121572)
Registered Office: Explorer House
Adanac Drive
Southampton SO16 0AS
Tel: 03456 050505
http://www.os.uk
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From:
Sent:
To:

Hinds, Alex
26 January 2016 15:06
Morrison, William; Starkie, Emily; Cooper, Mark; Pascoe, Mark; Owen, David; Ward,
Lucy; Kingsley, Paul
Urgent Cambridgeshire appeal

Subject:

Is anyone free to do a quick audit of two areas for the Cambridgeshire review. You only need to do Cambridge only.
The rest has been audited.
I am happy to show you through it.
Thanks.
Alex Hinds
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1274 | Twitter: https://twitter.com/LGBCE
Email: alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk Web: www.lgbce.org.uk
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Palacky, Alex

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka
27 January 2016 08:53
Hinds, Alex
Cambridge Final rec published

Hey Alex,

Can you please send me the following information by the close of day on 3rd Feb.









Polygons and proforma
Number of councillors we are minded to go with and what the previous number was
Number of summaries the council wants
Parishes with electoral changes?
Link to the signed off report
Link to the signed off map
Jpeg of final recommendations
Blurb for the summary

If you need a hand with anything then just let me know,
Cheer
Mish

1

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Porter, Johanna
27 January 2016 12:23
Hinds, Alex
FW: Cambridgeshire

Could you explain to Lucy what needs doing please?

-Johanna Porter
Review Manager
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
DD: 0330 500 1279
SB: 0330 500 1525
E: johanna.porter@lgbce.org.uk
How are we doing? Click here to give us your views.

From: Ward, Lucy
Sent: 27 January 2016 12:06
To: Porter, Johanna <johanna.porter@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Re: Cambridgeshire

Is it just those two counts, or the paper too? If it's just those counts then that's fine but if it's a whole audit
I'm not sure as I'll need to get on with the East Sussex mapping an papers pretty soon.
From: Porter, Johanna
Sent: 27 January 2016 12:03
To: Ward, Lucy
Subject: Cambridgeshire
Hi,

Do you have time to audit Cambridgeshire this week/early next week? There are two counts of around 600 electors
to verify. It launches on the 9th.
-Johanna Porter
Review Manager
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor Millbank Tower, Millbank
London, SW1P 4QP.
DD: 0330 500 1279
SB: 0330 500 1525
F: 0330 500 1526
E: johanna.porter@lgbce.org.uk
W: www.lgbce.org.uk
T: @lgbce

1

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Hinds, Alex
27 January 2016 12:30
Ward, Lucy
Porter, Johanna
RE: Cambridgeshire

Hi Lucy,
This is very quick audit. Two counts, about 600 electors each, for Cambridge only. The report has been cleared by
Richard, Jolyon and even Colin so no need to audit it unless you feel compelled. I have included the relevant links to
help you. Any questions just let me know.
X:\REVIEWS\Current Reviews\Reviews A - E\Cambridgeshire\4.3 Audit trail - Final
recommendations\Cambridgeshire_workspace.wor
X:\REVIEWS\Current Reviews\Reviews A - E\Cambridgeshire\4.3 Audit trail - Final
recommendations\Cambridgeshire final recs (Cambridge).xlsx
X:\REVIEWS\Current Reviews\Reviews A - E\Cambridgeshire\4.1 Briefing notes and scheme
development\Cambridgeshire Electorate proforma 2016-01-07.xlsx

Thank you Lucy.
Alex Hinds
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1274 | Twitter: https://twitter.com/LGBCE
Email: alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk Web: www.lgbce.org.uk
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From: Porter, Johanna
Sent: 27 January 2016 12:23
To: Hinds, Alex <alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: FW: Cambridgeshire

Could you explain to Lucy what needs doing please?

-Johanna Porter
Review Manager
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
DD: 0330 500 1279
SB: 0330 500 1525
E: johanna.porter@lgbce.org.uk
How are we doing? Click here to give us your views.

1

From: Ward, Lucy
Sent: 27 January 2016 12:06
To: Porter, Johanna <johanna.porter@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Re: Cambridgeshire

Is it just those two counts, or the paper too? If it's just those counts then that's fine but if it's a whole audit
I'm not sure as I'll need to get on with the East Sussex mapping an papers pretty soon.
From: Porter, Johanna
Sent: 27 January 2016 12:03
To: Ward, Lucy
Subject: Cambridgeshire
Hi,

Do you have time to audit Cambridgeshire this week/early next week? There are two counts of around 600 electors
to verify. It launches on the 9th.
-Johanna Porter
Review Manager
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor Millbank Tower, Millbank
London, SW1P 4QP.
DD: 0330 500 1279
SB: 0330 500 1525
F: 0330 500 1526
E: johanna.porter@lgbce.org.uk
W: www.lgbce.org.uk
T: @lgbce

How are we doing? Click here to give us your views.

2

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ward, Lucy
27 January 2016 12:47
Hinds, Alex
Re: Cambridgeshire

Hi Alex

No prob, I'll get on it tomorrow.
Best
Lucy

From: Hinds, Alex
Sent: 27 January 2016 12:29
To: Ward, Lucy
Cc: Porter, Johanna
Subject: RE: Cambridgeshire
Hi Lucy,
This is very quick audit. Two counts, about 600 electors each, for Cambridge only. The report has been cleared by
Richard, Jolyon and even Colin so no need to audit it unless you feel compelled. I have included the relevant links to
help you. Any questions just let me know.
X:\REVIEWS\Current Reviews\Reviews A - E\Cambridgeshire\4.3 Audit trail - Final
recommendations\Cambridgeshire_workspace.wor
X:\REVIEWS\Current Reviews\Reviews A - E\Cambridgeshire\4.3 Audit trail - Final
recommendations\Cambridgeshire final recs (Cambridge).xlsx
X:\REVIEWS\Current Reviews\Reviews A - E\Cambridgeshire\4.1 Briefing notes and scheme
development\Cambridgeshire Electorate proforma 2016-01-07.xlsx
Thank you Lucy.
Alex Hinds
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1274 | Twitter: https://twitter.com/LGBCE
Email: alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk Web: www.lgbce.org.uk
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From: Porter, Johanna
Sent: 27 January 2016 12:23
To: Hinds, Alex <alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: FW: Cambridgeshire

Could you explain to Lucy what needs doing please?

1

-Johanna Porter
Review Manager
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
DD: 0330 500 1279
SB: 0330 500 1525
E: johanna.porter@lgbce.org.uk
How are we doing? Click here to give us your views.

From: Ward, Lucy
Sent: 27 January 2016 12:06
To: Porter, Johanna <johanna.porter@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Re: Cambridgeshire

Is it just those two counts, or the paper too? If it's just those counts then that's fine but if it's a whole audit
I'm not sure as I'll need to get on with the East Sussex mapping an papers pretty soon.
From: Porter, Johanna
Sent: 27 January 2016 12:03
To: Ward, Lucy
Subject: Cambridgeshire
Hi,

Do you have time to audit Cambridgeshire this week/early next week? There are two counts of around 600 electors
to verify. It launches on the 9th.
-Johanna Porter
Review Manager
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor Millbank Tower, Millbank
London, SW1P 4QP.
DD: 0330 500 1279
SB: 0330 500 1525
F: 0330 500 1526
E: johanna.porter@lgbce.org.uk
W: www.lgbce.org.uk
T: @lgbce

How are we doing? Click here to give us your views.

2

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Cleverly, Karen
28 January 2016 16:15
Buck, Richard; Hinds, Alex
FW: Minutes
MinutesLGBCE(16)1st-2016-01-19.docx

Hi Richard and Alex,

Please would you check the Cambridgeshire wording, highlighted yellow, following Colin’s amendments (which I
have accepted).
Thanks
Karen

From: Colin Mellors [mailto:
Sent: 28 January 2016 15:23
To: Cleverly, Karen <Karen.cleverly@lgbce.org.uk>
Cc: Jackson, Jolyon <jolyon.jackson@lgbce.org.uk>; Bowell, Marcus <marcus.bowell@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Minutes

Hi Karen

Thanks for doing the minutes so quickly. Have suggested a few changes ...mainly because we had a few
difficult items this time. so wanted to get words absolutely precise. Hope they make sense as track
marked. A couple of things to highlight.

2. Again for consistency, I have imported the wording (and augmented a bit) re the cambridgridgshre review
(both where there was an error and where we have divided one two-member division but not the other) Can
you get Alex to check the wording carefully to ensure that I have not misinterpreted anything.

3. Small point (for consistency between paper numbering and agenda item numbering) would be inclined to
reverse order of Cambridgeshire and Bexley discussions - I know that we took them in a different order for
convenience but don't think that this needs to be reflected in the minutes. It makes no material difference to
what we decided.
Hope this is helpful
Best Wishes
Colin
-Professor Colin Mellors
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Cleverly, Karen
28 January 2016 16:15
Buck, Richard; Hinds, Alex
FW: Minutes
MinutesLGBCE(16)1st-2016-01-19.docx

Hi Richard and Alex,

Please would you check the Cambridgeshire wording, highlighted yellow, following Colin’s amendments (which I
have accepted).
Thanks
Karen

From: Colin Mellors [mailto:
Sent: 28 January 2016 15:23
To: Cleverly, Karen <Karen.cleverly@lgbce.org.uk>
Cc: Jackson, Jolyon <jolyon.jackson@lgbce.org.uk>; Bowell, Marcus <marcus.bowell@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Minutes

Hi Karen

Thanks for doing the minutes so quickly. Have suggested a few changes ...mainly because we had a few
difficult items this time. so wanted to get words absolutely precise. Hope they make sense as track
marked. A couple of things to highlight.

(both where there was an error and where we have divided one two-member division but not the other) Can
you get Alex to check the wording carefully to ensure that I have not misinterpreted anything.
3. Small point (for consistency between paper numbering and agenda item numbering) would be inclined to
reverse order of Cambridgeshire and Bexley discussions - I know that we took them in a different order for
convenience but don't think that this needs to be reflected in the minutes. It makes no material difference to
what we decided.
Hope this is helpful
Best Wishes
Colin
-Professor Colin Mellors

1

7.
Cambridgeshire - Final Recommendations for Cambridge City –
LGBCE (16)07
This item was chaired by Professor Paul Wiles.
The review of Cambridgeshire County Council had commenced on 21 October 2014.
According to the latest available electoral figures, 32 per cent of divisions had
variances greater than 10 per cent.
At its meeting on 21 October 2014, the Commission had been minded to agree a
council size of 63. This was further reduced to 61 during development of the draft
recommendations to provide for a better allocation between districts. The
Commission subsequently, on 21 April 2015, agreed Draft Recommendations.
Following publication, 253 submissions had been received commenting on the Draft
Recommendations. On 20 October 2015, the Commission agreed Final
Recommendations for four of the five districts of Cambridgeshire and agreed to
conduct further limited consultation in the Cambridge City area.
Following publication, a further 114 submissions had been received commenting on
the further limited consultation in the Cambridge City area and these had been
considered carefully in the context of the statutory criteria.
During the development of the final recommendations an error had been discovered
in the electorate count in the Abbey and Romsey areas which would result in Abbey
division having a 16% electoral variance. This had necessitated a boundary
modification between the proposed Abbey and Petersfield divisions. Accordingly, the
boundary between these two divisions had been moved further south in order to
achieve good electoral equality for Abbey division. The Commission was assured
that there had been no representations made from within this area at any stage in
the review, that ground detail was consistent with such a change and that, indeed,
the revised boundary in this area coincided with part of a larger boundary that had
been suggested at an earlier stage of the review.
The review team also proposed a minor amendment to the division boundary in the
Arbury and Castle areas of the city to reflect the evidence received during
consultation.
The Commission considered the Final Recommendations in detail, informed by the
statutory criteria and taking into account the submissions received following
publication of the Draft Recommendations and during the further limited consultation.
In the Castle & Newham area where a two-member division was proposed,
Commissioners were persuaded by evidence received that the area would be best
served by two single-member divisions, accepting that this would create a variance
of -12%.
In the Trumpington & Queen Edith’s area, where a two-member division was
proposed, submissions were received in support of two single-member divisions. It
was noted that this would require either making substantial changes to Petersfield

division (in order to follow the railway line) which would be inconsistent with the
support received for the latter area or follow Babraham Road where there had been
no evidence in support of making this modification. An alternative approach was not
possible without an unacceptable level of electoral inequality. Commissioners
agreed that there was not persuasive evidence for splitting the area.
The Commission agreed the Final Recommendations as presented with
amendments in the following areas:


Castle and Newham area.

Agreed
Final Recommendations for Cambridgeshire County Council – Cambridge City area
as modified.

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Colin Mellors <
28 January 2016
Hinds, Alex
Buck, Richard; Jackson, Jolyon
Re: Cambridgeshire final recommendations
cm LGBCE (16) XX Appendix A - Cambridgeshire final recommendations
2016-02-09-2.docx

Hi Alex
thanks for this. Have only made a couple of stylistic changes in both body and the detailed division
descriptions (track marked)
In respect of the latter do you need a single anodyne sentence explaining where (not why which you have
already done) the new boundary goes to accommodate the the miscount issue?
Best Wishes
Colin
On 25 January 2016 at 10:56, Hinds, Alex <alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk> wrote:
Hi Colin,

Richard and Jolyon have read the Cambridgeshire report.

I am sending you the report for any additional comments you may have. I have outlined the specific changes in red.

Thanks,

Alex Hinds
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1274 | Twitter: https://twitter.com/LGBCE
Email: alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk Web: www.lgbce.org.uk
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-Professor Colin Mellors
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Final recommendations on the
new electoral arrangements for
Cambridgeshire County Council

Electoral review

February 2016

Translations and other formats
For information on obtaining this publication in another language
or in a large-print or Braille version please contact the Local
Government Boundary Commission for England:
Tel: 0330 500 1525
Email: reviews@lgbce.org.uk
The mapping in this report is reproduced from OS mapping by the Local Government
Boundary Commission for England with the permission of the Controller of Her Majesty’s
Stationery Office, © Crown Copyright. Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown
Copyright and may lead to prosecution or civil proceedings.
Licence Number: GD 100049926 2016
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Summary
Who we are
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England (LGBCE) is an
independent body set up by Parliament. We are not part of government or any
political party. We are accountable to Parliament through a committee of MPs chaired
by the Speaker of the House of Commons.
Our main role is to carry out electoral reviews of local authorities throughout England.

Electoral review
An electoral review examines and proposes new electoral arrangements for a local
authority. A local authority’s electoral arrangements decide:




How many councillors are needed
How many wards or electoral divisions should there be, where are their
boundaries and what should they be called
How many councillors should represent each ward or division

Why Cambridgeshire?
We are conducting an electoral review of Cambridgeshire County Council as the
Council currently has high levels of electoral inequality where some councillors
represent many more or many fewer voters than others. This means that the value of
each vote in county council elections varies depending on where you live in
Cambridgeshire. Overall, 32% of divisions currently have a variance of greater than
10%.

Our proposals for Cambridgeshire
Cambridgeshire County Council currently has 69 councillors. Based on the evidence
we received during previous phases of the review, we consider that a decrease in
council size by eight to 61 members will ensure the Council can perform its roles and
responsibilities effectively.

Electoral arrangements
Our final recommendations propose that Cambridgeshire County Council’s 61
councillors should represent 51 single-member divisions and five two-member
divisions. One of our proposed 56 divisions would have an electoral variance of
greater than 10% from the average for Cambridgeshire by 2021.
We have now finalised our recommendations for electoral arrangements in
Cambridgeshire.

1

1

Introduction

1
This electoral review is being conducted following our decision to review
Cambridgeshire County Council’s electoral arrangements to ensure that the number
of voters represented by each councillor is approximately the same across the
county.

What is an electoral review?
2
Our three main considerations in conducting an electoral review are set out in
legislation1 and are to:
 Improve electoral equality by equalising the number of electors each councillor
represents
 Reflect community identity
 Provide for effective and convenient local government
3
Our task is to strike the best balance between them when making our
recommendations. Our powers, as well as the guidance we have provided for
electoral reviews and further information on the review process, can be found on our
website at www.lgbce.org.uk

Consultation
4
We wrote to the Council inviting the submission of proposals on council size.
We then held a period of consultation on division patterns for the county. The
submissions received during our consultation have informed our final
recommendations. This review is being conducted as follows:
Stage starts
21 October 2014

Description

28 October 2014

Division pattern consultation

12 May 2015
7 July 2015

Draft recommendations consultation
Analysis of submissions received and formulation of final
recommendations
Publication of final recommendations

9 February 2016

Decision on council size

How will the recommendations affect you?
5
The recommendations will determine how many councillors will serve on the
Council. They will also decide which division you vote in, which other communities
are in that division and, in some instances, which parish council wards you vote in.
Your division name may also change, as may the names of parish or town council
wards in the area. The names or boundaries of parishes will not change as a result of
our recommendations.

1

Schedule 2 to the Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009.

2

What is the Local Government Boundary Commission for
England?
6
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England is an independent
body set up by Parliament under the Local Democracy, Economic Development and
Construction Act 2009.
Members of the Commission are:
Professor Colin Mellors (Chair)
Alison Lowton
Sir Tony Redmond
Professor Paul Wiles CB
Peter Maddison QPM
Chief Executive: Jolyon Jackson CBE

3

2

Analysis and final recommendations

7
Legislation2 states that our recommendations are not intended to be based
solely on the existing number of electors3 in an area, but also on estimated changes
in the number and distribution of electors likely to take place over a five-year period
from the date of our final recommendations. We must also try to recommend strong,
clearly identifiable boundaries for the divisions we put forward at the end of the
review.
8
In reality, the achievement of absolute electoral fairness is unlikely to be
attainable and there must be a degree of flexibility. However, our approach is to keep
variances in the number of electors each councillor represents to a minimum.
9
In seeking to achieve electoral fairness, we work out the average number of
electors per councillor by dividing the electorate by the number of councillors as
shown on the table below.
Electorate of
Cambridgeshire
Number of councillors
Average number of
electors per councillor

2014
478,908

2021
521,380

61
7,851

61
8,547

10 Under our final recommendations, one of our proposed divisions will have an
electoral variance of greater than 10% from the average for the county by 2021. We
are therefore satisfied that we have achieved good levels of electoral fairness for
Cambridgeshire.
11 Additionally, in circumstances where we propose to divide a parish between
district wards or county divisions, we are required to divide it into parish wards so that
each parish ward is wholly contained within a single district ward or county division.
We cannot make amendments to the external boundaries of parishes as part of an
electoral review.
12 These recommendations cannot affect the external boundaries of
Cambridgeshire County Council or result in changes to postcodes. They do not take
into account parliamentary constituency boundaries. There is no evidence that the
recommendations will have an adverse effect on local taxes, house prices, or car and
house insurance premiums and we are not, therefore, able to take into account any
representations which are based on these issues.

Submissions received
13 See Appendix B for details of submissions received. All submissions may be
inspected at our offices and can also be viewed on our website at www.lgbce.org.uk

2
3

Schedule 2 to the Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009.
Electors refers to the number of people registered to vote, not the whole adult population.

4

Electorate figures
14 As prescribed in the Local Democracy, Economic Development and
Construction Act 2009, the Council submitted electorate forecasts for 2021, a period
five years on from the scheduled publication of our final recommendations in 2016.
These forecasts were broken down to polling district level and projected an increase
in the electorate of approximately 9% by 2021. The highest proportion of this growth
across the county is expected in Cambridge with significant development in the
Arbury and Trumpington areas.
15 During our consultation on division arrangements, we received several queries
from members of the public regarding the electorate forecasts. In each instance we
raised these with Cambridgeshire County Council and, accordingly, made some
changes to the projections for Cambridge City.
16 Having considered the further information provided by the Council, we are
satisfied that the projected figures are the best available at the present time and
these figures form the basis of our final recommendations. Given that we have
undertaken a period of further limited consultation in the Cambridge City area, the
publication of these final recommendations has been postponed until 2016. In light of
this, the forecast needs to be for 2021 rather than 2020. We are content that the
original figures can reasonably be regarded as an accurate reflection of forecast
growth to 2021 and have referred to them as such in this report.

Council size
17 Cambridgeshire County Council currently has 69 councillors. The County
Council submitted a proposal to decrease the council size from 69 to 63 members.
The Liberal Democrat Group on Cambridgeshire County Council submitted a
proposal to increase council size from 69 to 71. We requested further information
from the County Council as to whether it had considered alternative council sizes and
why any alternatives would be less effective than 63 councillors. The Council
responded that it had considered alternative sizes based on 57, 59, 61 and 63
councillors.
18 Having considered both submissions, we decided the County Council’s
evidence was more persuasive. The County Council demonstrated that it could
operate efficiently and effectively under its proposed council size and ensure effective
representation of local residents. We therefore invited proposals for division
arrangements based on a council size of 63 councillors.
19 As we developed our draft recommendations, we discovered that 63 councillors
did not provide the best allocation of county councillors between Cambridgeshire’s
five districts. We examined alternative division arrangements under council sizes of
between 64 and 61 members. We concluded that 61 councillors would ensure a good
allocation of councillors across Cambridgeshire. As stated in our Guidance, we will
use our discretion to vary the number of councillors from the figure previously agreed
if we find that an alternative will provide ‘a better fit’ of divisions across the county. On
this basis we put forward draft recommendations based on a council size of 61
members. On the basis of information received during consultation, we have decided
to confirm our draft recommendations in this respect as final.
5

20 A council size of 61 provides the following allocation between the district
councils in the county. In brackets, we have also listed the percentage of district and
borough wards that are wholly contained within our proposed divisions. We refer to
this as coterminosity:






Cambridge City – 12 councillors (36%)
East Cambridgeshire – 8 councillors (71%)
Fenland – 9 councillors (75%)
Huntingdonshire – 17 councillors (62%)
South Cambridgeshire – 15 councillors (62%)

Division patterns
21 During consultation on division patterns, we received 63 submissions. While we
did not receive a submission from the County Council, the Cambridge Labour Party
submitted a county-wide proposal. Cambridge City Council and the North East
Cambridgeshire Conservative Association submitted district-wide proposals for
Cambridge City and Fenland respectively. The remainder of the submissions
provided localised comments for division arrangements in specific areas of the
county.

Draft recommendations
22 We received 253 submissions during consultation on our draft
recommendations. We received submissions relating to each of the districts in the
county. In particular, we received proposals for alternative division arrangements in
Cambridge, East Cambridgeshire, Huntingdonshire and Fenland districts. We
considered that the alternative division arrangements submitted for Cambridge City
provided clear division boundaries while still ensuring good electoral equality. We
therefore decided to further consult on this alternative division proposal for
Cambridge City.

Final recommendations
Cambridge City
23
We received 105 submissions relating to our proposed electoral divisions in
Cambridge. This included four city-wide proposals for electoral divisions that were
notably different from our draft recommendations. The County Council,
Cambridgeshire Labour Group, Cambridgeshire Liberal Democrat Group and a local
resident each submitted city-wide schemes.
24 We considered that the divisions proposed by the Cambridgeshire Liberal
Democrat Group and local resident would better reflect communities in the Market,
Petersfield and Romsey areas of the city than the divisions proposed in our draft
recommendations. They were further supported by strong evidence from local
residents, local organisations and councillors in these areas of Cambridge. Given
that this pattern had not been consulted upon previously, we decided to consult
locally in Cambridge city on whether this new pattern of divisions should be adopted
as part of our final recommendations.
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25 We received 114 submissions during the period of further limited consultation in
Cambridge, 52 of which supported the alternative proposals for Market and
Petersfield divisions. We also received 32 submissions which supported the
alternative proposals for Romsey division. We consider that the alternative proposals
provide for good electoral equality, and reflect community identities and interests in
Cambridge.
26 During the development of the final recommendations we discovered an error in
the electorate count in the Abbey and Romsey areas. This would result in Abbey
division having a 16% electoral variance. This has necessitated We have concluded
that this requires a boundary change modification between the proposed Abbey and
Petersfield divisions. Accordingly, tThe boundary between these two divisions has
been moved further south in order to achieve good electoral equality for Abbey
division. The electoral variances for Romsey and Petersfield divisions in the table
below reflect the correct variances as a result of the changes made.
Further consultation variances
Abbey (-9%)
Petersfield (8%)
Romsey (2%)

Final recommendations variances
Abbey (-9%)
Petersfield (1%)
Romsey (9%)

27 We received objections to the proposed two-member divisions in Cambridge
City from the County Council, City Council, political parties and local residents. We
consider that persuasive evidence has been received to support two single-member
Castle and Newnham divisions. We have also included Windsor Road in Castle
division as we have received persuasive evidence that Windsor Road shares strong
community links with adjoining roads in the Castle area. However, we are not
persuaded by the evidence for two single-member divisions for Trumpington and
Queen Edith’s. This would require either accepting a Trumpington division with an
18% variance or a Trumpington division which takes in adjoining areas where we
have received support for our draft recommendations. We therefore propose no
changes to Trumpington & Queen Edith’s division and confirm it as final.
East Cambridgeshire District
28 We received 38 submissions relating to East Cambridgeshire. The majority of
local respondents and Stephen Barclay MP objected to our proposed two-member
divisions of Fordham Villages & Soham South and Littleport West. We also received
localised comments relating to Ely, Littleport and our proposals in the west of the
district. We also received alternative division patterns based on both eight and nine
councillors for East Cambridgeshire. We are not persuaded that we have received
sufficient evidence to change the allocation of councillors for East Cambridgeshire
and have decided our final recommendations should allocate eight councillors for the
district. Furthermore, we considered the alternative pattern of eight single-member
divisions did not reflect the statutory criteria, particularly in Ely, Downham and
Witchford as it created a division which did not reflect communities. We propose to
confirm our draft recommendations as final subject to a minor amendment in
Littleport to correct a defaced division boundary.
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Fenland District
29 We received 29 submissions relating to Fenland. The majority of respondents
and Stephen Barclay MP objected to our proposed two-member March North &
Waldersey division and our proposals in the March, Wisbech St Mary and Whittlesey
areas.
30 We received alternative division patterns based on nine and ten councillors for
Fenland. As in East Cambridgeshire, we are not persuaded that we have received
sufficient evidence to change the allocation of councillors for the district and have
decided our final recommendations in Fenland should allocate nine councillors. We
considered the alternative pattern of nine single-member divisions did not reflect the
statutory criteria, particularly in Christchurch, Elm, Manea and Wisbech St Mary
parishes. In particular, the locally proposed Waldersey division comprising these
parishes would not have clear boundaries. Furthermore, it would span a large
geographical area that would combine disparate communities that would not appear
to share community identities and interests. Therefore, we do not propose any
changes to our proposed division arrangements in Fenland with the exception of
Wisbech where we propose the divisions should reflect the district wards.
Huntingdonshire District
31 We received 47 submissions relating to Huntingdonshire, the majority of which
objected to our proposed St Neots East & Gransden division. Local councillors and
local residents argued against our proposals which included a large housing
development in St Neots in a division with Abbotsley, Great Gransden, Great Paxton,
Toseland, Waresley-cum-Tetworth and Yelling parishes. We have not made changes
to St Neots East & Gransden division because we could not find a suitable alternative
division pattern for St Neots that would meet our statutory criteria.
32 We also received objections to our proposed Somersham & Earith and Warboys
& The Stukeleys divisions. After considering the evidence received, we have made
some minor amendments to the draft recommendations and propose that Wyton-onthe-Hill parish be included in St Ives North division and that Broughton and Kings
Ripton parishes be included in Somersham & Earith division to provide for good
electoral equality. However, we could not find a suitable alternative division pattern
which places The Stukeleys and Warboys parishes in different divisions.
South Cambridgeshire District
33 We received 34 submissions relating to South Cambridgeshire. A number of
parishes provided evidence to support minor amendments to our draft
recommendations for the district. We also investigated potential alternative division
patterns for Northstowe & Over and Papworth & Swavesey divisions. However, we
could not find a suitable alternative division pattern that would meet our statutory
criteria.
34 We have decided to amend our draft recommendations by transferring Lolworth
parish to Bar Hill division and transferring Boxworth, Childerley and Knapwell
parishes to Papworth & Swavesey division. To improve electoral equality in
Cambourne division, the team proposes to include Little Gransden and Longstowe
parishes in Cambourne division. We have also created a two-member Sawston &
Shelford division which keeps the parishes of Sawston and Shelford and adjoining
parishes together in the same division.
8

Detailed divisions
35 The tables on pages 10–31 detail our final recommendations for each district in
Cambridgeshire. They detail how the proposed division arrangements reflect the
three statutory4 criteria of:
 Equality of representation
 Reflecting community interests and identities
 Providing for convenient and effective local government

4

Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009.
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Cambridge City
Division name
Abbey

Number
of Cllrs
1

Variance
2021
-9%

Description

Detail

This division lies in the east of
the city and comprises the
Barnwell community.

The response to our draft recommendations for this division
mainly consisted of local residents in Romsey who objected
to being included in our proposed Barnwell division. We also
received submissions from local residents in Barnwell
supporting the responses of Romsey residents. We received
a submission proposing that this division be named Abbey
rather than Barnwell. We consider that this name better
reflects the community within this division and so we are
adopting this name change as part of our final
recommendations.
We received support for Abbey division during the further
limited consultation. We consider this division reflects
community identities and provides for good electoral equality.
We therefore confirm Abbey divison as part of our final
recommendations.

Arbury

1

-2%

This division lies in the north- We did not receive any submissions specifically relating to
west of the city and comprises our proposals for Arbury division. However, the alternative
the Arbury community.
city-wide patterns received included proposals for Arbury
division which were notably different from our draft
recommendations. These changes were contingent on
accepting substantial modifications in the Castle and
Newnham areas of the city for which we had little evidence.
We therefore did not make changes to Arbury division.
We received four submissions specifically relating to Arbury
division during the further consultation. A local resident
proposed that Histon Road should be the division boundary
between Arbury and Castle areas. A local councillor proposed
that part of Victoria Road be transferred to Arbury division. A
10

Residents’ Association and two councillors proposed that
Windsor Road be transferred to a division with the Castle
area.
We are unable to accommodate the proposals relating to
Histon Road and Victoria road as this would require
substantial modifications in the Chesterton and King’s
Hedges area for which we have no evidence. However, we
consider the evidence to transfer Windsor Road to Castle &
Newnham division to be persuasive and have decided to
make this change. We are satisfied Arbury division reflects
community identities and provides for good electoral equality.
Subject to this minor change, we confirm our proposed Arbury
division as part of our final recommendations.
Castle

1

-3%

This division comprises the
Castle area of Cambridge.

During consultation on our draft recommendations we
received 16 submissions relating to Castle & Newnham
division. The majority of submissions objected to the
proposals which included Castle and Newnham in a twomember division. We received alternative division patterns for
two single-member divisions. However, the changes would
require accepting substantial modifications in the Arbury,
Chesterton and King’s Hedges areas of Cambridge for which
we had no evidence. We therefore did not make changes to
Castle & Newnham division.
Subsequently, wWe received 22 submissions during the
further limited consultation relating to this division. The
majority of respondents reiterated their objection to a twomember Castle & Newnham division. A political group and a
local resident submitted alternative proposals which used
Madingley Road as the boundary between two singlemember divisions. We also received evidence that Windsor
Road has close community links with Oxford Road, Richmond
Road and other roads which access onto Huntingdon Road.
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The respondents argued that Castle has few direct road links
with Newnham. Castle also has its own separate community
facilities and does not look south in a community sense
toward Newnham. We consider the evidence received
provides a persuasive argument for a single-member division
comprising Castle. Furthermore, the evidence to include
Windsor Road in Castle division is supported by persuasive
evidence and we have decided to make this change. A singlemember division would provide for good electoral equality and
reflect community identities. We therefore propose a singlemember Castle division as part of our final recommendations.
Cherry Hinton

Chesterton

1

1

5%

5%

This division lies in the east of
the city and comprises the
Cherry Hinton community.

This division lies to the northeast of the city centre and is
bounded by the River Cam to
the south. The division
12

During consultation on our draft recommendations we did not
receive any submissions specifically relating to our proposals
for Cherry Hinton division. However, the alternative city-wide
patterns received were similar to our draft recommendations.
During the further limited consultation, we received a
submission from a local resident relating to Cherry Hinton
division. They proposed to move cul-de-sacs off Cherry
Hinton Road, between Mowbray Road and Cherry Hinton Hall
into a division with Queen Edith’s. They also proposed that
Queen Edith’s Way, adjoining roads as well as land to the
east of Limekiln Road be transferred to Cherry Hinton
division. We consider that insufficient evidence has been
received to make this change. We have also received support
for the proposed Cherry Hinton division. Subject to a minor
change in the north of the division where we have used part
of the railway as the boundary, we confirm our draft
recommendations for Cherry Hinton division as final.
During consultation on our draft recommendations we
received alternative city-wide proposals for new division
arrangements in Chesterton. The alternative proposals were
substantially different to our draft recommendations. These

comprises the Chesterton
community.

changes were would require substantial modifications in the
Castle and Newnham areas of the city for which we had little
evidence.
We received a submission from a local councillor who
objected to our proposals for Chesterton division. However,
they did not put forward alternative for this division. As we
have received support for Chesterton division and we
consider the division reflects community identities, we confirm
this division as part of our final recommendations.

King’s Hedges

1

5%

This division lies to the north
of the city centre and
comprises the King’s Hedges
area and parts of the East
Chesterton community.

During consultation on our draft recommendations we
received alternative city-wide proposals for new division
arrangements in this part of the city. The alternative proposals
were substantially different to our draft recommendations.
These changes would require accepting substantial
modifications in the Arbury, Castle and Newnham areas of the
city for which we had little evidence.
We received support for King’s Hedges division during further
limited consultation. We consider this division reflects
community identities and provides for good electoral equality.
We therefore confirm King’s Hedges divison as part of our
final recommendations

Market

1

-2%

This division comprises the
centre of Cambridge,
Cambridge University
colleges and residential areas
west of East Road.

In response to our draft recommendations we received
submissions from local residents objecting to our proposals
which divided this area using Mill Road. Alternative patterns
were submitted which proposed a Market division with the
division boundary following East Road and Lensfield Road.
Following further limited consultation we received 38
submissions relating to Market division. All but one of the
submissions supported the alternative proposals which
include most of the city centre and surrounding residential

13

areas in Market division. We received persuasive evidence
that Mill Road is a focal point where local residents on either
side of the road share community interests and facilities. We
consider that the alternative proposals better reflect the
Market community. The division also provides for good
electoral equality. Therefore, we propose this division as part
of our final recommendations.
Newnham

1

-12%

This division comprises the
Newnham area and Churchill
College to the north of
Madingley Road.

As mentioned noted in the Castle section of this report, we
received a number of submissions relating to Castle &
Newnham division during consultation on the draft
recommendations. The majority of respondents objected to a
two-member Castle & Newnham division. An alternative
proposal was received for a single-member Newnham
division. However this would require accepting substantial
changes in the north of Cambridge for which we had no
evidence.
During the further limited consultation 22 submissions were
received. The respondents reiterated their objections to
Castle & Newnham division. Two political party respondents
provided evidence that Newnham is a distinct and separate
community from Castle. The Newnham area also has
separate community facilities from Castle. It was further
argued that a single-member division should include those
residents to the north of Madingley Road and Churchill
College.
We consider the evidence on community identities received
from respondents to be persuasive , and, exceptionally,
justifies a single-member Newnham division with a variance
above 10%. The evidence clearly demonstrates Newnham is
a distinct community from Castle with few direct road links.
We-propose a single-member Newham division as part of our
final recommendations.
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Petersfield

1

1%

This division comprises the
Newtown and Petersfield
areas of Cambridge.

In response to our draft recommendations we received
submissions from the local Residents’ Association and local
residents objecting to our proposals to use Mill Road as the
division boundary between St Matthew’s and St Paul’s
divisions. Alternative division patterns were submitted which
proposed a Petersfield division with the division boundary
following East Road and Lensfield Road.
Following further limited consultation we received 15
submissions. All the submissions received supported the
alternative proposals which use East Road and Lensfield
Road as the division boundary between this division and
Market division to the west. We also received submissions in
support of Newtown being included in the division. A political
group proposed a modification to Petersfield division which
included an area to the south of the Botanical Gardens, and
the Brooklands Avenue area in a single-member Trumpington
division. However we do not have sufficient evidence from
respondents in Petersfield division to make this change. We
consider our proposed Petersfield division better reflects the
community than our draft recommendations. The division also
provides for good- electoral equality. We therefore propose
Petersfield division as part of our final recommendations.

Romsey

1

9%

This division comprises the
Romsey community between
Cherry Hinton Road and the
railway line.

In response to our draft recommendations we received over
50 submissions objecting to our proposals to include part of
Romsey in Barnwell division. Alternative division patterns
were submitted which proposed to include Romsey in a single
division.
We received 33 submissions during further consultation
relating to Romsey division. All but one of the submissions
received supported the alternative proposals we put forward
which keep the Romsey community in a single division. A
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political group proposed that the entirety of roads north of
Cherry Hinton Road from Hills Road to Perne Road be
included in Queen Edith’s division. However, we consider that
insufficient evidence has been received to make this change.
It would also result in an electoral variance of greater than
10%. The alternative proposals for Romsey division better
reflect the local community than that proposed in our draft
recommendations. The division also provides for good
electoral equality. Therefore, we propose this division as part
of our final recommendations.
Trumpington &
Queen Edith’s

2

-4%

This division comprises the
areas of Trumpington and
Queen Edith’s.

In response to the draft recommendations, we received 16
submissions relating to the areas of Trumpington and Queen
Edith’s. In Trumpington, a local Residents’ Association
objected to the proposed Trumpington division. In Queen
Edith’s, 15 respondents objected to the proposed Queen
Edith’s division. We received alternative division patterns for
these areas which would both require substantial changes in
other parts of Cambridge for which had no evidence.
However, the evidence received persuasively argued our
proposals divided communities. Therefore, we created a twomember division which included both the Trumpington and
Queen Edith’s areas. We put this proposed division forward
during further limited consultation.
In response we received 18 submissions relating to this twomember division. The respondents in both areas argued
against the proposed two-member division. A political group
and local resident proposed two single-member divisions.
This proposal was supported by local residents and
Residents’ Associations in in both areas.
After considering the submissions received here, we are
unable to accept the proposals for two single-member
divisions. The proposals of the political group would require a
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substantial modification to Petersfield division. We have not
received evidence in support of this modification from
respondents in Petersfield division. In addition, the proposals
of a local resident would place the boundary along Babraham
Road. We are not persuaded that this proposal reflects
communities and is not supported by persuasive evidence.
We would rather put two distinct communities in the same
division rather than divide them between multiple divisions in
order to meet our statutory criteria. Therefore we have
decided to propose no changes to Trumpington & Queen
Edith’s division. This division provides for good electoral
equality and does not divide communities between divisions.
We confirm it as part of our final recommendations.
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East Cambridgeshire District

Ely East

Number
of Cllrs
1

Variance
2021
5%

Ely West

1

-7%

Division name

Fordham
Villages &
Soham South

2

Littleport East &
Soham North

1

7%

Littleport West

2

9%

8%

Description

Detail

This division comprises the
east of the city, the cathedral
area to the south, and
communities east of Lynn
Road.
This division comprises much
of the Ely community which is
bounded by the A10 and
A142 roads. The remainder of
the division is made up of the
rural area to the south and
west of Ely.
This division comprises
Burwell, Chippenham,
Fordham, Isleham, Kennett,
Reach, Snailwell, Swaffham
Bulbeck, Swaffham Prior and
Wicken parishes. It also
comprises the southern part
of Soham parish.
This division comprises the
eastern part of Littleport
parish, the eastern part of Ely
parish and northern part of
Soham parish.
This division comprises
Coveney, Downham,
Haddenham, Mepal,
Stretham, Sutton, Thetford,
Wentworth, Wilburton,
Witcham and Witchford

We received 38 submissions relating to East Cambridgeshire
district. The majority of respondents objected to the allocation
of councillors for the district, and our proposed Fordham
Villages & Soham South, Littleport East & Soham North and
Littleport West divisions. We also received localised
objections from parish councils located in our proposed
Littleport West division.
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We received alternative proposals which were based on eight
and nine single-member divisions. We have decided to base
our final recommendations on eight county councillors for
East Cambridgeshire. As stated earlier, we are not persuaded
that sufficient evidence was received to justify changing the
allocation of councillors to the district.
While the proposal based on eight councillors resulted in
divisions with reasonably good levels of electoral equality, it
created divisions comprising Ely and adjoining parishes with
poor internal access between communities. The proposals
would also result in dividing Downham parish between two
divisions. To provide for a uniform pattern of eight singlemember divisions which provide an effective balance of the
statutory criteria would require significant changes to the
proposals received for Ely. We do not have sufficient
evidence to make such changes.
We therefore propose to confirm the draft recommendations
for these five divisions in East Cambridgeshire as final subject
to a minor change in Littleport to allow the division boundary
to run behind Millfield and along Ely Road. While we note the
views and objections of respondents to our draft

Woodditton

1

-1%

parishes. The division also
comprises parts of Littleport
and Ely parishes.
This division comprises
Ashley, Bottisham, Brinkley,
Burrough Green, Cheveley,
Dullingham, Kirtling, Lode,
Stetchworth, Westley
Waterless and Woodditton
parishes.
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recommendations for East Cambridgeshire district, we
consider that our proposed divisions provide for the best
balance of the statutory criteria.
We did not receive any objections to our draft
recommendations for this division. We are satisfied
Woodditton division meets the statutory criteria and have
decided to confirm our draft recommendations as final.

Fenland District
Division name
Chatteris
March North &
Waldersey

Number
of Cllrs
1

Variance
2021
5%

2

7%

March South &
Rural

1

8%

Roman Bank &
Peckover

1

8%

Whittlesey
North

1

-7%

Whittlesey
South

1

0%

Description

Detail

This division comprises the
whole of Chatteris parish.
This division comprises the
northern part of March
parish and the parishes of
Christchurch, Elm and part
of Wisbech St Mary parish.
This division comprises the
southern part of March
parish and the parishes of
Manea and Wimblington.
This division comprises
Gorefield, Leverington,
Newton, Parson Drove and
Tydd St Giles parishes. It
also includes parts of
Wisbech and Wisbech St
Mary parishes.
This division comprises
Bassenhally, Stonald and
part of the St Andrews area.
This division comprises the
district wards of Benwick,
Coates & Eastrea and
Lattersey and part of the St
Andrews area. It also
comprises Benwick and
Doddington parishes and the
rural part of March parish.

We received 29 submissions relating to Fenland district. The
majority of respondents objected to the allocation of councillors
for Fenland, and our proposed two-member March North &
Waldersey division. We also received localised objections to
our proposals in Whittlesey and Wisbech St Mary parishes.
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We received alternative proposals which were based on nine
and 10 single-member divisions. We have decided to base our
final recommendations on nine county councillors for Fenland
as we are not persuaded that sufficient evidence was received
to justify changing the allocation of councillors to the district.
The alternative proposals for Fenland received resulted in the
creation of a division which comprised Christchurch, Elm,
Manea and Wisbech St Mary parishes. On visiting the local
area, we noted that the proposed division did not have clear
road access between communities and did not reflect local
community identities. Furthermore, it would span a large
geographical area which would combine disparate
communities that do not appear to share community identities
and interests. Indeed, to traverse the proposed division by
road, particularly between Elm parish and Christchurch parish
requires leaving the county. Although this division results in
good electoral equality, we consider that it does not reflect
community identities or provide for effective and convenient
local government.
We also looked at whether we could propose an alternative
pattern of nine single-member divisions for Fenland district
which did not require the acceptance of the above division.

However, we were unable to find an alternative which would
adequately meet the statutory criteria.
We therefore propose that these six divisions are confirmed as
part of our final recommendations. While we note the views
and objections of respondents to our draft recommendations
for Fenland district, we are satisfied that our proposed divisions
will ensure good electoral equality and effective and convenient
local government.
Wisbech East

1

-2%

This division comprises the
district wards of Kirkgate,
Octavia Hill and Staithe.

Wisbech West

1

-1%

This division comprises the
district wards of Clarkson,
Medworth and Waterlees.
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We received an alternative division pattern for the two Wisbech
divisions which each comprised three of the six district wards
for the town. After considering this arrangement, we are
satisfied that it would better reflect the statutory criteria in
Wisbech. This division arrangement improves electoral equality
and provides for better coterminosity with the district wards of
Fenland. We also propose the divisions are named Wisbech
East and Wisbech West. We propose that these two divisions
are adopted as part of our final recommendations.

Huntingdonshire District
Number
of Cllrs
1

Variance
2021
-8%

Brampton &
Buckden

1

-3%

Godmanchester
& Huntingdon
South

1

Huntingdon

1

Division name
Alconbury &
Kimbolton

Description

Detail

This division comprises
Alconbury, Alconbury Weston,
Barham & Woolley, Brington &
Molesworth, Buckworth,
Bythorn & Keyston, Catworth,
Covington, Easton, Ellington,
Great Gidding, Great
Staughton, Hail Weston,
Hamerton & Steeple Gidding,
Kimbolton, Leighton, Little
Gidding, Old Weston, Perry,
Spaldwick, Stow Longa,
Tilbrook, Upton & Coppingford
and Winwick parishes.
This division comprises
Brampton, Buckden,
Diddington, Grafham, Offord
Cluny & Offord D’Arcy and
Southoe & Midloe parishes.

We received a submission objecting to our proposed
division. We received an alternative pattern of divisions for
this part of the district. However, based on a 61 member
Council, a proposed Kimbolton division would have a
variance of greater than 10%. We consider that our
proposed division better reflects the statutory criteria and
propose that it is confirmed as final.

-9%

This division comprises
Godmanchester parish and a
part of Huntingdon parish to
the south of American Lane
and Priory Road.

We are satisfied that Godmanchester & Huntingdon South
division meets the statutory criteria. We received an
objection to include the Newtown area in our proposed
division from a local respondent. However they did not put
forward an alternative division pattern. Therefore we
propose this division is confirmed as final.

-1%

This division comprises the

We received support for our proposed divisions in
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We received support for our proposed division from a local
councillor. We received no other responses for this division.
Brampton & Buckden division provides for good electoral
equality, reflects communities and ensures effective and
convenient local government. We propose it is confirmed
as final.

North &
Hartford

north of Huntingdon parish,
including the areas of Hartford
and Sapley.
This division comprises the
centre and west of Huntingdon
parish.
This division comprises Bury
and Ramsey parishes.

Huntingdon from a local councillor. We are satisfied that
Huntingdon North & Hartford, and Huntingdon West
divisions reflect our statutory criteria and propose that both
divisions are confirmed as final.

Huntingdon
West

1

-3%

Ramsey & Bury

1

1%

Sawtry & Stilton

1

7%

This division comprises
Alwalton, Chesterton,
Conington, Denton &
Caldecote, Elton, Folksworth &
Washingley, Glatton, Haddon,
Holme, Morborne, Sawtry,
Sibson-cum-Stibbington,
Stilton and Water Newton
parishes.

We received two submissions relating to this division. One
of the respondents objected to our draft recommendations.
A local councillor proposed our division name of Norman
Cross should be changed to Sawtry & Stilton. We are
persuaded by the councillor’s evidence that Sawtry is the
largest village in the division and is increasing in size due
to housing development. We consider the proposed name
better reflects communities in our proposed division.
Subject to this, we confirm our draft recommendations as
final.

Somersham &
Earith

1

-9%

This division comprises
Bluntisham, Broughton, Colne,
Earith, Kings Ripton, Old
Hurst, Pidley cum Fenton,
Somersham and Woodhurst

We received objections to our proposed division
arrangement. It was argued that Wyton-on-the-Hill parish
has little connection with the parishes of Somersham,
Earith and Bluntisham. It was proposed that Wyton-on-theHill be transferred to St Ives as it shares closer transport
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We received two submissions relating to this division. One
of the respondents supported our draft recommendations.
The other submission objected to our proposals. It was
argued that Bury is a rural community with different
interests to the market town of Ramsey. We investigated
the possibility of transferring Bury parish into Warboys &
The Stukeleys division, however this arrangement would
result in an electoral variance of 14%. We are unable to
find an alternative division pattern which would meet the
statutory criteria. We have therefore decided to confirm our
draft recommendations for this division as final.

parishes.

and community links with the town. While such a transfer
improves electoral equality in St Ives North division, it
would result in 13% fewer electors per councillor in
Somersham & Earith division. To improve electoral equality,
we propose that Broughton and Kings Ripton parishes are
transferred to this division from our proposed Warboys &
The Stukeleys division.

St Ives North &
Wyton

1

3%

This division comprises the
north of St Ives parish and
Wyton-on-the-Hill parish.

We propose that Wyton-on-the-Hill parish is included with
this division from Somersham & Earith. We are persuaded
that Wyton-on-the-Hill has closer transport and community
links with St Ives. Our proposals also significantly improve
electoral equality in the division and provide for effective
and convenient local government.

St Ives South &
Needingworth

1

-8%

This division comprises the
south of St Ives parish and
Holywell-cum-Needingworth
parish.

We did not receive any objections to our draft
recommendations for this division. We are satisfied St Ives
South & Needingworth meets the statutory criteria and
have decided to confirm it as final.

St Neots East &
Gransden

1

0%

This division comprises part of
a new development in St
Neots, east of the railway and
Abbotsley, Great Gransden,
Great Paxton, Toseland,
Waresley-cum-Tetworth and
Yelling parishes.

We received a number of submissions objecting to our
proposed division for this area. It was argued by
councillors, local residents and parishes in the proposed
division that the Loves Farm development in St Neots town
should be included in a St Neots-based division.
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We investigated whether it was possible to include the
housing development in one of the St Neots divisions to the
west of the railway line. However this would result in poor
levels of electoral equality. We did not receive a viable
alternative for this area which would meet the statutory
criteria for St Neots and the adjoining rural parishes. We
have therefore decided to confirm our draft
recommendations for St Neots East & Gransden as final.

While we note the views of respondents in this area, we
consider that our proposed division provide for the best
balance of the statutory criteria.
St Neots
Eynesbury

1

-5%

This division comprises the
east of St Neots which
includes the Eynesbury area.

We received objections to our proposals to include the area
between Cambridge Street, Church Street and Fox Brook
in St Neots Eynesbury division. We do not consider that a
persuasive argument has been made to transfer this area
to St Neots Priory Park & Little Paxton division. We
consider our draft recommendations better reflect
communities as Church Meadow and adjoining roads have
access into Eynesbury over Fox Brook. We have therefore
decided to confirm our draft recommendations for this
division as final.

St Neots Priory
Park & Little
Paxton

1

2%

This division comprises the
parish of St Neots north of the
High Street and Little Paxton
parish.

We received specific comments relating to parish warding
arrangements in this area. We did not receive any
objections to our draft recommendations for this division.
We are satisfied that St Neots Priory Park & Little Paxton
meets the statutory criteria and have decided to confirm it
as final.

St Neots The
Eatons

1

-1%

This division comprises the
west of St Neots which
includes the Eaton Ford area.

We did not receive any objections to our draft
recommendations for this division. St Neots The Eatons
division provides for good electoral equality, reflects
communities and, in our view will ensure effective and
convenient local government. We have therefore decided to
confirm our draft recommendations for this division as final.

The
Hemingfords &
Fenstanton

1

-5%

This division comprises
Fenstanton, Hemingford
Abbots, Hemingford Grey,
Hilton and Houghton & Wyton
parishes.

We received responses to our proposed division which
made observations but did not provide any alternative
proposals. We are satisfied that our proposed division
provides for good electoral equality, reflects communities
and effective and convenient local government. We have
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therefore decided to confirm our draft recommendations for
this division as final.
Warboys & The
Stukeleys

1

-5%

This division comprises Abbots
Ripton, The Stukeleys,
Upwood & The Raveleys,
Warboys, Wistow and Wood
Walton parishes.

We received objections to our draft proposals in this area. It
was argued that The Stukeleys does not share strong
community identities with Warboys. It was proposed that
The Stukeleys be included with Alconbury & Kimbolton or
Brampton & Buckden divisions. This arrangement was
supported by a local parish council and local residents.
We investigated whether such an arrangement was
possible, however this would result in electoral variances of
28% more and 33% more electors per councillor for
Alconbury & Kimbolton and Brampton & Buckden divisions
respectively. We did not receive a suitable alternative
which would meet the statutory criteria. However, as stated
above, we have decided to amend our draft
recommendations between this division and Somersham &
Earith.

Yaxley & Farcet

1

1%

This division comprises Farcet
and Yaxley parishes.

26

We received support for the draft recommendations relating
to this division. Yaxley & Farcet provides for good electoral
equality, reflects communities and effective and convenient
local government. We have therefore decided to confirm
our draft recommendations for this division as final.

South Cambridgeshire District
Number
of Cllrs
1

Variance
2021
2%

Cambourne

1

Cottenham &
Willingham

Duxford

Division name
Bar Hill

Description

Detail

This division comprises Bar
Hill, Dry Drayton, Lolworth
and Girton parishes.

We received a submission which proposed that Lolworth
parish be transferred to Bar Hill division from Cambourne
division. It was argued that the parish is separated from
Cambourne by the A428 dual carriageway. We propose to
modify our draft recommendations to include Lolworth in Bar
Hill division. We are persuaded that Lolworth has closer links
with Bar Hill via the A14. Our proposed division also provides
for good electoral equality and reflects communities.

-10%

This division comprises
Bourn, Cambourne, Little
Gransden and Longstowe
parishes.

We received a submission which proposed that Boxworth,
Childerley, Knapwell and Lolworth parishes be transferred to
Papworth & Swavesey division from Cambourne division. On
visiting the area we discovered that Cambourne is separated
from these parishes by the A428 dual carriageway. The
parishes are also a considerable distance away from
Cambourne. We therefore propose that Boxworth, Childerley
and Knapwell parishes are included in Papworth & Swavesey
division where they share closer community identities. To
improve electoral equality in Cambourne division we propose
to include Little Gransden and Longstowe parishes. We
propose this division as part of our final recommendations.

1

4%

This division comprises
Cottenham, Rampton and
Willingham parishes.

We received a submission which commented on particular
arrangements for Over and Willingham parishes. Having
considered the evidence received we are content this division
provides for good electoral equality and have decided to
confirm our draft recommendations as final.

1

-5%

This division comprises

We received three submissions relating to Duxford division.
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Duxford, Fowlmere, Foxton,
Great & Little Chishill,
Heydon, Hinxton, Ickleton,
Pampisford, Shepreth,
Thriplow and Whittlesford
parishes.

Having considered the evidence received we propose that
Pampisford parish is included in the division. We are satisfied
with the evidence that Pampisford shares strong community
links with local parishes within the division. We consider our
proposed division reflects the statutory criteria and confirm it
as part of our final recommendations.

Fulbourn

1

6%

This division comprises the
southern part of Fen Ditton
parish. It also comprises
Fulbourn, Great Wilbraham,
Little Wilbraham, Stow cum
Quy and Teversham parishes.

Our proposals for this division split Fen Ditton parish between
two divisions. We received an objection to this arrangement
which argued that the parish should be included within an
entire division. To propose this change would result in poor
electoral equality and the creation of a detached division. Our
proposals meet the statutory criteria in this area and we have
decided to confirm Fulbourn division as part of our final
recommendations.

Gamlingay

1

-4%

This division comprises
Abington Pigotts, Arrington,
Barrington, Croydon,
Gamlingay, Guilden Morden,
Hatley, Litlington, Orwell,
Shingay cum Wendy, Steeple
Morden, Tadlow and Wimpole
parishes.

We did not receive any objections to our draft proposals for
Gamlingay. However due to the transfer of Longstowe and
Little Gransden parishes to Cambourne division, Gamlingay
division would have a variance of 12% fewer electors. To
improve electoral equality we propose to include Litlington
parish.

Hardwick

1

4%

This division comprises
Barton, Caldecote,
Comberton, Coton,
Grantchester, Great
Eversden, Harlton, Hardwick,
Kingston, Little Eversden,
Madingley and Toft parishes.

Histon &

1

4%

This division comprises

We received five submissions which supported transferring
Madingley parish to Hardwick division. Having considered the
evidence received we propose to modify our draft
recommendations. We are content that Madingley parish has
strong community links with the local parishes in Hardwick
division. Our proposed division also provides for good
electoral equality and reflects community identities in this
area.
We received support for our draft recommendations and
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Impington

Histon, Impington and
Orchard Park parishes.

consider that our proposals meet the statutory criteria. We
have therefore decided to confirm our draft recommendations
for this division as final.

Linton

1

-1%

This division comprises
Balsham, Bartlow, Carlton,
Castle Camps, Great
Abington, Hildersham,
Horseheath, Linton, Little
Abington, Shudy Camps,
Weston Colville, West
Wickham and West Wratting
parishes.

We received support for our draft recommendations and
consider that our proposals meet the statutory criteria. We
have therefore decided to confirm our draft recommendations
for this division as final.

Longstanton,
Northstowe &
Over

1

1%

This division comprises
Longstanton, Oakington &
Westwick and Over parishes.

We received three submissions in relation to this division.
Having considered the evidence received we propose to
confirm our draft recommendations for this division as final
subject to a change of division name. We are unable to
include Oakington & Westwick parish in Bar Hill division as
this would result in poor electoral equality in both divisions. In
addition, to include Over parish in a division with Fen Drayton,
Swavesey and Willingham parishes would require significant
changes in adjoining divisions for which we have received no
evidence. One of the submissions proposed that we reflect
the name Longstanton in the name of the division. We
consider that the name of Longstanton, Northstowe & Over
provides a better reflection of communities and forms part of
our final recommendations.

Melbourn &
Bassingbourn

1

-8%

This division comprises
Bassingbourn cum
Kneesworth, Melbourn,
Meldreth and Whaddon
parishes.

We received two submissions in relation to our proposed
division. It was argued that Shepreth parish should be
included in a division with Meldreth parish. However, to adopt
such an arrangement would result in a Duxford division with
13% fewer electors per councillor. As a result of changes in
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Gamlingay division we propose to transfer Litlington parish to
Gamlingay division in order to improve electoral equality.
Papworth &
Swavesey

1

3%

This division comprises
Boxworth, Caxton, Conington,
Childerley, Croxton, Elsworth,
Eltisley, Fen Drayton,
Graveley, Knapwell, Papworth
Everard, Papworth St Agnes
and Swavesey parishes.

We received two submissions in relation to our proposed
division. We are unable to accommodate an arrangement
which would result in Swavesey parish being included in a
division with Fen Drayton, Over and Willingham parishes as
this would require significant changes to adjoining divisions
for which we have no evidence. However, we propose to
include Boxworth, Childerley and Knapwell parishes from
Cambourne division as evidence suggests that these
parishes have stronger community links with local parishes
within our proposed division.

Sawston &
Shelford

2

-2%

This division comprises
Babraham, Great Shelford,
Harston, Haslingfield,
Hauxton, Little Shelford,
Newton, Sawston and
Stapleford parishes.

We received submissions from local respondents which
proposed that Great Shelford, Little Shelford and Stapleford
parishes be included in the same division. It was argued that
the parishes share close community links and facilities. While
it is possible to include both parishes in a single-member
division, it would require significant changes across the
district in order to provide for divisions which meet the
statutory criteria. Therefore, we propose to create a twomember division from our proposed Shelford and Sawston
divisions. This will ensure both parishes are not divided
between divisions. We also propose to transfer Pampisford
parish to Duxford division where, it was argued it shares
closer community identity with local parishes.

Waterbeach

1

-5%

This division comprises the
northern part of Fen Ditton
parish. It also comprises

We received two submissions for Waterbeach division.
Having considered the evidence received, we propose to
confirm our draft recommendations for Waterbeach division
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Horningsea, Landbeach,
Milton and Waterbeach
parishes.
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as final. We consider this division provides for the best
balance of statutory criteria.

Conclusions
36 Table 1 shows the impact of our final recommendations on electoral equality,
based on 2014 and 2021 electorate figures.
Table 1: Summary of electoral arrangements
Final recommendations
2014

2021

Number of councillors

61

61

Number of electoral divisions

56

56

Average number of electors per councillor

7,851

8,547

Number of divisions with a variance more
than 10% from the average

20

1

Number of divisions with a variance more
than 20% from the average

3

0

Final recommendation
Cambridgeshire County Council should comprise 61 councillors serving 51 singlemember divisions and five two-member divisions. The details and names are shown
in Table A1 and illustrated on the large maps accompanying this report.
Mapping
Sheet 1, Map 1 illustrates in outline form the proposed divisions for Cambridgeshire.
You can also view our final recommendations for Cambridgeshire on our
interactive maps at http://consultation.lgbce.org.uk

Parish electoral arrangements
37 As part of an electoral review, we are required to have regard to the statutory
criteria set out in Schedule 2 to the Local Democracy, Economic Development and
Construction Act 2009 (the 2009 Act). The Schedule provides that if a parish is to be
divided between different divisions it must also be divided into parish wards, so that
each parish ward lies wholly within a single ward. We cannot recommend changes to
the external boundaries of parishes as part of an electoral review.
38 Under the 2009 Act we only have the power to make changes to parish electoral
arrangements where these are as a direct consequence of our recommendations for
principal authority division arrangements. However, the district councils in
Cambridgeshire have powers under the Local Government and Public Involvement in
Health Act 2007 to conduct community governance reviews to effect changes to
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parish electoral arrangements.
39 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Ely, Fen Ditton, Huntingdon, Littleport, March, Soham, St
Neots, St Ives, Whittlesey and Wisbech St Mary parishes.
40 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Ely parish.
Final recommendation
City of Ely Council should retain 15 town councillors, representing six wards:
Chettisham (returning one member), Ely East (returning three members), Ely North
(returning three members), Ely West (returning six members), Prickwillow (returning
one member), and Stuntney (returning one member). The proposed parish ward
boundaries are illustrated and named on Map 1.
41 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Fen Ditton parish.
Final recommendation
Fen Ditton Parish Council should return nine parish councillors, as at present,
representing two wards: West (returning three members) and East (returning six
members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated and named on Map 1.
42 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Huntingdon parish.
Final recommendation
Huntingdon Town Council should return 19 town councillors, as at present,
representing five wards: Central (returning two members), East (returning four
members), North East (returning four members), South (returning two members) and
West (returning seven members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated
and named on Map 1.
43 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Littleport parish.
Final recommendation
Littleport Parish Council should return 15 parish councillors, as at present,
representing two wards: Littleport East (returning eight members) and Littleport West
(returning seven members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated and
named on Map 1.
44

As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
33

criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for March parish.
Final recommendation
March Town Council should return 12 town councillors, as at present, representing
seven wards: Central (returning one member), East (returning three members),
Eastwood (returning one member), North (returning three members), Rural North
(returning one member), Rural South (returning one member) and South (returning two
members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated and named on Map 1.
45 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Soham parish.
Final recommendation
Soham Town Council should comprise 14 town councillors, as at present, representing
three wards: Soham Central (returning one member), Soham North (returning six
members), and Soham South (returning seven members). The proposed parish ward
boundaries are illustrated and named on Map 1.
46 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for St Neots parish.
Final recommendation
St Neots Town Council should return 21 town councillors, as at present, representing
seven wards: Church (returning one member), Crosshall (returning one member), East
(returning four members), Eaton Ford (returning three members), Eaton Socon
(returning three members), Eynesbury (returning six members) and Priory Park
(returning three members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated and
named on Map 1.
47 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for St Ives parish.
Final recommendation
St Ives Town Council should return 17 town councillors, as at present, representing
four wards: Beech (returning one member), North (returning seven members), South
(returning seven members) and West (returning two members). The proposed parish
ward boundaries are illustrated and named on Map 1.
48 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Whittlesey parish.
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Final recommendation
Whittlesey Town Council should return 14 town councillors, as at present, representing
nine wards: Bassenhally (returning three members), Coates & Eastrea (returning three
members), Delph (returning one member), Elm (returning one member), Lattersey
(returning two members), St Andrews (returning one member), St Marys North
(returning one member), St Marys South (returning one member) and Stonald
(returning one member). The proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated and
named on Map 1.
49 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Wisbech St Mary parish.
Final recommendation
Wisbech St Mary Parish Council should return 11 parish councillors, as at present,
representing two wards: Murrow (returning three members) and Wisbech St Mary
(returning eight members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated and
named on Map 1.
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What happens next?

50 We have now completed our review of Cambridgeshire County Council. The
recommendations must now be approved by Parliament. A draft Order – the legal
document which brings into force our recommendations – will be laid in Parliament.
Subject to parliamentary scrutiny, the new electoral arrangements will come into force
at the local elections in 2017.

Equalities
51 This report has been screened for impact on equalities; with due regard being
given to the general equalities duties as set out in section 149 of the Equality Act
2010. As no potential negative impacts were identified, a full equality impact analysis
is not required.
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Appendix A
Table A1: Final recommendations for Cambridgeshire County Council

Division name

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2014)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2021)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Cambridge City
1

Abbey

1

7,649

7,649

-3%

7,794

7,794

-9%

2

Arbury

1

7,382

7,382

-6%

8,404

8,404

-2%

3

Castle

1

6,364

6,364

-19%

8,325

8,325

-3%

4

Cherry Hinton

1

8,750

8,750

11%

8,945

8,945

5%

5

Chesterton

1

8,679

8,679

11%

8,977

8,977

5%

6

King’s Hedges

1

9,029

9,029

15%

8,996

8,996

5%

7

Market

1

7,839

7,839

0%

8,361

8,361

-2%

8

Newnham

1

7,504

7,504

-5%

7,547

7,547

-12%

9

Petersfield

1

8,267

8,267

5%

8,618

8,618

1%

10

Romsey

1

8,981

8,981

14%

9,328

9,328

9%

11

Trumpington &
Queen Edith’s

2

12,715

6,358

-19%

16,455

8,228

-4%
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Table A1 (cont.): Final recommendations for Cambridgeshire County Council

Division name

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2014)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2021)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

East Cambridgeshire District
12

Ely East

1

6,914

6,914

-12%

8,960

8,960

5%

13

Ely West

1

7,581

7,581

-3%

7,960

7,960

-7%

2

16,514

8,257

5%

18,489

9,245

8%

1

8,957

8,957

14%

9,132

9,132

7%

14
15

Fordham Villages
& Soham South
Littleport East &
Soham North

16

Littleport West

2

17,456

8,728

11%

18,649

9,325

9%

17

Woodditton

1

8,108

8,108

3%

8,460

8,460

-1%

1

8,115

8,115

3%

8,975

8,975

5%

2

17,889

8,945

14%

18,351

9,176

7%

1

7,909

7,909

1%

9,234

9,234

8%

1

8,992

8,992

15%

9,250

9,250

8%

Fenland District
18
19
20
21

Chatteris
March North &
Waldersey
March South &
Rural
Roman Bank &
Peckover
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Table A1 (cont.): Final recommendations for Cambridgeshire County Council

Division name

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2014)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2021)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

22

Whittlesey North

1

7,565

7,565

-4%

7,910

7,910

-7%

23

Whittlesey South

1

8,436

8,436

7%

8,530

8,530

0%

24

Wisbech East

1

8,025

8,025

2%

8,397

8,397

-2%

25

Wisbech West

1

7,944

7,944

1%

8,453

8,453

-1%

1

7,866

7,866

0%

7,890

7,890

-8%

1

8,013

8,013

2%

8,320

8,320

-3%

1

6,834

6,834

-13%

7,813

7,813

-9%

1

8,500

8,500

8%

8,497

8,497

-1%

Huntingdonshire District
26
27
28
29

Alconbury &
Kimbolton
Brampton &
Buckden
Godmanchester &
Huntingdon South
Huntingdon North
& Hartford

30

Huntingdon West

1

6,788

6,788

-14%

8,310

8,310

-3%

31

Ramsey & Bury

1

8,179

8,179

4%

8,670

8,670

1%

32

Sawtry & Stilton

1

9,077

9,077

16%

9,110

9,110

7%

1

7,692

7,692

-2%

7,790

7,790

-9%

1

8,340

8,340

6%

8,785

8,785

3%

33
34

Somersham &
Earith
St Ives North &
Wyton
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Table A1 (cont.): Final recommendations for Cambridgeshire County Council

Division name
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2014)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2021)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

1

7,790

7,790

-1%

7,845

7,845

-8%

1

4,669

4,669

-41%

8,560

8,560

0%

1

7,960

7,960

1%

8,111

8,111

-5%

1

8,504

8,504

8%

8,723

8,723

2%

1

8,687

8,687

11%

8,466

8,466

-1%

1

7,628

7,628

-3%

8,100

8,100

-5%

1

5,751

5,751

-27%

8,140

8,140

-5%

1

8,479

8,479

8%

8,650

8,650

1%

St Ives South &
Needingworth
St Neots East &
Gransden
St Neots
Eynesbury
St Neots Priory
Park & Little
Paxton
St Neots The
Eatons
The Hemingfords
& Fenstanton
Warboys & The
Stukeleys
Yaxley & Farcet

South Cambridgeshire District
43

Bar Hill

1

7,337

7,337

-7%

8,760

8,760

2%

44

Cambourne

1

7,224

7,224

-8%

7,720

7,720

-10%

45

Cottenham &
Willingham

1

8,163

8,163

4%

8,900

8,900

4%

46

Duxford

1

8,130

8,130

4%

8,140

8,140

-5%
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Table A1 (cont.): Final recommendations for Cambridgeshire County Council

Division name

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2014)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2021)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance from
average
%

47

Fulbourn

1

7,086

7,086

-10%

9,069

9,069

6%

48

Gamlingay

1

8,070

8,070

3%

8,230

8,230

-4%

49

Hardwick

1

8,718

8,718

11%

8,920

8,920

4%

50

Histon &
Impington

1

7,986

7,986

2%

8,850

8,850

4%

51

Linton

1

8,420

8,420

7%

8,440

8,440

-1%

1

5,888

5,888

-25%

8,590

8,590

1%

1

7,836

7,836

0%

7,870

7,870

-8%

1

7,010

7,010

-11%

8,830

8,830

3%

2

14,810

7,405

-6%

16,690

8,345

-2%

Waterbeach

1

7,909

7,909

1%

8,091

8,091

-5%

Totals

61

478,908

–

–

521,380

–

–

Averages

–

–

7,851

–

–

8,547

–

52
53
54
55
56

Longstanton,
Northstowe &
Over
Melbourn &
Bassingbourn
Papworth &
Swavesey
Sawston &
Shelford

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


Cambridgeshire County Council

District Councils





Cambridge City Council
East Cambridgeshire District Council
Fenland District Council
Huntingdonshire District Council

Political Groups







Cambridge City Liberal Democrat Group
Cambridge Green Party
Cambridgeshire County Council Liberal Democrat Group
Cambridgeshire County Council Labour Group
North East Cambridgeshire Conservative Association
South East Cambridgeshire Conservative Association

Councillors (County, District and Parish)

















Councillor A. Bailey (Cambridge County Council & East Cambridgeshire District
Council)
Councillor A. Riley (South Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor A. Taylor (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor B. Hunt (East Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor B. Waters (South Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor B. Boddington (Huntingdonshire District Council)
Councillors C. Ambrose Smith and D. Ambrose Smith (East Cambridgeshire
District Council)
Councillor C. Boden (Fenland District Council)
Councillor C. Boden (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor C. Saunderson (Fenstanton Parish Council)
Councillor D. Harty (Huntingdonshire District Council)
Councillor D. Baigent (Cambridge City Council)
Councillor D. Mason (Fenland District Council)
Councillor D. Brown (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor D. Laws (Fenland District Council)
Councillor E. Dorling (Fenland District Council)
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Councillor F. Burkitt (South Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor F. Yeulett (Fenland District Council)
Councillor G. Booth (Fenland District Council)
Councillor J. Chitty (Brampton Parish Council)
Councillor J. Webber (East Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor J. Windle (Whittlesey Town Council)
Councillor J. Wisson (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor K. Owen (Fenland District Council)
Councillor K. Mayor (Fenland District Council)
Councillor L. Harford (South Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor L. Dupré (East Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor M. Shellens (Huntingdonshire District Council)
Councillor P. Downes (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor P. Clapp (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor S. Bywater (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor S. Bligh (Fenland District Council)
Councillor S. Hoy (Cambridgeshire County Council and Fenland District
Council)
Councillor S. King (Fenland District Council)
Councillor S. Count (Fenland District Council)
Councillor T. Sanderson (Huntingdonshire District Council)
Councillor V. Sanders (Cambridge City Council)

Local Organisations






Christ Pieces Residents’ Association
South Petersfield Residents’ Association
Trumpington Residents’ Association
Windsor Road Residents’ Association
North East Cambridgeshire Conservative Association (Whittlesey Branch)

Members of Parliament


Steve Barclay MP (North East Cambridgeshire)

Parish and town councils










Barton Parish Council
Burwell Parish Council
Bury Parish Council
Cambourne Parish Council
Catworth Parish Council
Caxton Parish Council
Chatteris Town Council
City of Ely Council
Doddington Parish Council
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Dullingham Parish Council
Elton Parish Council
Farcet Parish Council
Fen Ditton Parish Council
Foxton Parish Council
Grantchester Parish Council
Great Gransden Parish Council
Great Paxton Parish Council
Great Shelford Parish Council
Haddenham Parish Council
Hail Weston Parish Council
Histon & Impington Parish Council
Little Abington Parish Council
Little Downham Parish Council
Littleport Parish Council
Lolworth Parish Meeting
Longstanton Parish Council
Madingley Parish Council
Meldreth Parish Council
Oakington and Westwick Parish Council
Over Parish Council
Pampisford Parish Council
Parson Drove Parish Council
Reach Parish Council
St Ives Town Council
St Neots Town Council
Stetchworth Parish Council
Stukeleys Parish Council
Sutton Parish Council
Swavesey Parish Council
Warboys Parish Council
Waterbeach Parish Council
Whaddon Parish Council
Whittlesey Town Council
Willingham Parish Council
Wisbech Town Council
Witcham Parish Council
Witchford Parish Council
Yelling Parish Council

Local residents


151 local residents
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Further limited consultation in Cambridge
All submissions received can also be viewed on our website at
http://www.lgbce.org.uk/current-reviews/eastern/cambridgeshire/cambridgeshirecounty-council
County Council


Cambridgeshire County Council

Political Groups





Cambridgeshire County Council Labour Group
Cambridge Liberal Democrat Group
Newnham Labour Party
Newnham Liberal Democrats

Local Organisations






Bentley Road and Newton Road Residents' Association
South Acre, Latham and Chaucer Road Residents' Association
South Petersfield Residents' Association
Trumpington Residents' Association
Windsor Road Residents' Association

Councillors









Councillor A. Bailey (Cambridge City Council)
Councillor C. Boden (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillors J. Hipkin (Cambridgeshire County Council and Cambridge City
Council) and M-L. Holland (Cambridge City Council)
Councillor B. Hunt (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor I. Manning (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor S. Meftah (Cambridge City Council)
Councillor C. O'Reilly (Cambridge City Council)
Councillor C. Smart (Cambridge City Council)

Local residents


96 local residents
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Appendix C
Glossary and abbreviations
Council size

The number of councillors elected to
serve on a council

Electoral Change Order (or Order)

A legal document which implements
changes to the electoral
arrangements of a local authority

Division

A specific area of a county, defined
for electoral, administrative and
representational purposes. Eligible
electors can vote in whichever
division they are registered for the
candidate or candidates they wish to
represent them on the county council

Electoral fairness

When one elector’s vote is worth the
same as another’s

Electoral inequality

Where there is a difference between
the number of electors represented
by a councillor and the average for
the local authority

Electorate

People in the authority who are
registered to vote in elections. For the
purposes of this report, we refer
specifically to the electorate for local
government elections

Number of electors per councillor

The total number of electors in a local
authority divided by the number of
councillors

Over-represented

Where there are fewer electors per
councillor in a ward or division than
the average
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Parish

A specific and defined area of land
within a single local authority
enclosed within a parish boundary.
There are over 10,000 parishes in
England, which provide the first tier of
representation to their local residents

Parish council

A body elected by electors in the
parish which serves and represents
the area defined by the parish
boundaries. See also ‘Town council’

Parish (or Town) council electoral
arrangements

The total number of councillors on
any one parish or town council; the
number, names and boundaries of
parish wards; and the number of
councillors for each ward

Parish ward

A particular area of a parish, defined
for electoral, administrative and
representational purposes. Eligible
electors vote in whichever parish
ward they live for candidate or
candidates they wish to represent
them on the parish council

Town council

A parish council which has been
given ceremonial ‘town’ status. More
information on achieving such status
can be found at www.nalc.gov.uk

Under-represented

Where there are more electors per
councillor in a ward or division than
the average

Variance (or electoral variance)

How far the number of electors per
councillor in a ward or division varies
in percentage terms from the average

Ward

A specific area of a district or
borough, defined for electoral,
administrative and representational
purposes. Eligible electors can vote in
whichever ward they are registered
for the candidate or candidates they
wish to represent them on the district
or borough council
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Hinds, Alex
28 January 2016 14:11
Colin Mellors
RE: Cambridgeshire final recommendations

Thanks Colin. I will make the necessary changes and add a sentence about the location of the modified boundary.
Kind regards,
Alex Hinds
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1274 | Twitter: https://twitter.com/LGBCE
Email: alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk Web: www.lgbce.org.uk



Think of the environment...please don't print this e-mail unless you really need to

From: Colin Mellors [mailto:
Sent: 28 January 2016 13:13
To: Hinds, Alex <alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk>
Cc: Buck, Richard <richard.buck@lgbce.org.uk>; Jackson, Jolyon <jolyon.jackson@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Re: Cambridgeshire final recommendations

Hi Alex

thanks for this. Have only made a couple of stylistic changes in both body and the detailed division
descriptions (track marked)
In respect of the latter do you need a single anodyne sentence explaining where (not why which you have
already done) the new boundary goes to accommodate the the miscount issue?
Best Wishes
Colin
On 25 January 2016 at 10:56, Hinds, Alex <alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk> wrote:
Hi Colin,

Richard and Jolyon have read the Cambridgeshire report.

I am sending you the report for any additional comments you may have. I have outlined the specific changes in red.

1

Thanks,

Alex Hinds
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1274 | Twitter: https://twitter.com/LGBCE
Email: alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk Web: www.lgbce.org.uk



Think of the environment...please don't print this e-mail unless you really need to

-Professor Colin Mellors

2

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Cleverly, Karen
28 January 2016 16:20
Buck, Richard; Hinds, Alex
RE: Minutes

Thank you both.
From: Buck, Richard
Sent: 28 January 2016 16:20
To: Cleverly, Karen <Karen.cleverly@lgbce.org.uk>; Hinds, Alex <alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: RE: Minutes
Hi Karen – Looks fine to Alex and me.
Thanks,
Richard.

From: Cleverly, Karen
Sent: 28 January 2016 16:15
To: Buck, Richard <richard.buck@lgbce.org.uk>; Hinds, Alex <alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: FW: Minutes
Hi Richard and Alex,

Please would you check the Cambridgeshire wording, highlighted yellow, following Colin’s amendments (which I
have accepted).
Thanks
Karen

From: Colin Mellors [mailto:
Sent: 28 January 2016 15:23
To: Cleverly, Karen <Karen.cleverly@lgbce.org.uk>
Cc: Jackson, Jolyon <jolyon.jackson@lgbce.org.uk>; Bowell, Marcus <marcus.bowell@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Minutes

Hi Karen

Thanks for doing the minutes so quickly. Have suggested a few changes ...mainly because we had a few
difficult items this time. so wanted to get words absolutely precise. Hope they make sense as track
marked. A couple of things to highlight.
1. Think that it is important that we get Paul to sign off/amend the Newcastle item (if he has not already
done so) so that we can use same wording n the letter that Jolyon has received.
2. Again for consistency, I have imported the wording (and augmented a bit) re the cambridgridgshre review
(both where there was an error and where we have divided one two-member division but not the other) Can
you get Alex to check the wording carefully to ensure that I have not misinterpreted anything.
1

3. Small point (for consistency between paper numbering and agenda item numbering) would be inclined to
reverse order of Cambridgeshire and Bexley discussions - I know that we took them in a different order for
convenience but don't think that this needs to be reflected in the minutes. It makes no material difference to
what we decided.
Hope this is helpful
Best Wishes
Colin
-Professor Colin Mellors

2

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Tracy Piper
29 January
Hinds, Alex
RE: Cambridgeshire County final

Afternoon Alex

The Cambs_F_Sht1_SO.pdf and
Cambs_F_SH1_ED_polys
Cambs_F_SH1_PW_polys tables

Are now in the ftp folder for you.

Many thanks and have a good weekend
Regards
Tracy

Tracy Piper
Boundaries Specialist
Boundaries, Ordnance Survey

Adanac Drive, Southampton, United Kingdom, SO16 0AS
responsibility before printing this email.

From: Hinds, Alex [mailto:alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk]
Sent: 29 January 2016 11:04
To: Tracy Piper
Subject: RE: Cam
Morning Tracy,
The Cambs iteration has no reported issues. I have attached the request form for the SO map.
Kind regards,
Alex Hinds
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1274 | Twitter: https://twitter.com/LGBCE
Email: alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk Web: www.lgbce.org.uk

1



Think of the environment...please don't print this e-mail unless you really need to

From: Tracy Piper
Sent: 26 January 2
To: Hinds, Alex <alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: RE: Cambridgeshire County final
Morning Alex

I have put Cambs_F_Sht1_V1.pdf and Cambs_F_SH1_ED and Cambs_F_Sh1_PW tables in the ftp for you.
Any problems please let me know.
Kind Regards
Tracy

Tracy Piper
Boundaries Specialist
Boundaries, Ordnance Survey

United Kingdom, SO16 0AS
responsibility before printing this email.

From: Hinds, Alex [mailto:alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk]
Sent: 21 January 2016 10:08
To: Lorraine Ha
Cc: Tracy Piper
Subject: Cambr

re wards

Good morning Lorraine and Tracy,
As discussed earlier. The Cambridgeshire map should reflect the district wards and parish wards currently at
consultation in the East Cambridgeshire district review. Also as you said the mapping to come in the middle of next
week.
Tracy, if there are any further queries, just give me call/email.
Thanks
A
Alex Hinds
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
2

SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1274 | Twitter: https://twitter.com/LGBCE
Email: alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk Web: www.lgbce.org.uk



Think of the environment...please don't print this e-mail unless you really need to

This email is only intended for the person to whom it is addressed and may contain confidential
information. If you have received this email in error, please notify the sender and delete this email which
must not be copied, distributed or disclosed to any other person.
Unless stated otherwise, the contents of this email are personal to the writer and do not represent the official
view of Ordnance Survey. Nor can any contract be formed on Ordnance Survey's behalf via email. We
reserve the right to monitor emails and attachments without prior notice.

Thank you for your cooperation.
Ordnance Survey Limited (Company Registration number 09121572)
Registered Office: Explorer House
Adanac Drive
Southampton SO16 0AS
Tel: 03456 050505
http://www.os.uk
This email is only intended for the person to whom it is addressed and may contain confidential
information. If you have received this email in error, please notify the sender and delete this email which
must not be copied, distributed or disclosed to any other person.
Unless stated otherwise, the contents of this email are personal to the writer and do not represent the official
view of Ordnance Survey. Nor can any contract be formed on Ordnance Survey's behalf via email. We
reserve the right to monitor emails and attachments without prior notice.

Thank you for your cooperation.
Ordnance Survey Limited (Company Registration number 09121572)
Registered Office: Explorer House
Adanac Drive
Southampton SO16 0AS
Tel: 03456 050505
http://www.os.uk
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Hinds, Alex
02 February 2016 14:45
Mayers, Mishka
Bowell, Marcus; Bowden, Tim
RE: Cambridge Final rec published
Summary of our recommendations.docx; LGBCE-WCP GIS Boundary Data Proforma
- Cambridgeshire.docx; Cambridgeshire_polygons.zip

Your requirements are below Mish.
A

From: Mayers, Mishka
Sent: 27 January 2016 08:53
To: Hinds, Alex <alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Cambridge Final rec published
Hey Alex,

Can you please send me the following information by the close of day on 3rd Feb.











Polygons and proforma see attached. I have copied in Tim so he can check them if needs be. If we could hold
doing anything with the polygons until it’s been cleared.
Number of councillors we are minded to go with and what the previous number was 61 , previous was 69
Number of summaries the council wants 61
Parishes with electoral changes? Ely, Fen Ditton, Huntingdon, Littleport, March, Soham, St Neots, St Ives,
Whittlesey and Wisbech St Mary
Link to the signed off report TO FOLLOW LATER
Link to the signed off map X:\REVIEWS\Current Reviews\Reviews A - E\Cambridgeshire\4.4 Final
recommendations mapping\SO polygons\Cambs_F_Sht1_SO.pdf
Jpeg of final recommendations X:\REVIEWS\Current Reviews\Reviews A - E\Cambridgeshire\4.4 Final
recommendations mapping\Cambridgeshire summary map.bmp
Blurb for the summary see attached

If you need a hand with anything then just let me know,
Cheer
Mish

1

Summary of our recommendations
We have considered all the submissions we received during consultation on our draft
recommendations and during a further limited consultation in regard to Cambridge
City.
In response to the representations received during the draft recommendations, the
Commission held a period of further limited consultation in Cambridge City owing to
a significant number of changes proposed. Following this further limited consultation
the Commission has altered some of its proposals in Cambridge City to reflect the
evidence received.
The Commission received local objections to its proposals and allocation of
councillors in East Cambridgeshire and Fenland districts. However the Commission
has decided to confirm its draft recommendations as final, with the exception of
minor changes to divisions in Wisbech as it considers the draft recommendations
would better reflect the statutory criteria.
In Huntingdonshire, the Commission received persuasive evidence to include Wytonon-Hill in a division with part of St Ives. This required modifications in adjoining
divisions to provide for good electoral equality. The Commission also has amended a
division name in the north of the district.
In South Cambridgeshire, the Commission has made several modifications to
divisions in the district to take into account the evidence received from local
respondents. The Commission also has amended a division name in the north of the
district.
These changes and detailed recommendations are set out in the full report which is
available on our website at www.lgbce.org.uk. Our website also includes interactive
mapping where you can explore the final recommendations to street level detail.
An outline of the proposals is shown in the map to the right of this box. A detailed
report on the recommendations and interactive mapping is available on our website
at: www.lgbce.org.uk.
1. Abbey
2. Arbury
3. Castle
4. Cherry Hinton
5. Chesterton
6. King’s Hedges
7. Market
8. Newnham
9. Petersfield
10. Romsey
11. Trumpington & Queen Edith’s
12. Ely East
13. Ely West
14. Fordham Villages & Soham South

15. Littleport East & Soham North
16. Littleport West
17. Woodditton
18. Chatteris
19. March North & Waldersey
20. March South & Rural
21. Roman Bank & Peckover
22. Whittlesey North
23. Whittlesey South
24. Wisbech East
25. Wisbech West
26. Alconbury & Kimbolton
27. Brampton & Buckden
28. Godmanchester & Huntingdon South
29. Huntingdon North & Hartford
30. Huntingdon West
31. Ramsey & Bury
32. St Ives North & Wyton
33. St Ives South & Needingworth
34. St Neots East & Gransden
35. St Neots Eynesbury
36. St Neots Priory Park & Little Paxton
37. St Neots The Eatons
38. Sawtry & Stilton
39. Somersham & Earith
40. The Hemingfords & Fenstanton
41. Warboys & The Stukeleys
42. Yaxley & Farcet
43. Bar Hill
44. Cambourne
45. Cottenham & Willingham
46. Duxford
47. Fulbourn
48. Gamlingay
49. Hardwick
50. Histon & Impington
51. Linton
52. Longstanton, Northstowe & Over
53. Melbourn & Bassingbourn
54. Papworth & Swavesey
55. Sawston & Shelford
56. Waterbeach

Local Government Boundary Commission for England
Web-based Consultation Portal – GIS Boundary Data Proforma

GIS Boundary Data Proforma
Please complete all sections of this proforma and email it to Informed Solutions
to provide notification that a new GIS Boundary Data set has been uploaded to the
Consultation Portal.
Date

2nd February 2016

Consultation Name (i.e. place)

Cambridgeshire

Consultation Node ID (i.e. 3 or 4 digit code in URL)
Consultation Start Date

9th February 2016

Consultation Phase (on start date)

Final recommendations

Boundary Type

District Council
County Council

GIS Data Uploaded

Parishes
Wards
Existing Divisions
Draft Proposals
Further Draft Proposals
Final Proposals

Data Format

MapInfo
ESRI Shapefile

The following convention is used in naming the data sets:
No spaces or special characters are used;
Underscores are used between words;
If District Councils, the layers are called:
o <NAME>_parishes
o <NAME>_wards
o <NAME>_draft_proposals
o <NAME>_further_draft_proposals
o <NAME>_final_proposals
 If County Councils, the layers are called:
o <NAME>_parishes
o <NAME>_wards
o <NAME>_existing_divisions
o <NAME>_draft_divisions
o <NAME>_further_draft_divisions
o <NAME>_final_divisions
The field containing the boundary labels is called Name




Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes

Yes

The fields containing the boundary information are called:


Ward_name

Yes



No_of_coun

Yes



Current_el

Yes



Forecast_e

Yes

For County Council Division layers, there is an additional field
containing the same data as Ward-name called Division_n

LGBCE-WCP GIS Boundary Data Proforma Cambridgeshire

Yes
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Local Government Boundary Commission for England
Web-based Consultation Portal – GIS Boundary Data Proforma

District Council Visibility Settings

Stage 1

Stage 2

Stage 2 –

Parishes

Wards

Draft
Proposals

Further Draft
Proposals

Final Proposals

{Visible}

{On by
Default}

{Hidden}

{Hidden}

{Hidden}

{Visible}

{Visible}

{On by Default}

{Hidden}

{Hidden}

{Visible}

{Visible}

{Visible}

{Visible}

{Visible}

{Visible}

{Visible}

{Visible}

{On by Default}

{Hidden}

Rerun
Stage 3 –
Without
Further
Draft
Proposals
Stage 3 –
With Further
Draft
Proposals

LGBCE-WCP GIS Boundary Data Proforma Cambridgeshire

{Hidden}

{Hidden}

{Visible}

{On by Default}

{On by Default}
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Web-based Consultation Portal – GIS Boundary Data Proforma

County Council Visibility Settings

Stage 1

Stage 2
Stage 2 –

Parishes

Wards

Existing
Divisions

Draft
Divisions

Further Draft
Divisions

Final
Divisions

{Visible}

{On by
Default}

{On by
Default}

{Hidden}

{Hidden}

{Hidden}

{Visible}

{Visible}

{Visible}

{On by Default}

{Hidden}

{Hidden}

{Visible}

{Visible}

{Visible}

{Visible}

{Visible}

{Visible}

{Visible}

{Visible}

{Visible}

{Visible}

{Visible}

{On by Default}

Rerun
Stage 3 –
Without
Further
Draft
Divisions

{Hidden}

Stage 3 –
With
Further
Draft
Divisions

LGBCE-WCP GIS Boundary Data Proforma Cambridgeshire

{Hidden}

{Visible}

{Hidden}

{On by
Default}

{On by
Default}

Page 3 of 3

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka
04 February 2016 14:35
Hinds, Alex
Cambridgeshire final launch letters

Hi Alex,

Please can you check the launch letter for Cambridgeshire Final rec

Kind regards,

Mishka Mayers
Review Assistant

Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
Millbank
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1251
Email: Mishka.Mayers@lgbce.org.uk

It would help us if you would take a few minutes to answer a few questions about your experience of how we dealt
with you.
How are we doing? - Click on this link to give us your views

1

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka
04 February 2016 14:34
Bowell, Marcus
FW: Poster and summary request

Cambridgeshire

Can I please get 320 summaries.
Cheers
Mishka

From: Fuller, Heather
Sent: 04 February 2016 13:33
To: Bowell, Marcus <marcus.bowell@lgbce.org.uk>
Cc: Mayers, Mishka <mishka.mayers@LGBCE.ORG.UK>
Subject: Poster and summary request
Hi Marcus,

If you haven’t already ordered posters and summaries, could I please request:







Thanks

325 A4 posters – Bexley
45 A3 posters – Bexley
225 summaries – Bexley
50 A4 posters – Southwark
20 A3 posters – Southwark
150 summaries – Southwark

Heather

1

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Bowell, Marcus
04 February 2016 14:10
Owen, David; Ward, Lucy; Hinds, Alex
Bowden, Tim; Porter, Johanna; Buck, Richard
Next week's launches

Hello All

Please can you have a look at this lot? Ideally, I will get these off to print today.
Thanks

Marcus
Bexley

X:\CORPORATE SERVICES\Communications\Media relations\Draft Recs 2016\Bexley draft recs Feb 16.doc
X:\CORPORATE SERVICES\Communications\Publications\Draft recs 2016\Bexley summary.pdf
Southwark

X:\CORPORATE SERVICES\Communications\Media relations\Draft Recs 2016\Southwark draft recs Feb 16.doc
X:\CORPORATE SERVICES\Communications\Publications\Draft recs 2016\Southwark summary.pdf
Cambridgeshire

X:\CORPORATE SERVICES\Communications\Media relations\Final recs 2016\Cambridgeshire final recs.doc

X:\CORPORATE SERVICES\Communications\Publications\Final recs 2016\Cambridgeshire final recs summary.pdf
Marcus Bowell
Director: Strategy and Communications
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th floor, Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1250
www.lgbce.org.uk
It would help us if you would take a few minutes to answer a few questions about your experience of how
we dealt with you.
How are we doing? - Click on this link to give us your views

1

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Sally Bonnett
04 February 2016 12:17
Hinds, Alex
Cambridgeshire CC Boundary Review

Dear Alex,
Would it be possible to receive a copy of the final recommendations report for the CCC Boundary
review in advance of publication next Tuesday please?
I understand that it would be issued under embargo and would only use it to brief the Leader of
our Council.
Kind regards,
Sally

From: Hinds, Alex [mailto:alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk]
Sent: 12 August 2015 15:01
To: Sally Bonnett
Subject: RE: East Cambridgeshire division pattern on 61 members
Thank you Sally that’s very helpful indeed.
Many thanks,
Alex Hinds
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1274 | Twitter: https://twitter.com/LGBCE
Email: alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk Web: www.lgbce.org.uk



Think of the environment...please don't print this e-mail unless you really need to

From: Sally Bonnett [mailto:
Sent: 12 August 2015 14:08
To: Hinds, Alex <alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: RE: East Cambridgeshire division pattern on 61 members
Hi Alex,

I calculated the 1,510 based on feedback from the developers on the Endurance Estates land. They state that they
will have built 755 homes by 2020. Given that the mix of these dwelling has not been agreed, that some of them
would be self build and the site includes permission for an extra care sheltered housing scheme I estimated an
average2 electors per dwelling, hence the 1,510 figure, which I added to the figure of 1,041 which I have from our
1

electoral team for existing electors. Given we don’t have exact build figures from the Church Commissioners (who’s
land lies the opposite side of Lynn Road) I deducted 2,551 from the total growth figure for HF2 to arrive at the 939
figure.
Hope this helps,
Sally

From: Hinds, Alex [mailto:alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk]
Sent: 11 August 2015 11:38
To: Sally Bonnett
Subject: RE: East Cambridgeshire division pattern on 61 members
Dear Sally,
Thanks for the information provided below. I have a follow up question relating to polling district HF2.
I note from your calculations HF2 left of Lynn Road = 2,551 with growth of +1,510. When splitting HF2 using Lynn
Road, I have counted 466 electors in HF2 west of Lynn Road. We previously spoke about some roads in this area not
appearing on the electoral register.
If you have forecasted 2,551 for HF2 left of Lynn Road in 2020, would it be correct that you have allocated growth of
+473 electors west of Lynn Road for EC_8? This would result in 939 electors (466 + 473) by 2020. The projected
variance for EC_2 would be 10%, in line with the 9.6% variance proposed by ECDC and SECA when rounded up. I
have outlined below the total electorate for HF2 and my workings. If you could confirm that would be appreciated.
HF2

2014
1570

Ely North

HF2 (part)
HF2 (part)

ELY NORTH
ELY NORTH

Division
EC_2
EC_8

2020
3490
2014
1104
466

2020
2551
939

Kind regards,
Alex Hinds
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1274 | Twitter: https://twitter.com/LGBCE
Email: alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk Web: www.lgbce.org.uk
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From: Sally Bonnett [mailto:
Sent: 04 August 2015 15:02
To: Hinds, Alex <alex.hinds@
Cc: Anna Bailey (SMTP) <
Subject: RE: East Cambrid
Dear Alex,

I used the following figures and 8,547 as the average number of electors per councillor:
2

Little Downham (excluding the Droves) = 1,608
Witchford = 1,900
Ely West = 3,308
HF2 left of Lynn Road = 2,551. Using the CCC forecast figures and the forecast build rate figures from the North Ely
developers, I calculated the amount of growth that would fall in this division as 1,510 electors.

It is possible to rebalance the figures by moving some of the electors into EC4, but this will create 2 high variance
wards and EC_2 will experience further growth beyond 2020 as part of the North Ely development. Our proposal for
63 Councillors addresses this issue as the EC_3 in this scenario has a variance of -5% which leaves capacity for the
future growth planned for Ely.
Please note that on the excel spreadsheet the figures for HI1 and HI2 are incorrect. HI1 is Ely West not South and
HI2 is Ely South not West – Emily has confirmed this and has amended the spreadsheet for the ECDC review.
I hope this answers your questions. If you have any further questions please do not hesitate to contact me.
Kind regards,
Sally

From: Hinds, Alex [mailto:alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk]
Sent: 04 August 2015 13:00
To: Sally Bonnett
Cc: Anna Bailey (SMTP)
Subject: East Cambridgeshire division pattern on 61 members
Importance: High
Dear Sally,
I have been developing the proposals of the Council and SECA for East Cambridgeshire in respect of the County
review and I have noted something of interest.
The issue relates to ECDC and SECA’s proposals for 8 single-member divisions based on 61 members. From the
proposals, EC_2 division includes Little Downham village, Witchford and part of Ely town, with a variance of 9.6% by
2020. However by following the proposals and making the necessary split across Downham parish, the division
returns +16% by 2020 rather than the variance proposed above. Would you be able to provide me with information
about how you came to the 9.6% variance? If possible could you respond to me today or at the earliest tomorrow
morning as I will be out of office on Thursday and Friday.
I have attached a table below so you can see what my workings have resulted in using the forecasts supplied by the
County Council. I have also copied in Anna Bailey who provided me with SECA’s submission which is the same as
ECDC.
EC_2

1

8,019

8,019

2%

9,896

Thanks for your help.
Kind regards,
Alex Hinds
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1274 | Twitter: https://twitter.com/LGBCE
Email: alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk Web: www.lgbce.org.uk
3

9,896

16%
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ECDC Private and Confidential Notice The information contained in this e-mail is intended for the named
recipients only. If you are not the intended recipient you may not copy, distribute or take any action or
reliance on it. Opinions expressed are those of the individual and do not necessarily represent the opinions
of East Cambridgeshire District Council. If you have received this e-mail in error please notify the sender
immediately by using the e-mail address or by telephoning (01353 665555 Ext.6497) Please note that this email has been created in the knowledge that Internet e-mail is not a 100% secure communication medium.
We advise that you understand and observe this lack of security when e-mailing us. Although we have taken
steps to ensure that this e-mail and attachments are free from any virus, we advise that in keeping with good
computing practice the recipient should ensure that they are actually virus-free.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:
Categories:

Hinds, Alex
05 February 2016 16:19
Starkie, Emily; Buck, Richard
Cambridgeshire email
Cambridgeshire final recommendations
Red Category

Hi Emily and Richard,
As promised the email is attached. Just the CEX letter to attach and it’s good to go. I have included Mike’s email
address in the email but should for any reason it does not appear it is Michael.Soper@cambridgeshire.gov.uk
Richard the letters are checked, if you could give them a managerial seal of approval.
See you both on Wednesday.
Alex
Alex Hinds
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1274 | Twitter: https://twitter.com/LGBCE
Email: alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk Web: www.lgbce.org.uk
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Hinds, Alex
05 February 2016 10:20
Soper Michael
Starkie, Emily
Cambridgeshire final recommendations

Hi Mike,
I have left a voice message for you in addition to this email. On Monday I will be sending you the embargoed copy of
the final recommendations for Cambridgeshire. It will also include a letter to the Chief Executive, news release, map
of the recommendations and the boundaries of the divisions. I will not be here on Monday or Tuesday (when we
launch). However, my colleague Emily Starkie has agreed to send you the information in my absence. She is copied
in to this email.
I was also be keeping you up to speed with the laying of the draft Order in parliament. We aim to lay the Order shortly
after publication of the final recommendations. Confirmed dates to lay the Order will follow.
I also would like to ask if there would be any objections to East Cambridgeshire District Council receiving an
embargoed copy of the report on Monday. The Council have contacted me requesting the report.
If you have any questions for me, I am around all day today and back on Wednesday next week.
Kind regards,
Alex Hinds
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1274 | Twitter: https://twitter.com/LGBCE
Email: alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk Web: www.lgbce.org.uk
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Hinds, Alex
05 February 2016 13:32
Bowell, Marcus
Cambridgeshire final recommendations
Cambridgeshire final recommendations 2016-02-09 FINAL.pdf

For you
Alex Hinds
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1274 | Twitter: https://twitter.com/LGBCE
Email: alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk Web: www.lgbce.org.uk
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Summary
Who we are
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England (LGBCE) is an
independent body set up by Parliament. We are not part of government or any
political party. We are accountable to Parliament through a committee of MPs chaired
by the Speaker of the House of Commons.
Our main role is to carry out electoral reviews of local authorities throughout England.

Electoral review
An electoral review examines and proposes new electoral arrangements for a local
authority. A local authority’s electoral arrangements decide:




How many councillors are needed
How many wards or electoral divisions should there be, where are their
boundaries and what should they be called
How many councillors should represent each ward or division

Why Cambridgeshire?
We are conducting an electoral review of Cambridgeshire County Council as the
Council currently has high levels of electoral inequality where some councillors
represent many more or many fewer voters than others. This means that the value of
each vote in county council elections varies depending on where you live in
Cambridgeshire. Overall, 32% of divisions currently have a variance of greater than
10%.

Our proposals for Cambridgeshire
Cambridgeshire County Council currently has 69 councillors. Based on the evidence
we received during previous phases of the review, we consider that a decrease in
council size by eight to 61 members will ensure the Council can perform its roles and
responsibilities effectively.

Electoral arrangements
Our final recommendations propose that Cambridgeshire County Council’s 61
councillors should represent 51 single-member divisions and five two-member
divisions. One of our proposed 56 divisions would have an electoral variance of
greater than 10% from the average for Cambridgeshire by 2021.
We have now finalised our recommendations for electoral arrangements in
Cambridgeshire.

1

1

Introduction

1
This electoral review is being conducted following our decision to review
Cambridgeshire County Council’s electoral arrangements to ensure that the number
of voters represented by each councillor is approximately the same across the
county.

What is an electoral review?
2
Our three main considerations in conducting an electoral review are set out in
legislation1 and are to:
 Improve electoral equality by equalising the number of electors each councillor
represents
 Reflect community identity
 Provide for effective and convenient local government
3
Our task is to strike the best balance between them when making our
recommendations. Our powers, as well as the guidance we have provided for
electoral reviews and further information on the review process, can be found on our
website at www.lgbce.org.uk

Consultation
4
We wrote to the Council inviting the submission of proposals on council size.
We then held a period of consultation on division patterns for the county. The
submissions received during our consultation have informed our final
recommendations. This review is being conducted as follows:
Stage starts

Description

21 October 2014

Decision on council size

28 October 2014

Division pattern consultation

12 May 2015
7 July 2015

Draft recommendations consultation
Analysis of submissions received and formulation of final
recommendations
Further limited consultation for Cambridge City
Publication of final recommendations

3 November 2015
9 February 2016

How will the recommendations affect you?
5
The recommendations will determine how many councillors will serve on the
Council. They will also decide which division you vote in, which other communities
are in that division and, in some instances, which parish council wards you vote in.
Your division name may also change, as may the names of parish or town council
wards in the area. The names or boundaries of parishes will not change as a result of
our recommendations.
1

Schedule 2 to the Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009.

2

What is the Local Government Boundary Commission for
England?
6
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England is an independent
body set up by Parliament under the Local Democracy, Economic Development and
Construction Act 2009.
Members of the Commission are:
Professor Colin Mellors (Chair)
Alison Lowton
Peter Maddison QPM
Sir Tony Redmond
Professor Paul Wiles CB
Chief Executive: Jolyon Jackson CBE

3

2

Analysis and final recommendations

7
Legislation2 states that our recommendations are not intended to be based
solely on the existing number of electors3 in an area, but also on estimated changes
in the number and distribution of electors likely to take place over a five-year period
from the date of our final recommendations. We must also try to recommend strong,
clearly identifiable boundaries for the divisions we put forward at the end of the
review.
8
In reality, the achievement of absolute electoral fairness is unlikely to be
attainable and there must be a degree of flexibility. However, our approach is to keep
variances in the number of electors each councillor represents to a minimum.
9
In seeking to achieve electoral fairness, we work out the average number of
electors per councillor by dividing the electorate by the number of councillors as
shown on the table below.
Electorate of
Cambridgeshire
Number of councillors
Average number of
electors per councillor

2014
478,908

2021
521,380

61
7,851

61
8,547

10 Under our final recommendations, one of our proposed divisions will have an
electoral variance of greater than 10% from the average for the county by 2021. We
are therefore satisfied that we have achieved good levels of electoral fairness for
Cambridgeshire.
11 Additionally, in circumstances where we propose to divide a parish between
district wards or county divisions, we are required to divide it into parish wards so that
each parish ward is wholly contained within a single district ward or county division.
We cannot make amendments to the external boundaries of parishes as part of an
electoral review.
12 These recommendations cannot affect the external boundaries of
Cambridgeshire County Council or result in changes to postcodes. They do not take
into account parliamentary constituency boundaries. There is no evidence that the
recommendations will have an adverse effect on local taxes, house prices, or car and
house insurance premiums and we are not, therefore, able to take into account any
representations which are based on these issues.

Submissions received
13 See Appendix B for details of submissions received. All submissions may be
inspected at our offices and can also be viewed on our website at www.lgbce.org.uk

2
3

Schedule 2 to the Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009.
Electors refers to the number of people registered to vote, not the whole adult population.

4

Electorate figures
14 As prescribed in the Local Democracy, Economic Development and
Construction Act 2009, the Council submitted electorate forecasts for 2021, a period
five years on from the scheduled publication of our final recommendations in 2016.
These forecasts were broken down to polling district level and projected an increase
in the electorate of approximately 9% by 2021. The highest proportion of this growth
across the county is expected in Cambridge with significant development in the
Arbury and Trumpington areas.
15 During our consultation on division arrangements, we received several queries
from members of the public regarding the electorate forecasts. In each instance we
raised these with Cambridgeshire County Council and, accordingly, made some
changes to the projections for Cambridge City.
16 Having considered the further information provided by the Council, we are
satisfied that the projected figures are the best available at the present time and
these figures form the basis of our final recommendations. Given that we have
undertaken a period of further limited consultation in the Cambridge City area, the
publication of these final recommendations has been postponed until 2016. In light of
this, the forecast needs to be for 2021 rather than 2020. We are content that the
original figures can reasonably be regarded as an accurate reflection of forecast
growth to 2021 and have referred to them as such in this report.

Council size
17 Cambridgeshire County Council currently has 69 councillors. The County
Council submitted a proposal to decrease the council size from 69 to 63 members.
The Liberal Democrat Group on Cambridgeshire County Council submitted a
proposal to increase council size from 69 to 71. We requested further information
from the County Council as to whether it had considered alternative council sizes and
why any alternatives would be less effective than 63 councillors. The Council
responded that it had considered alternative sizes based on 57, 59, 61 and 63
councillors.
18 Having considered both submissions, we decided the County Council’s
evidence was more persuasive. The County Council demonstrated that it could
operate efficiently and effectively under its proposed council size and ensure effective
representation of local residents. We therefore invited proposals for division
arrangements based on a council size of 63 councillors.
19 As we developed our draft recommendations, we discovered that 63 councillors
did not provide the best allocation of county councillors between Cambridgeshire’s
five districts. We examined alternative division arrangements under council sizes of
between 64 and 61 members. We concluded that 61 councillors would ensure a good
allocation of councillors across Cambridgeshire. As stated in our Guidance, we will
use our discretion to vary the number of councillors from the figure previously agreed
if we find that an alternative will provide ‘a better fit’ of divisions across the county. On
this basis we put forward draft recommendations based on a council size of 61
members. On the basis of information received during consultation, we have decided
to confirm our draft recommendations in this respect as final.
5

20 A council size of 61 provides the following allocation between the district
councils in the county. In brackets, we have also listed the percentage of district and
borough wards that are wholly contained within our proposed divisions. We refer to
this as coterminosity:






Cambridge City – 12 councillors (36%)
East Cambridgeshire – eight councillors (71%)
Fenland – nine councillors (75%)
Huntingdonshire – 17 councillors (62%)
South Cambridgeshire – 15 councillors (62%)

Division patterns
21 During consultation on division patterns, we received 63 submissions. While we
did not receive a submission from the County Council, the Cambridge Labour Group
submitted a county-wide proposal. Cambridge City Council and the North East
Cambridgeshire Conservative Association submitted district-wide proposals for
Cambridge City and Fenland respectively. The remainder of the submissions
provided localised comments for division arrangements in specific areas of the
county.

Draft recommendations
22 We received 253 submissions during consultation on our draft
recommendations. We received submissions relating to each of the districts in the
county. In particular, we received proposals for alternative division arrangements in
Cambridge, East Cambridgeshire, Huntingdonshire and Fenland districts. We
considered that the alternative division arrangements submitted for Cambridge City
provided clear division boundaries while still ensuring good electoral equality. We
therefore decided to further consult on this alternative division proposal for
Cambridge City.

Final recommendations
Cambridge City
23
We received 105 submissions relating to our proposed electoral divisions in
Cambridge. This included four city-wide proposals for electoral divisions that were
notably different from our draft recommendations. The County Council,
Cambridgeshire Labour Group, Cambridgeshire Liberal Democrat Group and a local
resident each submitted city-wide schemes.
24 We considered that the divisions proposed by the Cambridgeshire Liberal
Democrat Group and local resident would better reflect communities in the Market,
Petersfield and Romsey areas of the city than the divisions proposed in our draft
recommendations. They were further supported by strong evidence from local
residents, local organisations and councillors in these areas of Cambridge. Given
that this pattern had not been consulted upon previously, we decided to consult
locally in Cambridge city on whether this new pattern of divisions should be adopted
as part of our final recommendations.
6

25 We received 114 submissions during the period of further limited consultation in
Cambridge, 52 of which supported the alternative proposals for Market and
Petersfield divisions. We also received 32 submissions which supported the
alternative proposals for Romsey division. We consider that the alternative proposals
provide for good electoral equality, and reflect community identities and interests in
Cambridge.
26 During the development of the final recommendations we discovered an error in
the electorate count in the Abbey and Romsey areas. This would result in Abbey
division having a 16% electoral variance. This has necessitated a boundary
modification between the proposed Abbey and Petersfield divisions. Accordingly, the
boundary between these two divisions has been moved further south, running along
St Matthew’s Street, Norfolk Street and behind properties on Upper Gwydir Street,
Fairsford Place and York Street in order to achieve good electoral equality for Abbey
division. The electoral variances for Romsey and Petersfield divisions in the table
below reflect the correct variances as a result of the changes made.
Further consultation variances
Abbey (-9%)
Petersfield (8%)
Romsey (2%)

Final recommendations variances
Abbey (-9%)
Petersfield (1%)
Romsey (9%)

27 We received objections to the proposed two-member divisions in Cambridge
City from the County Council, City Council, political parties and local residents. We
consider that persuasive evidence has been received to support two single-member
Castle and Newnham divisions. We have also included Windsor Road in Castle
division as we have received persuasive evidence that Windsor Road shares strong
community links with adjoining roads in the Castle area. However, we are not
persuaded by the evidence for two single-member divisions for Trumpington and
Queen Edith’s. This would require either accepting a Trumpington division with an
18% variance or a Trumpington division which takes in adjoining areas where we
have received support for our draft recommendations. We therefore propose no
changes to Trumpington & Queen Edith’s division and confirm it as final.
East Cambridgeshire District
28 We received 38 submissions relating to East Cambridgeshire. The majority of
local respondents and Stephen Barclay MP objected to our proposed two-member
divisions of Fordham Villages & Soham South and Littleport West. We also received
localised comments relating to Ely, Littleport and our proposals in the west of the
district. In addition, we received alternative division patterns based on both eight and
nine councillors for East Cambridgeshire. We are not persuaded that we have
received sufficient evidence to change the allocation of councillors for East
Cambridgeshire and have decided our final recommendations should allocate eight
councillors for the district. Furthermore, we considered the alternative pattern of eight
single-member divisions did not reflect the statutory criteria, particularly in Ely,
Downham and Witchford as it created a division which did not reflect communities.
We propose to confirm our draft recommendations as final subject to a minor
amendment in Littleport to correct a defaced division boundary.

7

Fenland District
29 We received 29 submissions relating to Fenland. The majority of respondents
and Stephen Barclay MP objected to our proposed two-member March North &
Waldersey division and our proposals in the March, Wisbech St Mary and Whittlesey
areas.
30 We received alternative division patterns based on nine and 10 councillors for
Fenland. As in East Cambridgeshire, we are not persuaded that we have received
sufficient evidence to change the allocation of councillors for the district and have
decided our final recommendations in Fenland should allocate nine councillors. We
considered the alternative pattern of nine single-member divisions did not reflect the
statutory criteria, particularly in Christchurch, Elm, Manea and Wisbech St Mary
parishes. In particular, the locally proposed Waldersey division comprising these
parishes would not have clear boundaries. Furthermore, it would span a large
geographical area that would combine disparate communities that would not appear
to share community identities and interests. Therefore, we do not propose any
changes to our proposed division arrangements in Fenland with the exception of
Wisbech where we propose the divisions should reflect the district wards.
Huntingdonshire District
31 We received 47 submissions relating to Huntingdonshire, the majority of which
objected to our proposed St Neots East & Gransden division. Local councillors and
local residents argued against our proposals which included a large housing
development in St Neots in a division with Abbotsley, Great Gransden, Great Paxton,
Toseland, Waresley-cum-Tetworth and Yelling parishes. We have not made changes
to St Neots East & Gransden division because we could not find a suitable alternative
division pattern for St Neots that would meet our statutory criteria.
32 We also received objections to our proposed Somersham & Earith and Warboys
& The Stukeleys divisions. After considering the evidence received, we have made
some minor amendments to the draft recommendations and propose that Wyton-onthe-Hill parish be included in St Ives North division and that Broughton and Kings
Ripton parishes be included in Somersham & Earith division to provide for good
electoral equality. However, we could not find a suitable alternative division pattern
which places The Stukeleys and Warboys parishes in different divisions.
South Cambridgeshire District
33 We received 34 submissions relating to South Cambridgeshire. A number of
parishes provided evidence to support minor amendments to our draft
recommendations for the district. We also investigated potential alternative division
patterns for Northstowe & Over and Papworth & Swavesey divisions. However, we
could not find a suitable alternative division pattern that would meet our statutory
criteria.
34 We have decided to amend our draft recommendations by transferring Lolworth
parish to Bar Hill division and transferring Boxworth, Childerley and Knapwell
parishes to Papworth & Swavesey division. To improve electoral equality in
Cambourne division, the team proposes to include Little Gransden and Longstowe
parishes in Cambourne division. We have also created a two-member Sawston &
Shelford division which keeps the parishes of Sawston and Shelford and adjoining
parishes together in the same division.
8

Detailed divisions
35 The tables on pages 10–31 detail our final recommendations for each district in
Cambridgeshire. They detail how the proposed division arrangements reflect the
three statutory4 criteria of:
 Equality of representation
 Reflecting community interests and identities
 Providing for convenient and effective local government

4

Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009.
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Cambridge City
Division name
Abbey

Number
of Cllrs
1

Variance
2021
-9%

Description

Detail

This division lies in the east
of the city and comprises the
Barnwell community.

The response to our draft recommendations for this division
mainly consisted of local residents in Romsey who objected
to being included in our proposed Barnwell division. We also
received submissions from local residents in Barnwell
supporting the responses of Romsey residents. We received
a submission proposing that this division be named Abbey
rather than Barnwell. We consider that this name better
reflects the community within this division and so we are
adopting this name change as part of our final
recommendations.
We received support for Abbey division during the further
limited consultation. We consider this division reflects
community identities and provides for good electoral
equality. We therefore confirm Abbey divison as part of our
final recommendations.

Arbury

1

-2%

This division lies in the northwest of the city and
comprises the Arbury
community.

We did not receive any submissions specifically relating to
our proposals for Arbury division. However, the alternative
city-wide patterns received included proposals for Arbury
division which were notably different from our draft
recommendations. These changes were contingent on
accepting substantial modifications in the Castle and
Newnham areas of the city for which we had little evidence.
We therefore did not make changes to Arbury division.
We received four submissions specifically relating to Arbury
division during the further consultation. A local resident
proposed that Histon Road should be the division boundary
between Arbury and Castle areas. A local councillor
proposed that part of Victoria Road be transferred to Arbury

10

division. A Residents’ Association and two councillors
proposed that Windsor Road be transferred to a division with
the Castle area.
We are unable to accommodate the proposals relating to
Histon Road and Victoria road as this would require
substantial modifications in the Chesterton and King’s
Hedges area for which we have no evidence. However, we
consider the evidence to transfer Windsor Road to Castle
division to be persuasive and have decided to make this
change. We are satisfied Arbury division reflects community
identities and provides for good electoral equality. Subject to
this minor change, we confirm our proposed Arbury division
as part of our final recommendations.
Castle

1

-3%

This division comprises the
Castle area of Cambridge.

During consultation on our draft recommendations we
received 16 submissions relating to Castle & Newnham
division. The majority of submissions objected to the
proposals which included Castle and Newnham in a twomember division. We received alternative division patterns
for two single-member divisions. However, the changes
would require accepting substantial modifications in the
Arbury, Chesterton and King’s Hedges areas of Cambridge
for which we had no evidence. We therefore did not make
changes to Castle & Newnham division.
Subsequently, we received 22 submissions during the further
limited consultation relating to this division. The majority of
respondents reiterated their objection to a two-member
Castle & Newnham division. A political group and a local
resident submitted alternative proposals which used
Madingley Road as the boundary between two singlemember divisions. We also received evidence that Windsor
Road has close community links with Oxford Road,
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Richmond Road and other roads which access onto
Huntingdon Road.
The respondents argued that Castle has few direct road links
with Newnham. Castle also has its own separate community
facilities and does not look south in a community sense
toward Newnham. We consider the evidence received
provides a persuasive argument for a single-member
division comprising Castle. Furthermore, the evidence to
include Windsor Road in Castle division is supported by
persuasive evidence and we have decided to make this
change. A single-member division would provide for good
electoral equality and reflect community identities. We
therefore propose a single-member Castle division as part of
our final recommendations.
Cherry Hinton

1

5%

This division lies in the east
of the city and comprises the
Cherry Hinton community.

During consultation on our draft recommendations we did
not receive any submissions specifically relating to our
proposals for Cherry Hinton division. However, the
alternative city-wide patterns received were similar to our
draft recommendations.
During the further limited consultation, we received a
submission from a local resident relating to Cherry Hinton
division. They proposed to move cul-de-sacs off Cherry
Hinton Road, between Mowbray Road and Cherry Hinton
Hall, into a division with Queen Edith’s. They also proposed
that Queen Edith’s Way, adjoining roads as well as land to
the east of Limekiln Road be transferred to Cherry Hinton
division. We consider that insufficient evidence has been
received to make this change. We have also received
support for the proposed Cherry Hinton division. Subject to a
minor change in the north of the division where we have
used part of the railway as the boundary, we confirm our
draft recommendations for Cherry Hinton division as final.
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Chesterton

1

5%

This division lies to the northeast of the city centre and is
bounded by the River Cam to
the south. The division
comprises the Chesterton
community.

During consultation on our draft recommendations we
received alternative city-wide proposals for new division
arrangements in Chesterton. The alternative proposals were
substantially different from our draft recommendations.
These changes would require substantial modifications in
the Castle and Newnham areas of the city for which we had
little evidence.
We received a submission from a local councillor who
objected to our proposals for Chesterton division. However,
they did not put forward alternative for this division. As we
have received support for Chesterton division and we
consider the division reflects community identities, we
confirm this division as part of our final recommendations.

King’s Hedges

1

5%

This division lies to the north
of the city centre and
comprises the King’s Hedges
area and parts of the East
Chesterton community.

During consultation on our draft recommendations we
received alternative city-wide proposals for new division
arrangements in this part of the city. The alternative
proposals were substantially different from our draft
recommendations. These changes would require accepting
substantial modifications in the Arbury, Castle and Newnham
areas of the city for which we had little evidence.
We received support for King’s Hedges division during
further limited consultation. We consider this division reflects
community identities and provides for good electoral
equality. We therefore confirm King’s Hedges divison as part
of our final recommendations.

Market

1

-2%

This division comprises the
centre of Cambridge,
Cambridge University
colleges and residential
areas west of East Road.
13

In response to our draft recommendations we received
submissions from local residents objecting to our proposals
which divided this area using Mill Road. Alternative patterns
were submitted which proposed a Market division with the
division boundary following East Road and Lensfield Road.

Following further limited consultation we received 38
submissions relating to Market division. All but one of the
submissions supported the alternative proposals which
include most of the city centre and surrounding residential
areas in Market division. We received persuasive evidence
that Mill Road is a focal point where local residents on either
side of the road share community interests and facilities. We
consider that the alternative proposals better reflect the
Market community. The division also provides for good
electoral equality. Therefore, we propose this division as part
of our final recommendations.
Newnham

1

-12%

This division comprises the
Newnham area and Churchill
College to the north of
Madingley Road.

As noted in the Castle section of this report, we received a
number of submissions relating to Castle & Newnham
division during consultation on the draft recommendations.
The majority of respondents objected to a two-member
Castle & Newnham division. An alternative proposal was
received for a single-member Newnham division; however,
this would require accepting substantial changes in the north
of Cambridge for which we had no evidence.
During the further limited consultation, 22 submissions were
received. The respondents reiterated their objections to
Castle & Newnham division. Two political party respondents
provided evidence that Newnham is a distinct and separate
community from Castle. The Newnham area also has
separate community facilities from Castle. It was further
argued that a single-member division should include those
residents to the north of Madingley Road and Churchill
College.
We consider the evidence on community identities received
from respondents to be persuasive and, exceptionally,
justifies a single-member Newnham division with a variance
above 10%. The evidence clearly demonstrates Newnham is
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a distinct community from Castle with few direct road links.
We-propose a single-member Newham division as part of
our final recommendations.
Petersfield

1

1%

This division comprises the
Newtown and Petersfield
areas of Cambridge.

In response to our draft recommendations we received
submissions from the local Residents’ Association and local
residents objecting to our proposals to use Mill Road as the
division boundary between our proposed St Matthew’s and
St Paul’s divisions. Alternative division patterns were
submitted which proposed a Petersfield division with the
division boundary following East Road and Lensfield Road.
Following further limited consultation we received 15
submissions. All the submissions received supported the
alternative proposals which use East Road and Lensfield
Road as the division boundary between this division and
Market division to the west. We also received submissions in
support of Newtown being included in the division. A political
group proposed a modification to Petersfield division which
included an area to the south of the Botanical Gardens, and
the Brooklands Avenue area in a single-member
Trumpington division. However, we do not have sufficient
evidence from respondents in Petersfield division to make
this change. We consider our proposed Petersfield division
better reflects the community than our draft
recommendations. The division also provides for good
electoral equality. We therefore propose Petersfield division
as part of our final recommendations.

Romsey

1

9%

This division comprises the
Romsey community between
Cherry Hinton Road and the
railway line.
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In response to our draft recommendations we received over
50 submissions objecting to our proposals to include part of
Romsey in Barnwell division. Alternative division patterns
were submitted which proposed to include Romsey in a
single division.

We received 33 submissions during further consultation
relating to Romsey division. All but one of the submissions
received supported the alternative proposals we put forward
which keep the Romsey community in a single division. A
political group proposed that the entirety of roads north of
Cherry Hinton Road from Hills Road to Perne Road be
included in Queen Edith’s division. However, we consider
that insufficient evidence has been received to make this
change. It would also result in an electoral variance of
greater than 10%. The alternative proposals for Romsey
division better reflect the local community than that proposed
in our draft recommendations. The division also provides for
good electoral equality. Therefore, we propose this division
as part of our final recommendations.
Trumpington &
Queen Edith’s

2

-4%

This division comprises the
areas of Trumpington and
Queen Edith’s.

In response to the draft recommendations, we received 16
submissions relating to the areas of Trumpington and Queen
Edith’s. In Trumpington, a local Residents’ Association
objected to the proposed Trumpington division. In Queen
Edith’s, 15 respondents objected to the proposed Queen
Edith’s division. We received alternative division patterns for
these areas which would both require substantial changes in
other parts of Cambridge for which had no evidence.
However, the evidence received persuasively argued our
proposals divided communities. Therefore, we created a twomember division which included both the Trumpington and
Queen Edith’s areas. We put this proposed division forward
during further limited consultation.
In response we received 18 submissions relating to this twomember division. The respondents in both areas argued
against the proposed two-member division. A political group
and local resident proposed two single-member divisions.
This proposal was supported by local residents and
Residents’ Associations in both areas.
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After considering the submissions received here, we are
unable to accept the proposals for two single-member
divisions. The proposals of the political group would require
a substantial modification to Petersfield division. We have
not received evidence in support of this modification from
respondents in Petersfield division. In addition, the proposals
of a local resident would place the boundary along
Babraham Road. We are not persuaded that this proposal
reflects communities and is not supported by persuasive
evidence. We would rather put two distinct communities in
the same division rather than divide them between multiple
divisions in order to meet our statutory criteria. Therefore we
have decided to propose no changes to Trumpington &
Queen Edith’s division. This division provides for good
electoral equality and does not divide communities between
divisions. We confirm it as part of our final recommendations.
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East Cambridgeshire District

Ely East

Number
of Cllrs
1

Variance
2021
5%

Ely West

1

-7%

Division name

Fordham
Villages &
Soham South

2

Littleport East
& Soham North

1

7%

Littleport West

2

9%

8%

Description

Detail

This division comprises the
east of the city, the cathedral
area to the south, and
communities east of Lynn
Road.
This division comprises much
of the Ely community which is
bounded by the A10 and
A142 roads. The remainder
of the division is made up of
the rural area to the south
and west of Ely.
This division comprises
Burwell, Chippenham,
Fordham, Isleham, Kennett,
Reach, Snailwell, Swaffham
Bulbeck, Swaffham Prior and
Wicken parishes. It also
comprises the southern part
of Soham parish.
This division comprises the
eastern part of Littleport
parish, the eastern part of Ely
parish and northern part of
Soham parish.
This division comprises
Coveney, Downham,
Haddenham, Mepal,
Stretham, Sutton, Thetford,
Wentworth, Wilburton,
Witcham and Witchford

We received 38 submissions relating to East Cambridgeshire
district. The majority of respondents objected to the
allocation of councillors for the district, and our proposed
Fordham Villages & Soham South, Littleport East & Soham
North and Littleport West divisions. We also received
localised objections from parish councils located in our
proposed Littleport West division.
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We received alternative proposals which were based on
eight and nine single-member divisions. We have decided to
base our final recommendations on eight county councillors
for East Cambridgeshire. As stated earlier, we are not
persuaded that sufficient evidence was received to justify
changing the allocation of councillors to the district.
While the proposal based on eight councillors resulted in
divisions with reasonably good levels of electoral equality, it
created divisions comprising Ely and adjoining parishes with
poor internal access between communities. The proposals
would also result in dividing Downham parish between two
divisions. To provide for a uniform pattern of eight singlemember divisions which provide an effective balance of the
statutory criteria would require significant changes to the
proposals received for Ely. We do not have sufficient
evidence to make such changes.
We therefore propose to confirm the draft recommendations
for these five divisions in East Cambridgeshire as final
subject to a minor change in Littleport to allow the division
boundary to run behind Millfield and along Ely Road. While
we note the views and objections of respondents to our draft

Woodditton

1

-1%

parishes. The division also
comprises parts of Littleport
and Ely parishes.

recommendations for East Cambridgeshire district, we
consider that our proposed divisions provide for the best
balance of the statutory criteria.

This division comprises
Ashley, Bottisham, Brinkley,
Burrough Green, Cheveley,
Dullingham, Kirtling, Lode,
Stetchworth, Westley
Waterless and Woodditton
parishes.

We did not receive any objections to our draft
recommendations for this division. We are satisfied
Woodditton division meets the statutory criteria and have
decided to confirm our draft recommendations as final.
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Fenland District
Number
of Cllrs
1

Variance
2021
5%

March North &
Waldersey

2

7%

March South &
Rural

1

8%

Roman Bank &
Peckover

1

8%

Division name
Chatteris

Whittlesey
North

1

-7%

Whittlesey
South

1

0%

Description

Detail

This division comprises the
whole of Chatteris parish.
This division comprises the
northern part of March
parish and the parishes of
Christchurch, Elm and part
of Wisbech St Mary parish.
This division comprises the
southern part of March
parish and the parishes of
Manea and Wimblington.
This division comprises
Gorefield, Leverington,
Newton, Parson Drove and
Tydd St Giles parishes. It
also includes parts of
Wisbech and Wisbech St
Mary parishes.
This division comprises
Bassenhally, Stonald and
part of the St Andrews area.
This division comprises the
district wards of Benwick,
Coates & Eastrea and
Lattersey and part of the St
Andrews area. It also
comprises Benwick and
Doddington parishes and
the rural part of March
parish.

We received 29 submissions relating to Fenland district. The
majority of respondents objected to the allocation of
councillors for Fenland, and our proposed two-member March
North & Waldersey division. We also received localised
objections to our proposals in Whittlesey and Wisbech St
Mary parishes.
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We received alternative proposals which were based on nine
and 10 single-member divisions. We have decided to base
our final recommendations on nine county councillors for
Fenland as we are not persuaded that sufficient evidence was
received to justify changing the allocation of councillors to the
district.
The alternative proposals for Fenland received resulted in the
creation of a division which comprised Christchurch, Elm,
Manea and Wisbech St Mary parishes. On visiting the local
area, we noted that the proposed division did not have clear
road access between communities and did not reflect local
community identities. Furthermore, it would span a large
geographical area which would combine disparate
communities that do not appear to share community identities
and interests. Indeed, to traverse the proposed division by
road, particularly between Elm parish and Christchurch parish,
requires leaving the county. Although this division results in
good electoral equality, we consider that it does not reflect
community identities or provide for effective and convenient
local government.

We also looked at whether we could propose an alternative
pattern of nine single-member divisions for Fenland district
which did not require the acceptance of the above division.
However, we were unable to find an alternative which would
adequately meet the statutory criteria.
We therefore propose that these six divisions are confirmed
as part of our final recommendations. While we note the views
and objections of respondents to our draft recommendations
for Fenland district, we are satisfied that our proposed
divisions will ensure good electoral equality and effective and
convenient local government.
Wisbech East

1

-2%

This division comprises the
district wards of Kirkgate,
Octavia Hill and Staithe.

Wisbech West

1

-1%

This division comprises the
district wards of Clarkson,
Medworth and Waterlees.
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We received an alternative division pattern for the two
Wisbech divisions which each comprised three of the six
district wards for the town. After considering this arrangement,
we are satisfied that it would better reflect the statutory criteria
in Wisbech. This division arrangement improves electoral
equality and provides for better coterminosity with the district
wards of Fenland. We also propose the divisions are named
Wisbech East and Wisbech West. We propose that these two
divisions are adopted as part of our final recommendations.

Huntingdonshire District
Number
of Cllrs
1

Variance
2021
-8%

Brampton &
Buckden

1

-3%

Godmanchester
& Huntingdon
South

1

-9%

Division name
Alconbury &
Kimbolton

Description

Detail

This division comprises
Alconbury, Alconbury Weston,
Barham & Woolley, Brington &
Molesworth, Buckworth,
Bythorn & Keyston, Catworth,
Covington, Easton, Ellington,
Great Gidding, Great
Staughton, Hail Weston,
Hamerton & Steeple Gidding,
Kimbolton, Leighton, Little
Gidding, Old Weston, Perry,
Spaldwick, Stow Longa,
Tilbrook, Upton & Coppingford
and Winwick parishes.
This division comprises
Brampton, Buckden,
Diddington, Grafham, Offord
Cluny & Offord D’Arcy and
Southoe & Midloe parishes.

We received a submission objecting to our proposed
division. We received an alternative pattern of divisions for
this part of the district. However, based on a 61-member
Council, a proposed Kimbolton division would have a
variance of greater than 10%. We consider that our
proposed division better reflects the statutory criteria and
propose that it is confirmed as final.

This division comprises
Godmanchester parish and a
part of Huntingdon parish to
the south of American Lane
and Priory Road.

We are satisfied that Godmanchester & Huntingdon South
division meets the statutory criteria. We received an
objection to include the Newtown area in our proposed
division from a local respondent. However, they did not put
forward an alternative division pattern. Therefore we
propose this division is confirmed as final.
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We received support for our proposed division from a local
councillor. We received no other responses for this division.
Brampton & Buckden division provides for good electoral
equality, reflects communities and ensures effective and
convenient local government. We propose it is confirmed
as final.

Huntingdon
North &
Hartford

1

-1%

Huntingdon
West

1

-3%

Ramsey & Bury

1

1%

Sawtry & Stilton

1

Somersham &
Earith

1

This division comprises the
north of Huntingdon parish,
including the areas of Hartford
and Sapley.
This division comprises the
centre and west of Huntingdon
parish.
This division comprises Bury
and Ramsey parishes.

We received support for our proposed divisions in
Huntingdon from a local councillor. We are satisfied that
Huntingdon North & Hartford and Huntingdon West
divisions reflect our statutory criteria and propose that both
divisions are confirmed as final.

7%

This division comprises
Alwalton, Chesterton,
Conington, Denton &
Caldecote, Elton, Folksworth &
Washingley, Glatton, Haddon,
Holme, Morborne, Sawtry,
Sibson-cum-Stibbington,
Stilton and Water Newton
parishes.

We received two submissions relating to this division. One
of the respondents objected to our draft recommendations.
A local councillor proposed our division name of Norman
Cross should be changed to Sawtry & Stilton. We are
persuaded by the councillor’s evidence that Sawtry is the
largest village in the division and is increasing in size due
to housing development. We consider the proposed name
better reflects communities in our proposed division.
Subject to this, we confirm our draft recommendations as
final.

-9%

This division comprises
Bluntisham, Broughton, Colne,
Earith, Kings Ripton, Old
Hurst, Pidley-cum-Fenton,

We received objections to our proposed division
arrangement. It was argued that Wyton-on-the-Hill parish
has little connection with the parishes of Somersham,
Earith and Bluntisham. It was proposed that Wyton-on-the-

23

We received two submissions relating to this division. One
of the respondents supported our draft recommendations.
The other submission objected to our proposals. It was
argued that Bury is a rural community with different
interests to the market town of Ramsey. We investigated
the possibility of transferring Bury parish into Warboys &
The Stukeleys division; however, this arrangement would
result in an electoral variance of 14%. We are unable to
find an alternative division pattern which would meet the
statutory criteria. We have therefore decided to confirm our
draft recommendations for this division as final.

Somersham and Woodhurst
parishes.

Hill be transferred to St Ives as it shares closer transport
and community links with the town. While such a transfer
improves electoral equality in St Ives North division, it
would result in 13% fewer electors per councillor in
Somersham & Earith division. To improve electoral equality,
we propose that Broughton and Kings Ripton parishes are
transferred to this division from our proposed Warboys &
The Stukeleys division.

St Ives North &
Wyton

1

3%

This division comprises the
north of St Ives parish and
Wyton-on-the-Hill parish.

We propose that Wyton-on-the-Hill parish is included with
this division from Somersham & Earith. We are persuaded
that Wyton-on-the-Hill has closer transport and community
links with St Ives. Our proposals also significantly improve
electoral equality in the division and provide for effective
and convenient local government.

St Ives South &
Needingworth

1

-8%

This division comprises the
south of St Ives parish and
Holywell-cum-Needingworth
parish.

We did not receive any objections to our draft
recommendations for this division. We are satisfied St Ives
South & Needingworth meets the statutory criteria and
have decided to confirm it as final.

St Neots East &
Gransden

1

0%

This division comprises part of
a new development in St
Neots, east of the railway and
Abbotsley, Great Gransden,
Great Paxton, Toseland,
Waresley-cum-Tetworth and
Yelling parishes.

We received a number of submissions objecting to our
proposed division for this area. It was argued by
councillors, local residents and parishes in the proposed
division that the Loves Farm development in St Neots town
should be included in a St Neots-based division.
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We investigated whether it was possible to include the
housing development in one of the St Neots divisions to the
west of the railway line. However, this would result in poor
levels of electoral equality. We did not receive a viable
alternative for this area which would meet the statutory
criteria for St Neots and the adjoining rural parishes. We
have therefore decided to confirm our draft

recommendations for St Neots East & Gransden as final.
While we note the views of respondents in this area, we
consider that our proposed division provide for the best
balance of the statutory criteria.
St Neots
Eynesbury

1

-5%

This division comprises the
east of St Neots which
includes the Eynesbury area.

We received objections to our proposals to include the area
between Cambridge Street, Church Street and Fox Brook
in St Neots Eynesbury division. We do not consider that a
persuasive argument has been made to transfer this area
to St Neots Priory Park & Little Paxton division. We
consider our draft recommendations better reflect
communities as Church Meadow and adjoining roads have
access into Eynesbury over Fox Brook. We have therefore
decided to confirm our draft recommendations for this
division as final.

St Neots Priory
Park & Little
Paxton

1

2%

This division comprises the
parish of St Neots north of the
High Street and Little Paxton
parish.

We received specific comments relating to parish warding
arrangements in this area. We did not receive any
objections to our draft recommendations for this division.
We are satisfied that St Neots Priory Park & Little Paxton
meets the statutory criteria and have decided to confirm it
as final.

St Neots The
Eatons

1

-1%

This division comprises the
west of St Neots which
includes the Eaton Ford area.

We did not receive any objections to our draft
recommendations for this division. St Neots The Eatons
division provides for good electoral equality, reflects
communities and, in our view will ensure effective and
convenient local government. We have therefore decided to
confirm our draft recommendations for this division as final.

The
Hemingfords &
Fenstanton

1

-5%

This division comprises
Fenstanton, Hemingford
Abbots, Hemingford Grey,

We received responses to our proposed division which
made observations but did not provide any alternative
proposals. We are satisfied that our proposed division
provides for good electoral equality, reflects communities
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Warboys & The
Stukeleys

1

-5%

Hilton and Houghton & Wyton
parishes.

and effective and convenient local government. We have
therefore decided to confirm our draft recommendations for
this division as final.

This division comprises Abbots
Ripton, The Stukeleys,
Upwood & The Raveleys,
Warboys, Wistow and Wood
Walton parishes.

We received objections to our draft proposals in this area. It
was argued that The Stukeleys does not share strong
community identities with Warboys. It was proposed that
The Stukeleys be included with Alconbury & Kimbolton or
Brampton & Buckden divisions. This arrangement was
supported by a local parish council and local residents.
We investigated whether such an arrangement was
possible; however, this would result in electoral variances
of 28% more and 33% more electors per councillor for
Alconbury & Kimbolton and Brampton & Buckden divisions
respectively. We did not receive a suitable alternative
which would meet the statutory criteria. However, as stated
above, we have decided to amend our draft
recommendations between this division and Somersham &
Earith.

Yaxley & Farcet

1

1%

This division comprises Farcet
and Yaxley parishes.
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We received support for the draft recommendations relating
to this division. Yaxley & Farcet provides for good electoral
equality, reflects communities and effective and convenient
local government. We have therefore decided to confirm
our draft recommendations for this division as final.

South Cambridgeshire District
Number
of Cllrs
1

Variance
2021
2%

Cambourne

1

Cottenham &
Willingham

1

Division name
Bar Hill

Description

Detail

This division comprises Bar
Hill, Dry Drayton, Lolworth
and Girton parishes.

We received a submission which proposed that Lolworth
parish be transferred to Bar Hill division from Cambourne
division. It was argued that the parish is separated from
Cambourne by the A428 dual carriageway. We propose to
modify our draft recommendations to include Lolworth in Bar
Hill division. We are persuaded that Lolworth has closer links
with Bar Hill via the A14. Our proposed division also provides
for good electoral equality and reflects communities.

-10%

This division comprises
Bourn, Cambourne, Little
Gransden and Longstowe
parishes.

We received a submission which proposed that Boxworth,
Childerley, Knapwell and Lolworth parishes be transferred to
Papworth & Swavesey division from Cambourne division. On
visiting the area we discovered that Cambourne is separated
from these parishes by the A428 dual carriageway. The
parishes are also a considerable distance away from
Cambourne. We therefore propose that Boxworth, Childerley
and Knapwell parishes are included in Papworth &
Swavesey division where they share closer community
identities. To improve electoral equality in Cambourne
division we propose to include Little Gransden and
Longstowe parishes. We propose this division as part of our
final recommendations.

4%

This division comprises
Cottenham, Rampton and
Willingham parishes.

We received a submission which commented on particular
arrangements for Over and Willingham parishes. Having
considered the evidence received we are content this
division provides for good electoral equality and have
decided to confirm our draft recommendations as final.
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Duxford

1

-5%

This division comprises
Duxford, Fowlmere, Foxton,
Great & Little Chishill,
Heydon, Hinxton, Ickleton,
Pampisford, Shepreth,
Thriplow and Whittlesford
parishes.

We received three submissions relating to Duxford division.
Having considered the evidence received we propose that
Pampisford parish is included in the division. We are
satisfied with the evidence that Pampisford shares strong
community links with local parishes within the division. We
consider our proposed division reflects the statutory criteria
and confirm it as part of our final recommendations.

Fulbourn

1

6%

This division comprises the
southern part of Fen Ditton
parish. It also comprises
Fulbourn, Great Wilbraham,
Little Wilbraham, Stow-cumQuy and Teversham
parishes.

Our proposals for this division split Fen Ditton parish
between two divisions. We received an objection to this
arrangement which argued that the parish should be
included within an entire division. To propose this change
would result in poor electoral equality and the creation of a
detached division. Our proposals meet the statutory criteria
in this area and we have decided to confirm Fulbourn
division as part of our final recommendations.

Gamlingay

1

-4%

This division comprises
Abington Pigotts, Arrington,
Barrington, Croydon,
Gamlingay, Guilden Morden,
Hatley, Litlington, Orwell,
Shingay-cum-Wendy, Steeple
Morden, Tadlow and
Wimpole parishes.

We did not receive any objections to our draft proposals for
Gamlingay. However due to the transfer of Longstowe and
Little Gransden parishes to Cambourne division, Gamlingay
division would have a variance of 12% fewer electors. To
improve electoral equality we propose to include Litlington
parish.

Hardwick

1

4%

This division comprises
Barton, Caldecote,
Comberton, Coton,
Grantchester, Great
Eversden, Harlton, Hardwick,
Kingston, Little Eversden,
Madingley and Toft parishes.

We received five submissions which supported transferring
Madingley parish to Hardwick division. Having considered
the evidence received we propose to modify our draft
recommendations. We are content that Madingley parish has
strong community links with parishes in Hardwick division.
Our proposed division also provides for good electoral
equality and reflects community identities in this area.
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Histon &
Impington

1

4%

This division comprises
Histon, Impington and
Orchard Park parishes.

We received support for our draft recommendations and
consider that our proposals meet the statutory criteria. We
have therefore decided to confirm our draft
recommendations for this division as final.

Linton

1

-1%

This division comprises
Balsham, Bartlow, Carlton,
Castle Camps, Great
Abington, Hildersham,
Horseheath, Linton, Little
Abington, Shudy Camps,
Weston Colville, West
Wickham and West Wratting
parishes.

We received support for our draft recommendations and
consider that our proposals meet the statutory criteria. We
have therefore decided to confirm our draft
recommendations for this division as final.

Longstanton,
Northstowe &
Over

1

1%

This division comprises
Longstanton, Oakington &
Westwick and Over parishes.

We received three submissions in relation to this division.
Having considered the evidence received we propose to
confirm our draft recommendations for this division as final
subject to a change of division name. We are unable to
include Oakington & Westwick parish in Bar Hill division as
this would result in poor electoral equality in both divisions.
In addition, to include Over parish in a division with Fen
Drayton, Swavesey and Willingham parishes would require
significant changes in adjoining divisions for which we have
received no evidence. One of the submissions proposed that
we reflect the name Longstanton in the name of the division.
We consider that the name of Longstanton, Northstowe &
Over provides a better reflection of communities and forms
part of our final recommendations.

Melbourn &
Bassingbourn

1

-8%

This division comprises
Bassingbourn-cumKneesworth, Melbourn,

We received two submissions in relation to our proposed
division. It was argued that Shepreth parish should be
included in a division with Meldreth parish. However, to
adopt such an arrangement would result in a Duxford
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Meldreth and Whaddon
parishes.

division with 13% fewer electors per councillor. As a result of
changes in Gamlingay division we propose to transfer
Litlington parish to Gamlingay division in order to improve
electoral equality.

Papworth &
Swavesey

1

3%

This division comprises
Boxworth, Caxton,
Conington, Childerley,
Croxton, Elsworth, Eltisley,
Fen Drayton, Graveley,
Knapwell, Papworth Everard,
Papworth St Agnes and
Swavesey parishes.

We received two submissions in relation to our proposed
division. We are unable to accommodate an arrangement
which would result in Swavesey parish being included in a
division with Fen Drayton, Over and Willingham parishes as
this would require significant changes to adjoining divisions
for which we have no evidence. However, we propose to
include Boxworth, Childerley and Knapwell parishes from
Cambourne division as evidence suggests that these
parishes have stronger community links with local parishes
within our proposed division.

Sawston &
Shelford

2

-2%

This division comprises
Babraham, Great Shelford,
Harston, Haslingfield,
Hauxton, Little Shelford,
Newton, Sawston and
Stapleford parishes.

We received submissions from local respondents which
proposed that Great Shelford, Little Shelford and Stapleford
parishes be included in the same division. It was argued that
the parishes share close community links and facilities.
While it is possible to include both parishes in a singlemember division, it would require significant changes across
the district in order to provide for divisions which meet the
statutory criteria. Therefore, we propose to create a twomember division from our proposed Shelford and Sawston
divisions. This will ensure both parishes are not divided
between divisions. We also propose to transfer Pampisford
parish to Duxford division where, it was argued, it shares
closer community identity with local parishes.
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Waterbeach

1

-5%

This division comprises the
northern part of Fen Ditton
parish. It also comprises
Horningsea, Landbeach,
Milton and Waterbeach
parishes.
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We received two submissions for Waterbeach division.
Having considered the evidence received, we propose to
confirm our draft recommendations for Waterbeach division
as final. We consider this division provides for the best
balance of statutory criteria.

Conclusions
36 Table 1 shows the impact of our final recommendations on electoral equality,
based on 2014 and 2021 electorate figures.
Table 1: Summary of electoral arrangements
Final recommendations
2014

2021

Number of councillors

61

61

Number of electoral divisions

56

56

Average number of electors per councillor

7,851

8,547

Number of divisions with a variance more
than 10% from the average

20

1

Number of divisions with a variance more
than 20% from the average

3

0

Final recommendation
Cambridgeshire County Council should comprise 61 councillors serving 51 singlemember divisions and five two-member divisions. The details and names are shown
in Table A1 and illustrated on the large maps accompanying this report.
Mapping
Sheet 1, Map 1 illustrates in outline form the proposed divisions for Cambridgeshire.
You can also view our final recommendations for Cambridgeshire on our
interactive maps at http://consultation.lgbce.org.uk

Parish electoral arrangements
37 As part of an electoral review, we are required to have regard to the statutory
criteria set out in Schedule 2 to the Local Democracy, Economic Development and
Construction Act 2009 (the 2009 Act). The Schedule provides that if a parish is to be
divided between different divisions it must also be divided into parish wards, so that
each parish ward lies wholly within a single ward. We cannot recommend changes to
the external boundaries of parishes as part of an electoral review.
38 Under the 2009 Act we only have the power to make changes to parish electoral
arrangements where these are as a direct consequence of our recommendations for
principal authority division arrangements. However, the district councils in
Cambridgeshire have powers under the Local Government and Public Involvement in
Health Act 2007 to conduct community governance reviews to effect changes to
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parish electoral arrangements.
39 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Ely, Fen Ditton, Huntingdon, Littleport, March, Soham, St
Neots, St Ives, Whittlesey and Wisbech St Mary parishes.
40 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Ely parish.
Final recommendation
City of Ely Council should retain 15 town councillors, representing six wards:
Chettisham (returning one member), Ely East (returning three members), Ely North
(returning three members), Ely West (returning six members), Prickwillow (returning
one member) and Stuntney (returning one member). The proposed parish ward
boundaries are illustrated and named on Map 1.
41 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Fen Ditton parish.
Final recommendation
Fen Ditton Parish Council should return nine parish councillors, as at present,
representing two wards: West (returning three members) and East (returning six
members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated and named on Map
1.
42 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Huntingdon parish.
Final recommendation
Huntingdon Town Council should return 19 town councillors, as at present,
representing five wards: Central (returning two members), East (returning four
members), North East (returning four members), South (returning two members)
and West (returning seven members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are
illustrated and named on Map 1.
43 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Littleport parish.
Final recommendation
Littleport Parish Council should return 15 parish councillors, as at present,
representing two wards: Littleport East (returning eight members) and Littleport
West (returning seven members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are
illustrated and named on Map 1.
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44 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for March parish.
Final recommendation
March Town Council should return 12 town councillors, as at present, representing
seven wards: Central (returning one member), East (returning three members),
Eastwood (returning one member), North (returning three members), Rural North
(returning one member), Rural South (returning one member) and South (returning
two members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated and named on
Map 1.
45 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Soham parish.
Final recommendation
Soham Town Council should comprise 14 town councillors, as at present,
representing three wards: Soham Central (returning one member), Soham North
(returning six members) and Soham South (returning seven members). The
proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated and named on Map 1.
46 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for St Neots parish.
Final recommendation
St Neots Town Council should return 21 town councillors, as at present,
representing seven wards: Church (returning one member), Crosshall (returning one
member), East (returning four members), Eaton Ford (returning three members),
Eaton Socon (returning three members), Eynesbury (returning six members) and
Priory Park (returning three members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are
illustrated and named on Map 1.
47 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for St Ives parish.
Final recommendation
St Ives Town Council should return 17 town councillors, as at present, representing
four wards: Beech (returning one member), North (returning seven members), South
(returning seven members) and West (returning two members). The proposed
parish ward boundaries are illustrated and named on Map 1.
48 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Whittlesey parish.
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Final recommendation
Whittlesey Town Council should return 14 town councillors, as at present,
representing nine wards: Bassenhally (returning three members), Coates & Eastrea
(returning three members), Delph (returning one member), Elm (returning one
member), Lattersey (returning two members), St Andrews (returning one member),
St Marys North (returning one member), St Marys South (returning one member)
and Stonald (returning one member). The proposed parish ward boundaries are
illustrated and named on Map 1.
49 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Wisbech St Mary parish.
Final recommendation
Wisbech St Mary Parish Council should return 11 parish councillors, as at present,
representing two wards: Murrow (returning three members) and Wisbech St Mary
(returning eight members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated and
named on Map 1.

35

3

What happens next?

50 We have now completed our review of Cambridgeshire County Council. The
recommendations must now be approved by Parliament. A draft Order – the legal
document which brings into force our recommendations – will be laid in Parliament.
Subject to parliamentary scrutiny, the new electoral arrangements will come into force
at the local elections in 2017.

Equalities
51 This report has been screened for impact on equalities; with due regard being
given to the general equalities duties as set out in section 149 of the Equality Act
2010. As no potential negative impacts were identified, a full equality impact analysis
is not required.
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Appendix A
Table A1: Final recommendations for Cambridgeshire County Council

Division name

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2014)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2021)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Cambridge City
1

Abbey

1

7,649

7,649

-3%

7,794

7,794

-9%

2

Arbury

1

7,382

7,382

-6%

8,404

8,404

-2%

3

Castle

1

6,366

6,366

-19%

8,327

8,327

-3%

4

Cherry Hinton

1

8,750

8,750

11%

8,945

8,945

5%

5

Chesterton

1

8,679

8,679

11%

8,977

8,977

5%

6

King’s Hedges

1

9,029

9,029

15%

8,996

8,996

5%

7

Market

1

7,839

7,839

0%

8,361

8,361

-2%

8

Newnham

1

7,502

7,502

-5%

7,545

7,545

-12%

9

Petersfield

1

8,267

8,267

5%

8,618

8,618

1%

10

Romsey

1

8,981

8,981

14%

9,328

9,328

9%

11

Trumpington &
Queen Edith’s

2

12,715

6,358

-19%

16,455

8,228

-4%
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Table A1 (cont.): Final recommendations for Cambridgeshire County Council

Division name

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2014)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2021)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

East Cambridgeshire District
12

Ely East

1

6,914

6,914

-12%

8,960

8,960

5%

13

Ely West

1

7,581

7,581

-3%

7,960

7,960

-7%

2

16,514

8,257

5%

18,489

9,245

8%

1

8,957

8,957

14%

9,132

9,132

7%

14
15

Fordham Villages
& Soham South
Littleport East &
Soham North

16

Littleport West

2

17,456

8,728

11%

18,649

9,325

9%

17

Woodditton

1

8,108

8,108

3%

8,460

8,460

-1%

1

8,115

8,115

3%

8,975

8,975

5%

2

17,889

8,945

14%

18,351

9,176

7%

1

7,909

7,909

1%

9,234

9,234

8%

1

8,992

8,992

15%

9,250

9,250

8%

Fenland District
18
19
20
21

Chatteris
March North &
Waldersey
March South &
Rural
Roman Bank &
Peckover
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Table A1 (cont.): Final recommendations for Cambridgeshire County Council

Division name

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2014)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2021)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

22

Whittlesey North

1

7,565

7,565

-4%

7,910

7,910

-7%

23

Whittlesey South

1

8,436

8,436

7%

8,530

8,530

0%

24

Wisbech East

1

8,025

8,025

2%

8,397

8,397

-2%

25

Wisbech West

1

7,944

7,944

1%

8,453

8,453

-1%

1

7,866

7,866

0%

7,890

7,890

-8%

1

8,013

8,013

2%

8,320

8,320

-3%

1

6,834

6,834

-13%

7,813

7,813

-9%

1

8,500

8,500

8%

8,497

8,497

-1%

Huntingdonshire District
26
27
28
29

Alconbury &
Kimbolton
Brampton &
Buckden
Godmanchester &
Huntingdon South
Huntingdon North
& Hartford

30

Huntingdon West

1

6,788

6,788

-14%

8,310

8,310

-3%

31

Ramsey & Bury

1

8,179

8,179

4%

8,670

8,670

1%

1

8,340

8,340

6%

8,785

8,785

3%

1

7,790

7,790

-1%

7,845

7,845

-8%

1

4,669

4,669

-41%

8,560

8,560

0%

32
33
34

St Ives North &
Wyton
St Ives South &
Needingworth
St Neots East &
Gransden
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Table A1 (cont.): Final recommendations for Cambridgeshire County Council

Division name
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2014)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2021)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

1

7,960

7,960

1%

8,111

8,111

-5%

1

8,504

8,504

8%

8,723

8,723

2%

1

8,687

8,687

11%

8,466

8,466

-1%

1

9,077

9,077

16%

9,110

9,110

7%

1

7,692

7,692

-2%

7,790

7,790

-9%

1

7,628

7,628

-3%

8,100

8,100

-5%

1

5,751

5,751

-27%

8,140

8,140

-5%

1

8,479

8,479

8%

8,650

8,650

1%

St Neots
Eynesbury
St Neots Priory
Park & Little
Paxton
St Neots The
Eatons
Sawtry & Stilton
Somersham &
Earith
The Hemingfords
& Fenstanton
Warboys & The
Stukeleys
Yaxley & Farcet

South Cambridgeshire District
43

Bar Hill

1

7,337

7,337

-7%

8,760

8,760

2%

44

Cambourne

1

7,224

7,224

-8%

7,720

7,720

-10%

45

Cottenham &
Willingham

1

8,163

8,163

4%

8,900

8,900

4%

46

Duxford

1

8,130

8,130

4%

8,140

8,140

-5%
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Table A1 (cont.): Final recommendations for Cambridgeshire County Council

Division name

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2014)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2021)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance from
average
%

47

Fulbourn

1

7,086

7,086

-10%

9,069

9,069

6%

48

Gamlingay

1

8,070

8,070

3%

8,230

8,230

-4%

49

Hardwick

1

8,718

8,718

11%

8,920

8,920

4%

50

Histon &
Impington

1

7,986

7,986

2%

8,850

8,850

4%

51

Linton

1

8,420

8,420

7%

8,440

8,440

-1%

1

5,888

5,888

-25%

8,590

8,590

1%

1

7,836

7,836

0%

7,870

7,870

-8%

1

7,010

7,010

-11%

8,830

8,830

3%

2

14,810

7,405

-6%

16,690

8,345

-2%

Waterbeach

1

7,909

7,909

1%

8,091

8,091

-5%

Totals

61

478,908

–

–

521,380

–

–

Averages

–

–

7,851

–

–

8,547

–

52
53
54
55
56

Longstanton,
Northstowe &
Over
Melbourn &
Bassingbourn
Papworth &
Swavesey
Sawston &
Shelford

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


Cambridgeshire County Council

District Councils





Cambridge City Council
East Cambridgeshire District Council
Fenland District Council
Huntingdonshire District Council

Political Groups







Cambridge City Liberal Democrat Group
Cambridge Green Party
Cambridgeshire County Council Liberal Democrat Group
Cambridgeshire County Council Labour Group
North East Cambridgeshire Conservative Association
South East Cambridgeshire Conservative Association

Councillors (County, District and Parish)

















Councillor A. Bailey (Cambridge County Council & East Cambridgeshire District
Council)
Councillor A. Riley (South Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor A. Taylor (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor B. Hunt (East Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor B. Waters (South Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor B. Boddington (Huntingdonshire District Council)
Councillors C. Ambrose Smith and D. Ambrose Smith (East Cambridgeshire
District Council)
Councillor C. Boden (Fenland District Council)
Councillor C. Boden (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor C. Saunderson (Fenstanton Parish Council)
Councillor D. Harty (Huntingdonshire District Council)
Councillor D. Baigent (Cambridge City Council)
Councillor D. Mason (Fenland District Council)
Councillor D. Brown (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor D. Laws (Fenland District Council)
Councillor E. Dorling (Fenland District Council)
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Councillor F. Burkitt (South Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor F. Yeulett (Fenland District Council)
Councillor G. Booth (Fenland District Council)
Councillor J. Chitty (Brampton Parish Council)
Councillor J. Webber (East Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor J. Windle (Whittlesey Town Council)
Councillor J. Wisson (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor K. Owen (Fenland District Council)
Councillor K. Mayor (Fenland District Council)
Councillor L. Harford (South Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor L. Dupré (East Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor M. Shellens (Huntingdonshire District Council)
Councillor P. Downes (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor P. Clapp (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor S. Bywater (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor S. Bligh (Fenland District Council)
Councillor S. Hoy (Cambridgeshire County Council and Fenland District
Council)
Councillor S. King (Fenland District Council)
Councillor S. Count (Fenland District Council)
Councillor T. Sanderson (Huntingdonshire District Council)
Councillor V. Sanders (Cambridge City Council)

Local Organisations






Christ’s Pieces Residents’ Association
South Petersfield Residents’ Association
Trumpington Residents’ Association
Windsor Road Residents’ Association
North East Cambridgeshire Conservative Association (Whittlesey Branch)

Members of Parliament


Stephen Barclay MP (North East Cambridgeshire)

Parish and town councils










Barton Parish Council
Burwell Parish Council
Bury Parish Council
Cambourne Parish Council
Catworth Parish Council
Caxton Parish Council
Chatteris Town Council
City of Ely Council
Doddington Parish Council
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Dullingham Parish Council
Elton Parish Council
Farcet Parish Council
Fen Ditton Parish Council
Foxton Parish Council
Grantchester Parish Council
Great Gransden Parish Council
Great Paxton Parish Council
Great Shelford Parish Council
Haddenham Parish Council
Hail Weston Parish Council
Histon & Impington Parish Council
Little Abington Parish Council
Little Downham Parish Council
Littleport Parish Council
Lolworth Parish Meeting
Longstanton Parish Council
Madingley Parish Council
Meldreth Parish Council
Oakington & Westwick Parish Council
Over Parish Council
Pampisford Parish Council
Parson Drove Parish Council
Reach Parish Council
St Ives Town Council
St Neots Town Council
Stetchworth Parish Council
Stukeleys Parish Council
Sutton Parish Council
Swavesey Parish Council
Warboys Parish Council
Waterbeach Parish Council
Whaddon Parish Council
Whittlesey Town Council
Willingham Parish Council
Wisbech Town Council
Witcham Parish Council
Witchford Parish Council
Yelling Parish Council

Local residents


151 local residents
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Further limited consultation in Cambridge
All submissions received can also be viewed on our website at
http://www.lgbce.org.uk/current-reviews/eastern/cambridgeshire/cambridgeshirecounty-council
County Council


Cambridgeshire County Council

Political Groups





Cambridgeshire County Council Labour Group
Cambridge Liberal Democrat Group
Newnham Labour Party
Newnham Liberal Democrats

Local Organisations






Bentley Road & Newton Road Residents' Association
South Acre, Latham & Chaucer Road Residents' Association
South Petersfield Residents’ Association
Trumpington Residents’ Association
Windsor Road Residents’ Association

Councillors









Councillor A. Bailey (Cambridge City Council)
Councillor C. Boden (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillors J. Hipkin (Cambridgeshire County Council and Cambridge City
Council) and M-L. Holland (Cambridge City Council)
Councillor B. Hunt (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor I. Manning (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor S. Meftah (Cambridge City Council)
Councillor C. O’Reilly (Cambridge City Council)
Councillor C. Smart (Cambridge City Council)

Local residents


96 local residents

45

Appendix C
Glossary and abbreviations
Council size

The number of councillors elected to
serve on a council

Electoral Change Order (or Order)

A legal document which implements
changes to the electoral
arrangements of a local authority

Division

A specific area of a county, defined
for electoral, administrative and
representational purposes. Eligible
electors can vote in whichever
division they are registered for the
candidate or candidates they wish to
represent them on the county council

Electoral fairness

When one elector’s vote is worth the
same as another’s

Electoral inequality

Where there is a difference between
the number of electors represented
by a councillor and the average for
the local authority

Electorate

People in the authority who are
registered to vote in elections. For the
purposes of this report, we refer
specifically to the electorate for local
government elections

Number of electors per councillor

The total number of electors in a local
authority divided by the number of
councillors

Over-represented

Where there are fewer electors per
councillor in a ward or division than
the average
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Parish

A specific and defined area of land
within a single local authority
enclosed within a parish boundary.
There are over 10,000 parishes in
England, which provide the first tier of
representation to their local residents

Parish council

A body elected by electors in the
parish which serves and represents
the area defined by the parish
boundaries. See also ‘Town council’

Parish (or Town) council electoral
arrangements

The total number of councillors on
any one parish or town council; the
number, names and boundaries of
parish wards; and the number of
councillors for each ward

Parish ward

A particular area of a parish, defined
for electoral, administrative and
representational purposes. Eligible
electors vote in whichever parish
ward they live for candidate or
candidates they wish to represent
them on the parish council

Town council

A parish council which has been
given ceremonial ‘town’ status. More
information on achieving such status
can be found at www.nalc.gov.uk

Under-represented

Where there are more electors per
councillor in a ward or division than
the average

Variance (or electoral variance)

How far the number of electors per
councillor in a ward or division varies
in percentage terms from the average

Ward

A specific area of a district or
borough, defined for electoral,
administrative and representational
purposes. Eligible electors can vote in
whichever ward they are registered
for the candidate or candidates they
wish to represent them on the district
or borough council
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Mayers, Mishka
05 February 2016 10:56
Bowden, Tim
Cambridgeshire Polygon and Proforma
Cambridgeshire_polygons.zip; LGBCE-WCP GIS Boundary Data Proforma Cambridgeshire.docx

Kind regards,

Mishka Mayers
Review Assistant

Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
Millbank
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1251
Email: Mishka.Mayers@lgbce.org.uk

It would help us if you would take a few minutes to answer a few questions about your experience of how we dealt
with you.
How are we doing? - Click on this link to give us your views
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Bowden, Tim
05 February 2016 11:07
Hinds, Alex
RE: Cambridge Final rec published

Alex
Only one minor thing on your polygons – that was the title of the files.

As it was a county it should have been called Cambridgeshire_final_divisions rather than proposals.
I made this small change. Otherwise your polygons were spot on.
Well done and many thanks
Tim

Tim Bowden
Review Manager
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor Millbank Tower
Millbank
London, SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1270
www.lgbce.org.uk
It would help us if you would take a few minutes to answer a few questions about your experience of how
we dealt with you.
How are we doing? - Click on this link to give us your views

From: Hinds, Alex
Sent: 02 February 2016 14:45
To: Mayers, Mishka <mishka.mayers@LGBCE.ORG.UK>
Cc: Bowell, Marcus <marcus.bowell@lgbce.org.uk>; Bowden, Tim <tim.bowden@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: RE: Cambridge Final rec published
Your requirements are below Mish.
A

From: Mayers, Mishka
Sent: 27 January 2016 08:53
To: Hinds, Alex <alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Cambridge Final rec published
Hey Alex,

Can you please send me the following information by the close of day on 3rd Feb.


Polygons and proforma see attached. I have copied in Tim so he can check them if needs be. If we could hold
doing anything with the polygons until it’s been cleared.
1









Number of councillors we are minded to go with and what the previous number was 61 , previous was 69
Number of summaries the council wants 61
Parishes with electoral changes? Ely, Fen Ditton, Huntingdon, Littleport, March, Soham, St Neots, St Ives,
Whittlesey and Wisbech St Mary
Link to the signed off report TO FOLLOW LATER
Link to the signed off map X:\REVIEWS\Current Reviews\Reviews A - E\Cambridgeshire\4.4 Final
recommendations mapping\SO polygons\Cambs_F_Sht1_SO.pdf
Jpeg of final recommendations X:\REVIEWS\Current Reviews\Reviews A - E\Cambridgeshire\4.4 Final
recommendations mapping\Cambridgeshire summary map.bmp
Blurb for the summary see attached

If you need a hand with anything then just let me know,
Cheer
Mish
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Hinds, Alex
05 February 2016 10:24
Sally Bonnett
RE: Cambridgeshire CC Boundary Review

Dear Sally,
I have asked whether we can do this. I have been advised to ask the County Council whether it has any objections. I
have contacted them this morning and currently waiting for a reply. I will let you know once I have heard back.
Kind regards,
Alex Hinds
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1274 | Twitter: https://twitter.com/LGBCE
Email: alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk Web: www.lgbce.org.uk



Think of the environment...please don't print this e-mail unless you really need to

From: Sally Bonnett [mailto:S
Sent: 04 February 2016 12:17
To: Hinds, Alex <alex.hinds@l bce.org.uk>
Subject: Cambridgeshire CC Boundary Review

Dear Alex,

Would it be possible to receive a copy of the final recommendations report for the CCC Boundary
review in advance of publication next Tuesday please?
I understand that it would be issued under embargo and would only use it to brief the Leader of
our Council.
Kind regards,
Sally

From: Hinds, Alex [mailto:alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk]
Sent: 12 August 2015 15:01
To: Sally Bonnett
Subject: RE: East Cambridgeshire division pattern on 61 members
Thank you Sally that’s very helpful indeed.
Many thanks,
1

Alex Hinds
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1274 | Twitter: https://twitter.com/LGBCE
Email: alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk Web: www.lgbce.org.uk



Think of the environment...please don't print this e-mail unless you really need to

From: Sally Bonnett [mailto:
Sent: 12 August 2015 14:08
To: Hinds, Alex <alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: RE: East Cambridgeshire division pattern on 61 members
Hi Alex,

I calculated the 1,510 based on feedback from the developers on the Endurance Estates land. They state that they
will have built 755 homes by 2020. Given that the mix of these dwelling has not been agreed, that some of them
would be self build and the site includes permission for an extra care sheltered housing scheme I estimated an
average2 electors per dwelling, hence the 1,510 figure, which I added to the figure of 1,041 which I have from our
electoral team for existing electors. Given we don’t have exact build figures from the Church Commissioners (who’s
land lies the opposite side of Lynn Road) I deducted 2,551 from the total growth figure for HF2 to arrive at the 939
figure.
Hope this helps,
Sally

From: Hinds, Alex [mailto:alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk]
Sent: 11 August 2015 11:38
To: Sally Bonnett
Subject: RE: East Cambridgeshire division pattern on 61 members
Dear Sally,
Thanks for the information provided below. I have a follow up question relating to polling district HF2.
I note from your calculations HF2 left of Lynn Road = 2,551 with growth of +1,510. When splitting HF2 using Lynn
Road, I have counted 466 electors in HF2 west of Lynn Road. We previously spoke about some roads in this area not
appearing on the electoral register.
If you have forecasted 2,551 for HF2 left of Lynn Road in 2020, would it be correct that you have allocated growth of
+473 electors west of Lynn Road for EC_8? This would result in 939 electors (466 + 473) by 2020. The projected
variance for EC_2 would be 10%, in line with the 9.6% variance proposed by ECDC and SECA when rounded up. I
have outlined below the total electorate for HF2 and my workings. If you could confirm that would be appreciated.
HF2

HF2 (part)
HF2 (part)
Kind regards,

2014
1570

Ely North

ELY NORTH
ELY NORTH

Division
EC_2
EC_8

2020
3490
2014
1104
466

2

2020
2551
939

Alex Hinds
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1274 | Twitter: https://twitter.com/LGBCE
Email: alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk Web: www.lgbce.org.uk



Think of the environment...please don't print this e-mail unless you really need to

From: Sally Bonnett [mailto:
Sent: 04 August 2015 15
To: Hinds, Alex <alex.hin
Cc: Anna Bailey (SMTP) <
Subject: RE: East Cambri
Dear Alex,

61 members

I used the following figures and 8,547 as the average number of electors per councillor:

Little Downham (excluding the Droves) = 1,608
Witchford = 1,900
Ely West = 3,308
HF2 left of Lynn Road = 2,551. Using the CCC forecast figures and the forecast build rate figures from the North Ely
developers, I calculated the amount of growth that would fall in this division as 1,510 electors.

It is possible to rebalance the figures by moving some of the electors into EC4, but this will create 2 high variance
wards and EC_2 will experience further growth beyond 2020 as part of the North Ely development. Our proposal for
63 Councillors addresses this issue as the EC_3 in this scenario has a variance of -5% which leaves capacity for the
future growth planned for Ely.
Please note that on the excel spreadsheet the figures for HI1 and HI2 are incorrect. HI1 is Ely West not South and
HI2 is Ely South not West – Emily has confirmed this and has amended the spreadsheet for the ECDC review.
I hope this answers your questions. If you have any further questions please do not hesitate to contact me.
Kind regards,
Sally

From: Hinds, Alex [mailto:alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk]
Sent: 04 August 2015 13:00
To: Sally Bonnett
Cc: Anna Bailey (SMTP)
Subject: East Cambridgeshire division pattern on 61 members
Importance: High
Dear Sally,
I have been developing the proposals of the Council and SECA for East Cambridgeshire in respect of the County
review and I have noted something of interest.
3

The issue relates to ECDC and SECA’s proposals for 8 single-member divisions based on 61 members. From the
proposals, EC_2 division includes Little Downham village, Witchford and part of Ely town, with a variance of 9.6% by
2020. However by following the proposals and making the necessary split across Downham parish, the division
returns +16% by 2020 rather than the variance proposed above. Would you be able to provide me with information
about how you came to the 9.6% variance? If possible could you respond to me today or at the earliest tomorrow
morning as I will be out of office on Thursday and Friday.
I have attached a table below so you can see what my workings have resulted in using the forecasts supplied by the
County Council. I have also copied in Anna Bailey who provided me with SECA’s submission which is the same as
ECDC.
EC_2

1

8,019

8,019

2%

9,896

9,896

16%

Thanks for your help.
Kind regards,
Alex Hinds
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1274 | Twitter: https://twitter.com/LGBCE
Email: alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk Web: www.lgbce.org.uk



Think of the environment...please don't print this e-mail unless you really need to

ECDC Private and Confidential Notice The information contained in this e-mail is intended for the named
recipients only. If you are not the intended recipient you may not copy, distribute or take any action or
reliance on it. Opinions expressed are those of the individual and do not necessarily represent the opinions
of East Cambridgeshire District Council. If you have received this e-mail in error please notify the sender
immediately by using the e-mail address or by telephoning (01353 665555 Ext.6497) Please note that this email has been created in the knowledge that Internet e-mail is not a 100% secure communication medium.
We advise that you understand and observe this lack of security when e-mailing us. Although we have taken
steps to ensure that this e-mail and attachments are free from any virus, we advise that in keeping with good
computing practice the recipient should ensure that they are actually virus-free.
ECDC Private and Confidential Notice The information contained in this e-mail is intended for the named
recipients only. If you are not the intended recipient you may not copy, distribute or take any action or
reliance on it. Opinions expressed are those of the individual and do not necessarily represent the opinions
of East Cambridgeshire District Council. If you have received this e-mail in error please notify the sender
immediately by using the e-mail address or by telephoning 01353 665555. Please note that this e-mail has
been created in the knowledge that Internet e-mail is not a 100% secure communication medium. We advise
that you understand and observe this lack of security when e-mailing us. Although we have taken steps to
ensure that this e-mail and attachments are free from any virus, we advise that in keeping with good
computing practice the recipient should ensure that they are actually virus-free.
ECDC Private and Confidential Notice The information contained in this e-mail is intended for the named
recipients only. If you are not the intended recipient you may not copy, distribute or take any action or
reliance on it. Opinions expressed are those of the individual and do not necessarily represent the opinions
of East Cambridgeshire District Council. If you have received this e-mail in error please notify the sender
immediately by using the e-mail address or by telephoning 01353 665555. Please note that this e-mail has
been created in the knowledge that Internet e-mail is not a 100% secure communication medium. We advise
4

that you understand and observe this lack of security when e-mailing us. Although we have taken steps to
ensure that this e-mail and attachments are free from any virus, we advise that in keeping with good
computing practice the recipient should ensure that they are actually virus-free.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Hinds, Alex
05 February 2016 17:03
Sally Bonnett
RE: Cambridgeshire CC Boundary Review

Dear Sally,
On the back of my last email we unfortunately are unable to provide an embargoed copy for ECDC owing to this being
a county review. The report will be available to download from 10am on Tuesday morning.

Sorry I couldn’t be of more help.
Kind regards,
Alex Hinds
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1274 | Twitter: https://twitter.com/LGBCE
Email: alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk Web: www.lgbce.org.uk



Think of the environment...please don't print this e-mail unless you really need to

From: Sally Bonnett [mailto:
Sent: 04 February 2016 12:1
To: Hinds, Alex <alex.hinds@ bce.org.uk>
Subject: Cambridgeshire CC Boundary Review

Dear Alex,

Would it be possible to receive a copy of the final recommendations report for the CCC Boundary
review in advance of publication next Tuesday please?
I understand that it would be issued under embargo and would only use it to brief the Leader of
our Council.
Kind regards,
Sally

From: Hinds, Alex [mailto:alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk]
Sent: 12 August 2015 15:01
To: Sally Bonnett
Subject: RE: East Cambridgeshire division pattern on 61 members
Thank you Sally that’s very helpful indeed.
Many thanks,

1

Alex Hinds
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1274 | Twitter: https://twitter.com/LGBCE
Email: alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk Web: www.lgbce.org.uk



Think of the environment...please don't print this e-mail unless you really need to

From: Sally Bonnett [mailto:
Sent: 12 August 2015 14:08
To: Hinds, Alex <alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: RE: East Cambridgeshire division pattern on 61 members
Hi Alex,

I calculated the 1,510 based on feedback from the developers on the Endurance Estates land. They state that they
will have built 755 homes by 2020. Given that the mix of these dwelling has not been agreed, that some of them
would be self build and the site includes permission for an extra care sheltered housing scheme I estimated an
average2 electors per dwelling, hence the 1,510 figure, which I added to the figure of 1,041 which I have from our
electoral team for existing electors. Given we don’t have exact build figures from the Church Commissioners (who’s
land lies the opposite side of Lynn Road) I deducted 2,551 from the total growth figure for HF2 to arrive at the 939
figure.
Hope this helps,
Sally

From: Hinds, Alex [mailto:alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk]
Sent: 11 August 2015 11:38
To: Sally Bonnett
Subject: RE: East Cambridgeshire division pattern on 61 members
Dear Sally,
Thanks for the information provided below. I have a follow up question relating to polling district HF2.
I note from your calculations HF2 left of Lynn Road = 2,551 with growth of +1,510. When splitting HF2 using Lynn
Road, I have counted 466 electors in HF2 west of Lynn Road. We previously spoke about some roads in this area not
appearing on the electoral register.
If you have forecasted 2,551 for HF2 left of Lynn Road in 2020, would it be correct that you have allocated growth of
+473 electors west of Lynn Road for EC_8? This would result in 939 electors (466 + 473) by 2020. The projected
variance for EC_2 would be 10%, in line with the 9.6% variance proposed by ECDC and SECA when rounded up. I
have outlined below the total electorate for HF2 and my workings. If you could confirm that would be appreciated.
HF2

HF2 (part)
HF2 (part)

2014
1570

Ely North

ELY NORTH
ELY NORTH

Division
EC_2
EC_8

2020
3490
2014
1104
466

2

2020
2551
939

Kind regards,
Alex Hinds
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1274 | Twitter: https://twitter.com/LGBCE
Email: alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk Web: www.lgbce.org.uk



Think of the environment...please don't print this e-mail unless you really need to

From: Sally Bonnett [mailto:
Sent: 04 August 2015 15:02
To: Hinds, Alex <alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk>
Cc: Anna Bailey (SMTP)
Subject: RE: East Cambr
Dear Alex,

I used the following figures and 8,547 as the average number of electors per councillor:

Little Downham (excluding the Droves) = 1,608
Witchford = 1,900
Ely West = 3,308
HF2 left of Lynn Road = 2,551. Using the CCC forecast figures and the forecast build rate figures from the North Ely
developers, I calculated the amount of growth that would fall in this division as 1,510 electors.

It is possible to rebalance the figures by moving some of the electors into EC4, but this will create 2 high variance
wards and EC_2 will experience further growth beyond 2020 as part of the North Ely development. Our proposal for
63 Councillors addresses this issue as the EC_3 in this scenario has a variance of -5% which leaves capacity for the
future growth planned for Ely.
Please note that on the excel spreadsheet the figures for HI1 and HI2 are incorrect. HI1 is Ely West not South and
HI2 is Ely South not West – Emily has confirmed this and has amended the spreadsheet for the ECDC review.
I hope this answers your questions. If you have any further questions please do not hesitate to contact me.
Kind regards,
Sally

From: Hinds, Alex [mailto:alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk]
Sent: 04 August 2015 13:00
To: Sally Bonnett
Cc: Anna Bailey (SMTP)
Subject: East Cambridgeshire division pattern on 61 members
Importance: High
Dear Sally,
I have been developing the proposals of the Council and SECA for East Cambridgeshire in respect of the County
review and I have noted something of interest.
3

The issue relates to ECDC and SECA’s proposals for 8 single-member divisions based on 61 members. From the
proposals, EC_2 division includes Little Downham village, Witchford and part of Ely town, with a variance of 9.6% by
2020. However by following the proposals and making the necessary split across Downham parish, the division
returns +16% by 2020 rather than the variance proposed above. Would you be able to provide me with information
about how you came to the 9.6% variance? If possible could you respond to me today or at the earliest tomorrow
morning as I will be out of office on Thursday and Friday.
I have attached a table below so you can see what my workings have resulted in using the forecasts supplied by the
County Council. I have also copied in Anna Bailey who provided me with SECA’s submission which is the same as
ECDC.
EC_2

1

8,019

8,019

2%

9,896

9,896

16%

Thanks for your help.
Kind regards,
Alex Hinds
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1274 | Twitter: https://twitter.com/LGBCE
Email: alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk Web: www.lgbce.org.uk



Think of the environment...please don't print this e-mail unless you really need to

ECDC Private and Confidential Notice The information contained in this e-mail is intended for the named
recipients only. If you are not the intended recipient you may not copy, distribute or take any action or
reliance on it. Opinions expressed are those of the individual and do not necessarily represent the opinions
of East Cambridgeshire District Council. If you have received this e-mail in error please notify the sender
immediately by using the e-mail address or by telephoning (01353 665555 Ext.6497) Please note that this email has been created in the knowledge that Internet e-mail is not a 100% secure communication medium.
We advise that you understand and observe this lack of security when e-mailing us. Although we have taken
steps to ensure that this e-mail and attachments are free from any virus, we advise that in keeping with good
computing practice the recipient should ensure that they are actually virus-free.
ECDC Private and Confidential Notice The information contained in this e-mail is intended for the named
recipients only. If you are not the intended recipient you may not copy, distribute or take any action or
reliance on it. Opinions expressed are those of the individual and do not necessarily represent the opinions
of East Cambridgeshire District Council. If you have received this e-mail in error please notify the sender
immediately by using the e-mail address or by telephoning 01353 665555. Please note that this e-mail has
been created in the knowledge that Internet e-mail is not a 100% secure communication medium. We advise
that you understand and observe this lack of security when e-mailing us. Although we have taken steps to
ensure that this e-mail and attachments are free from any virus, we advise that in keeping with good
computing practice the recipient should ensure that they are actually virus-free.
ECDC Private and Confidential Notice The information contained in this e-mail is intended for the named
recipients only. If you are not the intended recipient you may not copy, distribute or take any action or
reliance on it. Opinions expressed are those of the individual and do not necessarily represent the opinions
of East Cambridgeshire District Council. If you have received this e-mail in error please notify the sender
immediately by using the e-mail address or by telephoning 01353 665555. Please note that this e-mail has
been created in the knowledge that Internet e-mail is not a 100% secure communication medium. We advise
4

that you understand and observe this lack of security when e-mailing us. Although we have taken steps to
ensure that this e-mail and attachments are free from any virus, we advise that in keeping with good
computing practice the recipient should ensure that they are actually virus-free.

5

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Starkie, Emily
08 February 2016 13:47

Hinds, Alex
Cambridgeshire final recommendations
Cambridgeshire final recommendations 2016-02-09 FINAL.pdf; Cambridgeshire final
recs.pdf; Cambridgeshire polygons for CCC.zip; Cambs_F_Sht1_SO.pdf;
Cambridgeshire-Final-launch-CEX-2016-02-09.pdf

Dear Mike,
Please find included in this email the following information in advance of the Cambridgeshire final recommendations
launch tomorrow morning:
-

Cambridgeshire final recommendations report
Press release
Letter to the Chief Executive
Cambridgeshire final recommendations polygons MapInfo (Shapes files available on request)
Final recommendations map of Cambridgeshire

Please note that all documents are issued under strict embargo until 00:01 tomorrow 9 February. We will issue the
press release to local media later today, also under embargo. All information relating to the recommendations will be
published on our website by 10am tomorrow.
A hard copy of the letter, along with hard copies of the report, maps and summaries will be sent to you in due course.
Kind regards,
Alex Hinds
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1274 | Twitter: https://twitter.com/LGBCE
Email: alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk Web: www.lgbce.org.uk



Think of the environment...please don't print this e-mail unless you really need to
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Sally Bonnett
08 February 2016 09:47
Hinds, Alex
RE: Cambridgeshire CC Boundary Review

That’s fine - thanks for trying
Sally

From: Hinds, Alex [mailto:alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk]
Sent: 05 February 2016 17:03
To: Sally Bonnett
Subject: RE: Cambridgeshire CC Boundary Review
Dear Sally,
On the back of my last email we unfortunately are unable to provide an embargoed copy for ECDC owing to this being
a county review. The report will be available to download from 10am on Tuesday morning.

Sorry I couldn’t be of more help.
Kind regards,
Alex Hinds
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1274 | Twitter: https://twitter.com/LGBCE
Email: alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk Web: www.lgbce.org.uk



Think of the environment...please don't print this e-mail unless you really need to

From: Sally Bonnett [mailto:
Sent: 04 February 2016 12:1
To: Hinds, Alex <alex.hinds@ bce.org.uk>
Subject: Cambridgeshire CC Boundary Review

Dear Alex,

Would it be possible to receive a copy of the final recommendations report for the CCC Boundary
review in advance of publication next Tuesday please?
I understand that it would be issued under embargo and would only use it to brief the Leader of
our Council.
Kind regards,
Sally
1

From: Hinds, Alex [mailto:alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk]
Sent: 12 August 2015 15:01
To: Sally Bonnett
Subject: RE: East Cambridgeshire division pattern on 61 members
Thank you Sally that’s very helpful indeed.
Many thanks,
Alex Hinds
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1274 | Twitter: https://twitter.com/LGBCE
Email: alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk Web: www.lgbce.org.uk



Think of the environment...please don't print this e-mail unless you really need to

From: Sally Bonnett [mailto:
Sent: 12 August 2015 14:08
To: Hinds, Alex <alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: RE: East Cambridgeshire division pattern on 61 members
Hi Alex,

I calculated the 1,510 based on feedback from the developers on the Endurance Estates land. They state that they
will have built 755 homes by 2020. Given that the mix of these dwelling has not been agreed, that some of them
would be self build and the site includes permission for an extra care sheltered housing scheme I estimated an
average2 electors per dwelling, hence the 1,510 figure, which I added to the figure of 1,041 which I have from our
electoral team for existing electors. Given we don’t have exact build figures from the Church Commissioners (who’s
land lies the opposite side of Lynn Road) I deducted 2,551 from the total growth figure for HF2 to arrive at the 939
figure.
Hope this helps,
Sally

From: Hinds, Alex [mailto:alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk]
Sent: 11 August 2015 11:38
To: Sally Bonnett
Subject: RE: East Cambridgeshire division pattern on 61 members
Dear Sally,
Thanks for the information provided below. I have a follow up question relating to polling district HF2.
I note from your calculations HF2 left of Lynn Road = 2,551 with growth of +1,510. When splitting HF2 using Lynn
Road, I have counted 466 electors in HF2 west of Lynn Road. We previously spoke about some roads in this area not
appearing on the electoral register.
If you have forecasted 2,551 for HF2 left of Lynn Road in 2020, would it be correct that you have allocated growth of
+473 electors west of Lynn Road for EC_8? This would result in 939 electors (466 + 473) by 2020. The projected
2

variance for EC_2 would be 10%, in line with the 9.6% variance proposed by ECDC and SECA when rounded up. I
have outlined below the total electorate for HF2 and my workings. If you could confirm that would be appreciated.
HF2

2014
1570

Ely North

HF2 (part)
HF2 (part)

ELY NORTH
ELY NORTH

Division
EC_2
EC_8

2020
3490
2014
1104
466

2020
2551
939

Kind regards,
Alex Hinds
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1274 | Twitter: https://twitter.com/LGBCE
Email: alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk Web: www.lgbce.org.uk
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From: Sally Bonnett [mailto:
Sent: 04 August 2015 15:02
To: Hinds, Alex <alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk>
Cc: Anna Bailey (SMTP)
Subject: RE: East Cambr
Dear Alex,

I used the following figures and 8,547 as the average number of electors per councillor:

Little Downham (excluding the Droves) = 1,608
Witchford = 1,900
Ely West = 3,308
HF2 left of Lynn Road = 2,551. Using the CCC forecast figures and the forecast build rate figures from the North Ely
developers, I calculated the amount of growth that would fall in this division as 1,510 electors.

It is possible to rebalance the figures by moving some of the electors into EC4, but this will create 2 high variance
wards and EC_2 will experience further growth beyond 2020 as part of the North Ely development. Our proposal for
63 Councillors addresses this issue as the EC_3 in this scenario has a variance of -5% which leaves capacity for the
future growth planned for Ely.
Please note that on the excel spreadsheet the figures for HI1 and HI2 are incorrect. HI1 is Ely West not South and
HI2 is Ely South not West – Emily has confirmed this and has amended the spreadsheet for the ECDC review.
I hope this answers your questions. If you have any further questions please do not hesitate to contact me.
Kind regards,
Sally

3

From: Hinds, Alex [mailto:alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk]
Sent: 04 August 2015 13:00
To: Sally Bonnett
Cc: Anna Bailey (SMTP)
Subject: East Cambridgeshire division pattern on 61 members
Importance: High
Dear Sally,
I have been developing the proposals of the Council and SECA for East Cambridgeshire in respect of the County
review and I have noted something of interest.
The issue relates to ECDC and SECA’s proposals for 8 single-member divisions based on 61 members. From the
proposals, EC_2 division includes Little Downham village, Witchford and part of Ely town, with a variance of 9.6% by
2020. However by following the proposals and making the necessary split across Downham parish, the division
returns +16% by 2020 rather than the variance proposed above. Would you be able to provide me with information
about how you came to the 9.6% variance? If possible could you respond to me today or at the earliest tomorrow
morning as I will be out of office on Thursday and Friday.
I have attached a table below so you can see what my workings have resulted in using the forecasts supplied by the
County Council. I have also copied in Anna Bailey who provided me with SECA’s submission which is the same as
ECDC.
EC_2

1

8,019

8,019

2%

9,896

9,896

16%

Thanks for your help.
Kind regards,
Alex Hinds
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1274 | Twitter: https://twitter.com/LGBCE
Email: alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk Web: www.lgbce.org.uk
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
08 February 2016 13:19
Buck, Richard
RE: Cambridgeshire launch letters

Thanks Richard
From: Buck, Richard
Sent: 08 February 2016 13:14
To: Fuller, Heather <heather.fuller@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: RE: Cambridgeshire launch letters
Hi Heather – All done.
Thanks,
Richard.

From: Fuller, Heather
Sent: 08 February 2016 09:39
To: Buck, Richard <richard.buck@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Cambridgeshire launch letters
Hi Richard,

The Cambridgeshire launch letters have been signed off by Alex.

Would you be able to take a look at the CEX, CCEX and MP letters?
Thanks

Heather

1

Final recommendations on the
new electoral arrangements for
Cambridgeshire County Council

Electoral review

January 2016

Translations and other formats
For information on obtaining this publication in another language
or in a large-print or Braille version please contact the Local
Government Boundary Commission for England:
Tel: 0330 500 1525
Email: reviews@lgbce.org.uk
The mapping in this report is reproduced from OS mapping by the Local Government
Boundary Commission for England with the permission of the Controller of Her Majesty’s
Stationery Office, © Crown Copyright. Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown
Copyright and may lead to prosecution or civil proceedings.
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Summary
Who we are
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England (LGBCE) is an
independent body set up by Parliament. We are not part of government or any
political party. We are accountable to Parliament through a committee of MPs chaired
by the Speaker of the House of Commons.
Our main role is to carry out electoral reviews of local authorities throughout England.

Electoral review
An electoral review examines and proposes new electoral arrangements for a local
authority. A local authority’s electoral arrangements decide:




How many councillors are needed
How many wards or electoral divisions should there be, where are their
boundaries and what should they be called
How many councillors should represent each ward or division

Why Cambridgeshire?
We are conducting an electoral review of Cambridgeshire County Council as the
Council currently has high levels of electoral inequality where some councillors
represent many more or many fewer voters than others. This means that the value of
each vote in county council elections varies depending on where you live in
Cambridgeshire. Overall, 32% of divisions currently have a variance of greater than
10%.

Our proposals for Cambridgeshire
Cambridgeshire County Council currently has 69 councillors. Based on the evidence
we received during previous phases of the review, we consider that a decrease in
council size by eight to 61 members will ensure the Council can perform its roles and
responsibilities effectively.

Electoral arrangements
Our final recommendations propose that Cambridgeshire County Council’s 61
councillors should represent 49 single-member divisions and six two-member
divisions. None of our proposed 55 divisions would have an electoral variance of
greater than 10% from the average for Cambridgeshire by 2020.
We have now finalised our recommendations for electoral arrangements in
Cambridgeshire.

1

1

Introduction

1
This electoral review is being conducted following our decision to review
Cambridgeshire County Council’s electoral arrangements to ensure that the number
of voters represented by each councillor is approximately the same across the
county.

What is an electoral review?
2
Our three main considerations in conducting an electoral review are set out in
legislation1 and are to:
 Improve electoral equality by equalising the number of electors each councillor
represents
 Reflect community identity
 Provide for effective and convenient local government
3
Our task is to strike the best balance between them when making our
recommendations. Our powers, as well as the guidance we have provided for
electoral reviews and further information on the review process, can be found on our
website at www.lgbce.org.uk

Consultation
4
We wrote to the Council inviting the submission of proposals on council size.
We then held a period of consultation on division patterns for the county. The
submissions received during our consultation have informed our final
recommendations. This review is being conducted as follows:
Stage starts
21 October 2014

Description

28 October 2014

Division pattern consultation

12 May 2015
7 July 2015

Draft recommendations consultation
Analysis of submissions received and formulation of final
recommendations
Publication of final recommendations

9 February 2016

Decision on council size

How will the recommendations affect you?
5
The recommendations will determine how many councillors will serve on the
Council. They will also decide which division you vote in, which other communities
are in that division and, in some instances, which parish council wards you vote in.
Your division name may also change, as may the names of parish or town council
wards in the area. The names or boundaries of parishes will not change as a result of
our recommendations.

1

Schedule 2 to the Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009.

2

What is the Local Government Boundary Commission for
England?
6
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England is an independent
body set up by Parliament under the Local Democracy, Economic Development and
Construction Act 2009.
Members of the Commission are:
Max Caller CBE (Chair)
Professor Colin Mellors (Deputy Chair)
Dr Peter Knight CBE DL
Alison Lowton
Sir Tony Redmond
Professor Paul Wiles CB
Chief Executive: Jolyon Jackson CBE

3

2

Analysis and final recommendations

7
Legislation2 states that our recommendations are not intended to be based
solely on the existing number of electors 3 in an area, but also on estimated changes
in the number and distribution of electors likely to take place over a five-year period
from the date of our final recommendations. We must also try to recommend strong,
clearly identifiable boundaries for the divisions we put forward at the end of the
review.
8
In reality, the achievement of absolute electoral fairness is unlikely to be
attainable and there must be a degree of flexibility. However, our approach is to keep
variances in the number of electors each councillor represents to a minimum.
9
In seeking to achieve electoral fairness, we work out the average number of
electors per councillor by dividing the electorate by the number of councillors as
shown on the table below.
Electorate of
Cambridgeshire
Number of councillors
Average number of
electors per councillor

2014
478,908

2020
521,380

61
7,851

61
8,547

10 Under our final recommendations, none of our proposed divisions will have an
electoral variance of greater than 10% from the average for the county by 2020. We
are therefore satisfied that we have achieved good levels of electoral fairness for
Cambridgeshire.
11 Additionally, in circumstances where we propose to divide a parish between
district wards or county divisions, we are required to divide it into parish wards so that
each parish ward is wholly contained within a single district ward or county division.
We cannot make amendments to the external boundaries of parishes as part of an
electoral review.
12 These recommendations cannot affect the external boundaries of
Cambridgeshire County Council or result in changes to postcodes. They do not take
into account parliamentary constituency boundaries. There is no evidence that the
recommendations will have an adverse effect on local taxes, house prices, or car and
house insurance premiums and we are not, therefore, able to take into account any
representations which are based on these issues.

2
3

Schedule 2 to the Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009.
Electors refers to the number of people registered to vote, not the whole adult population.

4

Submissions received
13 See Appendix B for details of submissions received. All submissions may be
inspected at our offices and can also be viewed on our website at www.lgbce.org.uk

Electorate figures
14 As prescribed in the Local Democracy, Economic Development and
Construction Act 2009, the Council submitted electorate forecasts for 2020, a period
five years on from the scheduled publication of our final recommendations in 2015.
These forecasts were broken down to polling district level and projected an increase
in the electorate of approximately 9% by 2020. The highest proportion of this growth
across the county is expected in Cambridge with significant development in the
Arbury and Trumpington areas.
15 During our consultation on division arrangements, we received several queries
from members of the public regarding the electorate forecasts. In each instance we
raised these with Cambridgeshire County Council and, accordingly, made some
changes to the projections for Cambridge City.
16 Having considered the further information provided by the Council, we are
satisfied that the projected figures are the best available at the present time and
these figures form the basis of our final recommendations.

Council size
17 Cambridgeshire County Council currently has 69 councillors. The County
Council submitted a proposal to decrease the council size from 69 to 63 members.
The Liberal Democrat Group on Cambridgeshire County Council submitted a
proposal to increase council size from 69 to 71. We requested further information
from the County Council as to whether it had considered alternative council sizes and
why any alternatives would be less effective than 63 councillors. The Council
responded that it had considered alternative sizes based on 57, 59, 61 and 63
councillors.
18 Having considered both submissions, we decided the County Council’s
evidence was more persuasive. The County Council demonstrated that it could
operate efficiently and effectively under its proposed council size and ensure effective
representation of local residents. We therefore invited proposals for division
arrangements based on a council size of 63 councillors.
19 As we developed our draft recommendations, we discovered that 63 councillors
did not provide the best allocation of county councillors between Cambridgeshire’s
five districts. We examined alternative division arrangements under council sizes of
between 64 and 61 members. We concluded that 61 councillors would ensure a good
allocation of councillors across Cambridgeshire. As stated in our Guidance, we will
use our discretion to vary the number of councillors from the figure previously agreed
if we find that an alternative will provide ‘a better fit’ of divisions across the county. On
this basis we put forward draft recommendations based on a council size of 61
members. On the basis of information received during consultation, we have decided
to confirm our draft recommendations in this respect as final.
5

Division patterns
20 During consultation on division patterns, we received 63 submissions. While we
did not receive a submission from the County Council, the Cambridge Labour Party
submitted a county-wide proposal. Cambridge City Council and the North East
Cambridgeshire Conservative Association submitted district-wide proposals for
Cambridge City and Fenland respectively. The remainder of the submissions
provided localised comments for division arrangements in specific areas of the
county.
21

Draft recommendations
22 We received 253 submissions during consultation on our draft
recommendations. We received submissions relating to each of the districts in the
county. In particular, we received proposals for alternative division arrangements in
Cambridge, East Cambridgeshire, Huntingdonshire and Fenland districts. We
considered that the alternative division arrangements in Cambridge provided clear
division boundaries while still ensuring good electoral equality. We therefore decided
to further consult on this alternative division proposal for Cambridge city.

Final recommendations
Cambridge City
23

This section will be completed once further limited consultation is complete.

East Cambridgeshire District

Commented [BR1]: Can we include the comments of Steve
Barclay MP

24 We received 38 submissions relating to East Cambridgeshire. The majority of
respondents objected to our proposed two-member divisions of Fordham Villages &
Soham South and Littleport West divisions. We also received localised comments
relating to Ely, Littleport and our proposals in the west of the East Cambridgeshire
district. We also received alternative division patterns based on both eight and nine
councillors for East Cambridgeshire. We are not persuaded that we have received
sufficient evidence to change the allocation of councillors for East Cambridgeshire
and have decided our final recommendations should allocate eight councillors for the
district. Furthermore, we considered the alternative pattern of eight single-member
divisions did not reflect the statutory criteria, particularly in Downham parish and Ely.
We do not have the evidence to make significant changes to the alternative
proposals and provide for single-member divisions which complement our statutory
criteria. Therefore, We propose to confirm our draft recommendations as final
subject to a minor amendment in Littleport to correct a defaced division boundary.
(see pages 10-11).
Fenland District
We received 29 submissions relating to Fenland. The majority of respondents
objected to our proposed two-member March North & Waldersey division and our
proposals in the March, Wisbech St Mary and Whittlesey areas. We received
6

Commented [BR2]: Need to explain why it didn’t meet the
statutory criteria.

Commented [BR3]: Can we include the comments of Steve
Barclay MP

alternative division patterns based on nine and ten councillors for Fenland. As in East
Cambridgeshire, we are not persuaded that we have received sufficient evidence to
change the allocation of councillors for the district andWe have decided our final
recommendations in Fenland should allocate nine councillors. We considered the
alternative pattern of nine single-member divisions did not reflect the statutory
criteria, particularly in Christchurch, Elm, Manea and Wisbech St Mary parishes. In
particular, the locally proposed Waldersey division comprising these parishes, would
not have clear boundaries. Furthermore, it would span a large geographical area that
would combine disparate communities that would not appear to share community
identities and interests.We have been unable to find a suitable alternative division
pattern proposal which complements our statutory criteria. Therefore, we do not
propose any changes to our proposed division arrangements in Fenland (see pages
12-13).
Huntingdonshire District
25 We received 47 submissions relating to Huntingdonshire, the majority of which
objected to our proposed St Neots East & Gransden division. Local councillors and
local residents argued against our proposals which included a large housing
development in St Neots in a division with Abbotsley, Great Gransden, Great Paxton,
Toseland, Waresley-cum-Tetworth and Yelling parishes. We have not made changes
to St Neots East & Gransden division because we could not find a suitable alternative
division pattern for St Neots that would meet our statutory criteria (see pages 16-17).
26 We also received objections to our proposed Somersham & Earith and Warboys
& The Stukeleys divisions. After considering the evidence received, we have made
some minor amendments to the draft recommendations and propose that Wyton-onthe-Hill parish be included in St Ives North division and that Broughton and Kings
Ripton parishes be included in Somersham & Earith division to provide for good
electoral equality. However, we could not find a suitable alternative division pattern
which places The Stukeleys and Warboys parishes in different divisions (see pages
15-18)
South Cambridgeshire District
27 We received 34 submissions relating to South Cambridgeshire. A number of
parishes provided evidence to support minor amendments to our draft
recommendations for the district. We also investigated potential alternative division
patterns for Northstowe & Over and Papworth & Swavesey divisions. However, we
could not find a suitable alternative division pattern that would meet our statutory
criteria (see pages 21-22).
28 We have decided to amend our draft recommendations by transferring Lolworth
parish to Bar Hill division and transferring Boxworth, Childerley and Knapwell
parishes to Papworth & Swavesey division. To improve electoral equality in
Cambourne division, the team proposes to include Little Gransden and Longstowe
parishes in Cambourne division. We have also created a two-member Sawston &
Shelford division which keeps the parishes of Sawston and Shelford and adjoining
parishes together in the same division (see pages 22-23).

7
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Detailed divisions
29 The tables on pages 9–23 detail our final recommendations for each district in
Cambridgeshire. They detail how the proposed division arrangements reflect the
three statutory4 criteria of:
 Equality of representation
 Reflecting community interests and identities
 Providing for convenient and effective local government

4

Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009.
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Cambridge City
Division name
Abbey
Arbury
Castle &
Newnham
Cherry Hinton
Chesterton
King’s Hedges
Market
Petersfield
Romsey
Trumpington &
Queen Edith’s

Number
of Cllrs
1
1
2

Variance
2020

Description

Detail

1
1
1
1
1
1
2

10

East Cambridgeshire District

Ely East

Number
of Cllrs
1

Variance
2020
5%

Ely West

1

-7%

Division name

Fordham
Villages &
Soham South

2

Littleport East
& Soham North

1

7%

Littleport West

2

9%

8%

Description

Detail

This division comprises the
east of the city, the cathedral
area to the south, and
communities east of Lynn
Road.
This division comprises much
of the Ely community which is
bounded by the A10 and
A142 roads. The remainder
of the division is made up of
the rural area to the south
and west of Ely.
This division comprises
Burwell, Chippenham,
Fordham, Isleham, Kennett,
Reach, Snailwell, Swaffham
Bulbeck, Swaffham Prior and
Wicken parishes. It also
comprises the southern part
of Soham parish.
This division comprises the
eastern part of Littleport
parish, the eastern part of Ely
parish and northern part of
Soham parish.
This division comprises
Coveney, Downham,
Haddenham, Mepal,
Stretham, Sutton, Thetford,
Wentworth, Wilburton,
Witcham and Witchford

We received 38 submissions relating to East Cambridgeshire
district. The majority of respondents objected to the
allocation of councillors for the district, and our proposed
Fordham Villages & Soham South, Littleport East & Soham
North and Littleport West divisions. We also received
localised objections from parish councils located in our
proposed Littleport West division.

11

We received alternative proposals which were similar and
based on eight and nine single-member divisions. We have
decided to base our final recommendations on eight county
councillors for East Cambridgeshire. As stated earlier, we
are not persuaded that sufficient evidence was received to
justify changing the allocation of councillors to the district.
While the proposal based on eight councillors resulted in
divisions with reasonably good levels of electoral equality, it
created divisions comprising Ely and adjoining parishes with
poor internal access between communities. The proposals
would also result in dividing Downham parish between two
divisions. To provide for a uniform pattern of eight singlemember divisions which provide an effective balance of the
statutory criteria would require significant changes to the
proposals received for Ely. We do have not sufficient
evidence to make such changes.
We therefore propose to confirm the draft recommendations
for these five divisions in East Cambridgeshire as final
subject to a minor change in Littleport to allow the division
boundary to run behind Millfield and along Ely Road. While
we note the views and objections of respondents to our draft

Woodditton

1

-1%

parishes. The division also
comprises parts of Littleport
and Ely parishes.
This division comprises
Ashley, Bottisham, Brinkley,
Burrough Green, Cheveley,
Dullingham, Kirtling, Lode,
Stetchworth, Westley
Waterlees and Woodditton
parishes.

12

recommendations for East Cambridgeshire district, we
consider that our proposed divisions provide for the best
balance of the statutory criteria.
We did not receive any objections to our draft
recommendations for this division. We are satisfied
Woodditton division meets the statutory criteria and have
decided to confirm our draft recommendations as final.

Fenland District
Number
of Cllrs
1

Variance
2020
5%

March North &
Waldersey

2

7%

March South &
Rural

1

8%

Roman Bank &
Peckover

1

8%

Division name
Chatteris

Whittlesey
North

1

-7%

Whittlesey
South

1

0%

Description
This division comprises the
whole of Chatteris parish.
This division comprises the
northern part of March
parish and the parishes of
Christchurch, Elm and part
of Wisbech St Mary parish.
This division comprises the
southern part of March
parish and the parishes of
Manea and Wimblington.
This division comprises
Gorefield, Leverington,
Newton, Parson Drove and
Tydd St Giles parishes. It
also includes parts of
Wisbech and Wisbech St
Mary parishes.
This division comprises
Bassenhally, Stonald and
part of the St Andrews area.
This division comprises the
district wards of Benwick,
Coates & Eastrea and
Lattersey and part of St the
Andrews area. It also
comprises Benwick and
Doddington parishes and
the rural part of March
parish.
13

We received 29 submissions relating to Fenland district. The
majority of respondents objected to the allocation of
councillors for Fenland, and our proposed two-member March
North & Waldersey division. We also received localised
objections to our proposals in Whittlesey and Wisbech St
Mary parishes.
We received alternative proposals which were similar to each
other and based on nine and 10 single-member divisions. We
have decided to base our final recommendations on nine
county councillors for Fenland as we are not persuaded that
sufficient evidence was received to justify changing the
allocation of councillors to the district.
The proposal received resulted in the creation of a division
which comprised Christchurch, Elm, Manea and Wisbech St
Mary parishes. On visiting the local area, we noted that the
proposed division did not have clear road access between
communities nor appear to reflect local community identities.
Furthermore, it would span a large geographical area which
would combine disparate communities that do not appear to
share community identities and interests. Indeed, to traverse
the proposed division by road, particularly between Elm parish
and Christchurch parish requires leaving the county. Although
this division results in good electoral equality, we consider that
it does not reflect community identities or provide for effective
and convenient local government.
We also looked at whether we could propose an alternative
pattern of nine single-member divisions for Fenland district

which did not require the acceptance of the above division.
However, we were unable to find an alternative which would
adequately meet the statutory criteria.
We therefore propose that these six divisions are confirmed
as part of our final recommendations. While we note the views
and objections of respondents to our draft recommendations
for Fenland district, we are satisfied that our proposed
divisions will ensure good electoral equality and effective and
convenient local government.
Wisbech East

1

-2%

This division comprises the
district wards of Kirkgate,
Octavia Hill and Staithe.

Wisbech West

1

-1%

This division comprises the
district wards of Clarkson,
Medworth and Waterlees.
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We received an alternative division pattern for the two
Wisbech divisions which each comprised three of the six
district wards for the town. After considering this arrangement,
we are satisfied that it would better reflect the statutory criteria
in Wisbech. In improves electoral equality which providing
better coterminosity with the district wards of Fenland. We
also propose the divisions are named Wisbech East and
Wisbech West. We propose that these two divisions are
adopted as part of our final recommendations.

Huntingdonshire District
Number
of Cllrs
1

Variance
2020
-8%

Brampton &
Buckden

1

-3%

Godmanchester
& Huntingdon
South

1

-9%

Division name
Alconbury &
Kimbolton

Description

Detail

This division comprises
Alconbury, Alconbury Weston,
Barham & Woolley, Brington &
Molesworth, Buckworth,
Bythorn & Keyston, Catworth,
Covington, Easton, Ellington,
Great Gidding, Great
Staughton, Hail Weston,
Hamerton & Steeple Gidding,
Kimbolton, Leighton, Little
Gidding, Old Weston, Perry,
Spaldwick, Stow Longa,
Tilbrook, Upton & Coppingford
and Winwick parishes.
This division comprises
Brampton, Buckden,
Diddington, Grafham, Offord
Cluny & Offord D’Arcy and
Southoe & Midloe parishes.

We received a submission objecting to our proposed division.
We received an alternative pattern of divisions for this part of
the district. However, based on a 61 member Council, a
proposed Kimbolton division would have a variance of 13%
fewer electors. We consider that our proposed division better
reflects the statutory criteria and propose that it is confirmed
as final.

This division comprises
Godmanchester parish and a
part of Huntingdon parish to
the south of American Lane
and Priory Road.

We are satisfied that Godmanchester & Huntingdon South
division meets the statutory criteria. Although we received an
objection to include the Newtown area in our proposed
division, no alternative division arrangement was put forward.
We propose this division is confirmed as final.

15

We received support for our proposed division from a local
councillor. We received no other responses for this division.
Brampton & Buckden division provides for good electoral
equality, reflects communities and ensure effective and
convenient local government. We propose it is confirmed as
final.

Huntingdon
North &
Hartford

1

-1%

Huntingdon
West

1

-3%

Ramsey & Bury

1

1%

Sawtry & Stilton

1

Somersham &
Earith

1

This division comprises the
north of Huntingdon parish,
including the areas of Hartford
and Sapley.
This division comprises the
centre and west of Huntingdon
parish.
This division comprises Bury
and Ramsey parishes.

We received support for our proposed divisions in Huntingdon
from a local councillor. We are satisfied that Huntingdon North
& Hartford, and Huntingdon West divisions reflect our
statutory criteria and propose that both divisions are
confirmed as final.

7%

This division comprises
Alwalton, Chesterton,
Conington, Denton &
Caldecote, Elton, Folksworth &
Washingley, Glatton, Haddon,
Holme, Morborne, Sawtry,
Sibson-cum-Stibbington,
Stilton and Water Newton
parishes.

We received two submissions relating to this division. One of
the respondents objected to our draft recommendations. A
local councillor proposed our division name of Norman Cross
should be changed to Sawtry & Stilton. We are persuaded by
the councillor’s evidence that Sawtry is the largest village in
the division and is increasing in size due to housing
development. We consider the proposed name better reflects
communities in our proposed division. Subject to this, we
confirm our draft recommendations as final.

-9%

This division comprises
Bluntisham, Broughton, Colne,
Earith, Kings Ripton Old Hurst,
Pidley cum Fenton,

We received objections to our proposed division
arrangement. It was argued that Wyton-on-the-Hill parish has
little connection with the parishes of Somersham, Earith and
Bluntisham. It was proposed that Wyton-on-the-Hill be
transferred to St Ives as it shares closer transport and

16

We received two submissions relating to this division. One of
the respondents supported our draft recommendations. The
other submission objected to our proposals. It was argued
that Bury is a rural community with different interests to the
market town of Ramsey. We investigated the possibility of
transferring Bury parish into Warboys & The Stukeleys
division, however this arrangement would result in an
electoral variance of 14%. We are unable to find an
alternative division pattern which would meet the statutory
criteria. We have therefore decided to confirm our draft
recommendations for this division as final.

Somersham and Woodhurst
parishes.

community links with the town. While such a transfer
improves electoral equality in St Ives North division, it would
result in 13% fewer electors per councillor in Somersham &
Earith division. To improve electoral equality, we propose that
Broughton and Kings Ripton parishes are transferred to this
division from our proposed Warboys & The Stukeleys division.

St Ives North &
Wyton

1

3%

This division comprises the
north of St Ives parish and
Wyton-on-the-Hill parish.

We propose that Wyton-on-the-Hill parish is included with this
division from Somersham & Earith. We are persuaded that
Wyton-on-the-Hill has closer transport and community links
with St Ives. Our proposals also significantly improve electoral
equality in the division and provide for effective and
convenient local government.

St Ives South &
Needingworth

1

-8%

This division comprises the
south of St Ives parish and
Holywell-cum-Needingworth
parish.

We did not receive any objections to our draft
recommendations for this division. We are satisfied St Ives
South & Needingworth meets the statutory criteria and have
decided to confirm it as final.

St Neots East &
Gransden

1

0%

This division comprises part of
a new development in St
Neots, east of the railway and
Abbotsley, Great Gransden,
Great Paxton, Toseland,
Waresley-cum-Tetworth and
Yelling parishes.

We received a number of submissions objecting to our
proposed division for this area. It was argued by councillors,
local residents and parishes in the proposed division that the
Loves Farm development in St Neots town should be
included in a St Neots-based division.
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We investigated whether it was possible to include the
housing development in one of the St Neots divisions to the
west of the railway line. However this would result in poor
levels of electoral equality. We did not receive a viable
alternative for this area which would meet the statutory
criteria for St Neots and the adjoining rural parishes. We have
therefore decided to confirm our draft recommendations for St
Neots East & Gransden as final. While we note the views of

respondents in this area, we consider that our proposed
division provide for the best balance of the statutory criteria.
St Neots
Eynesbury

1

-5%

This division comprises the
east of St Neots which
includes the Eynesbury area.

We received objections to our proposals to include the area
between Cambridge Street, Church Street and Fox Brook in
St Neots Eynesbury division. We do not consider that a
persuasive argument has been made to transfer this area to
St Neots Priory Park & Little Paxton division. We consider our
draft recommendations better reflect communities as Church
Meadow and adjoining roads have access into Eynesbury
over Fox Brook. We have therefore decided to confirm our
draft recommendations for this division as final.

St Neots Priory
Park & Little
Paxton

1

2%

This division comprises the
parish of St Neots north of the
High Street and Little Paxton
parish.

We received specific comments relating to parish warding
arrangements in this area. We did not receive any objections
to our draft recommendations for this division. We are
satisfied that St Neots Priory Park & Little Paxton meets the
statutory criteria and have decided to confirm it as final.

St Neots The
Eatons

1

-1%

This division comprises the
west of St Neots which
includes the Eaton Ford area.

We did not receive any objections to our draft
recommendations for this division. St Neots The Eatons
division provides for good electoral equality, reflects
communities and, in our view will ensure effective and
convenient local government. We have therefore decided to
confirm our draft recommendations for this division as final.

The
Hemingfords &
Fenstanton

1

-5%

This division comprises
Fenstanton, Hemingford
Abbots, Hemingford Grey,
Hilton and Houghton & Wyton
parishes.

We received responses to our proposed division which made
observations but did not provide any alternative proposals.
We are satisfied that our proposed division provides for good
electoral equality, reflects communities and effective and
convenient local government. We have therefore decided to
confirm our draft recommendations for this division as final.
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Warboys & The
Stukeleys

1

-5%

This division comprises Abbots
Ripton, The Stukeleys,
Upwood & The Raveleys,
Warboys, Wistow and Wood
Walton parishes.

We received objections to our draft proposals in this area. It
was argued that The Stukeleys does not share strong a
community identitiesy with Warboys. It was proposed that The
Stukeleys should be included with Alconbury & Kimbolton or
Brampton & Buckden divisions. This arrangement was
supported by a local parish council and local residents.
We investigated whether such an arrangement was possible,
however this would result in electorala variances of 28% more
and 33% more electors per councillor for Alconbury &
Kimbolton and Brampton & Buckden divisions respectively.
We did not received a suitable alternative which would meet
the statutory criteria. However, as stated above, we have
decided to amend our draft recommendations between this
division and Subject to modifications we have made to this
division to improve electoral equality in Somersham & Earith.,
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South Cambridgeshire District
Number
of Cllrs
1

Variance
2020
2%

Cambourne

1

Cottenham &
Willingham

1

Division name
Bar Hill

Description

Detail

This division comprises Bar
Hill, Dry Drayton, Lolworth
and Girton parishes.

We received a submission which proposed that Lolworth
parish be transferred to Bar Hill division from Cambourne
division. It was argued that the parish is separated from
Cambourne by the A428 dual carriageway. We propose to
modify our draft recommendations to include Lolworth in Bar
Hill division. We are persuaded that Lolworth has closer links
with Bar Hill via the A14. Our proposed division also provides
for good electoral equality and reflects communities. We
propose it is confirmed as part of our final recommendations.

-10%

This division comprises
Bourn, Cambourne, Little
Gransden and Longstowe
parishes.

We received a submission which proposed that Boxworth,
Childerley, Knapwell and Lolworth parishes be transferred to
Papworth & Swavesey division from Cambourne division. On
visitingour tour of the area we discovered that Cambourne is
separated from these three parishes by the A428 dual
carriageway. The parishes are also a considerable distance
away from Cambourne. We therefore proposed that the
three parishes are included in Papworth & Swavesey
division where they share closer community identitiesy. To
improve electoral equality in Cambourne division we propose
to include Little Gransden and Longstowe parishes. We
propose this division as part of our final recommendations.

4%

This division comprises
Cottenham, Rampton and
Willingham parishes.

We received a submission in relation to our proposed
Cottenham & Willingham division. Having considered the
evidence received we are content this division provides for
good electoral equality and have decided to , reflects
communities and effective and convenient local government.
We propose it is confirmed our draft recommendations as
final.

20

Commented [BR4]: What did it say?

Duxford

1

-5%

This division comprises
Duxford, Fowlmere, Foxton,
Great & Little Chishill,
Heydon, Hinxton, Ickleton,
Pampisford, Shepreth,
Thriplow and Whittlesford
parishes.

We received three submissions relating to Duxford division.
Having considered the evidence received we propose that
Pampisford parish is included in the division. We are
satisfied with the evidence that Pampisford shares strong
community links with local parishes within the division. We
are unable to include Foxton parish in Melbourn &
Bassingbourn division without including Shepreth parish.
This arrangement would worsen electoral equality in Duxford
division. We consider our proposed division reflects the
statutory criteria and propose it is confirmed it as part of our
final recommendations.

Fulbourn

1

6%

This division comprises the
southern part of Fen Ditton
parish. It also comprises
Fulbourn, Great Wilbraham,
Little Wilbraham, Stow cum
Quy and Teversham
parishes.

Our proposals for this division split Fen Ditton parish
between two divisions. We received an objection to this
arrangement which . It was argued that the parish should be
included within an entire division. To propose this change
would result in poor electoral equality and the creation of a
detached division. Our proposals meet the statutory criteria
in this area and we have decided to confirm propose
Fulbourn division is confirmed as part of our final
recommendations.

Gamlingay

1

-4%

This division comprises
Abington Pigotts, Arrington
Barrington, Croydon,
Gamlingay, Guilden Morden,
Hatley, Litlington, Orwell,
Shingay cum Wendy, Steeple
Morden, Tadlow and
Wimpole parishes.

We did not receive any objections to our draft proposals for
Gamlingay. However due to the transfer of Longstowe and
Little Gransden parishes to Cambourne division, Gamlingay
division would have a variance of 12% fewer electors. To
improve electoral equality we propose to include Litlington
parish. Our proposed division meets the statutory criteria
and we propose it confirmed as part of our final
recommendations.

Hardwick

1

4%

This division comprises
Barton, Caldecote,
Comberton, Coton,

We received five submissions which supported transferring
Madingley parish to Hardwick division. Having considered
the evidence received we propose to modify our draft
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Grantchester, Great
Eversden, Harlton, Hardwick,
Kingston, Little Eversden,
Madingley and Toft parishes.

recommendations. We are content that Madingley parish has
strong community links with the local parishes in Hardwick
division. Our proposed division also provides for good
electoral equality, and reflects communities community
identities in this area. and effective and convenient local
government. We propose it is confirmed as part of our final
recommendations.

Histon &
Impington

1

4%

This division comprises
Histon, Impington and
Orchard Park parishes.

We received support for our draft recommendations and
consider that our proposals meet the statutory criteria. We
have therefore decided to confirm our draft
recommendations for this division as final We propose that
this division is confirmed as final.

Linton

1

-1%

This division comprises
Balsham, Bartlow, Carlton,
Castle Camps, Great
Abington, Hildersham,
Horseheath, Linton, Little
Abington, Shudy Camps,
Weston Colville, West
Wickham and West Wratting
parishes.

We received support for our draft recommendations and
consider that our proposals meet the statutory criteria. We
have therefore decided to confirm our draft
recommendations for this division as final We propose that
this division is confirmed as final.

Melbourn &
Bassingbourn

1

-8%

This division comprises
Bassingbourn cum
Kneesworth, Melbourn,
Meldreth and Whaddon
parishes.

We received two submissions in relation to our proposed
division. It was argued that Shepreth parish should be
included in a division with Meldreth parish. However, to
adopt such an arrangement would result in a Duxford
division with 13% fewer electors per councillor. As a result of
changes in Gamlingay division we propose to transfer
Litlington parish to Gamlingay division in order to improve
electoral equality.
Our proposed division meets the statutory criteria and we
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confirm it as part of our final recommendations.
Longstanton,
Northstowe &
Over

1

1%

This division comprises
Longstanton, Oakington &
Westwick and Over parishes.

We received three submissions in relation to this division.
Having considered the evidence received we propose to
confirm our draft recommendations for this division as final
subject to a change of division name. We are unable to
include Oakington & Westwick parish in Bar Hill division as
this would result in poor electoral equality in both divisions.
In addition, to include Over parish in a division with Fen
Drayton, Swavesey and Willingham parishes would require
significant changes in adjoining divisions for which we have
received no evidence in support of such a change. One of
the submissions proposed that we reflect the name
Longstanton in the name of the division. We consider that
the name of Longstanton, Northstowe & Over providesis a
better reflection of communities and adopt as part of our it as
the division name. We proposed this division is confirmed as
final recommendations.

Papworth &
Swavesey

1

3%

This division comprises
Boxworth, Caxton,
Conington, Childerley,
Croxton, Elsworth, Eltisley,
Fen Drayton, Graveley,
Knapwell, Papworth Everard,
Papworth St Agnes and
Swavesey parishes.

We received two submissions in relation to our proposed
division. We are unable to accommodate an arrangement
which would result in Swavesey parish being included in a
the division with Fen Drayton, Over and Willingham parishes
as this would require significant changes toin adjoining
divisions for which we have no evidence. However, we
propose to include Boxworth, Childerley and Knapwell
parishes from Cambourne division as evidence suggests
that these parishes have stronger community identity which
local parishes within our proposed division. We propose this
division is confirmed as part of our final recommendations.

Sawston &
Shelford

2

-2%

This division comprises
Babraham, Great Shelford,
Harston, Haslingfield,
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We received over five submissions which proposed that
Shelford and Stapleford parishes should be included in the
same division. It was argued that the two parishes share
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Waterbeach

1

-5%

Hauxton, Little Shelford,
Newton, Sawston and
Stapleford parishes.

close community links and facilities. While it is possible to
include both parishes in a single-member division, it would
require significant changes across the district in order to
provide for divisions which meet the statutory criteria.
Therefore, we propose to create a two-member division from
our proposed Shelford and Sawston divisions. This will
ensure both parishes are not divided between divisions. We
also proposed to transfer Pampisford parish to Duxford
division where, it was argued it shares closer community
identity with local parishes. We propose this two-member
division is confirmed as part of our final recommendations.

This division comprises the
northern part of Fen Ditton
parish. It also comprises
Horningsea, Landbeach,
Milton and Waterbeach
parishes.

We received two submissions for Waterbeach division.
Having considered the evidence received, we propose to
confirm our draft recommendations for Waterbeach division
as final. We consider this division provides for the best
balance of statutory criteria.
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Conclusions
30 Table 1 shows the impact of our final recommendations on electoral equality,
based on 2014 and 2020 electorate figures.
Table 1: Summary of electoral arrangements
Final recommendations
2014

2020

Number of councillors

61

61

Number of electoral divisions

55

55

Average number of electors per councillor

7,851

8,547

Number of divisions with a variance more
than 10% from the average

20

0

Number of divisions with a variance more
than 20% from the average

3

0

Final recommendation
Cambridgeshire County Council should comprise 61 councillors serving 49 singlemember divisions and one six two-member divisions. The details and names are
shown in Table A1 and illustrated on the large maps accompanying this report.
Mapping
Sheet 1, Map 1 illustrates in outline form the proposed divisions for Cambridgeshire.
You can also view our final recommendations for Cambridgeshire on our
interactive maps at http://consultation.lgbce.org.uk

Parish electoral arrangements
31 As part of an electoral review, we are required to have regard to the statutory
criteria set out in Schedule 2 to the Local Democracy, Economic Development and
Construction Act 2009 (the 2009 Act). The Schedule provides that if a parish is to be
divided between different divisions it must also be divided into parish wards, so that
each parish ward lies wholly within a single ward. We cannot recommend changes to
the external boundaries of parishes as part of an electoral review.
32 Under the 2009 Act we only have the power to make changes to parish electoral
arrangements where these are as a direct consequence of our recommendations for
principal authority division arrangements. However, the district councils in
Cambridgeshire have powers under the Local Government and Public Involvement in
Health Act 2007 to conduct community governance reviews to effect changes to
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parish electoral arrangements.
33 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Ely, Fen Ditton, Huntingdon, Littleport, March, Soham, St
Neots, St Ives, Whittlesey and Wisbech St Mary parishes.
34 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Ely parish.
Final recommendation
City of Ely Council should retain 15 town councillors, as at present, representing six
wards: Chettisham (returning one member), Ely East (returning three members), Ely
North (returning three members), Ely West (returning six members), Prickwillow
(returning one member), and Stuntney (returning one member). The proposed
parish ward boundaries are illustrated and named on Map 1.
35 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Fen Ditton parish.
Final recommendation
Fen Ditton Parish Council should return nine parish councillors, as at present,
representing two wards: West (returning three members) and East (returning six
members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated and named on Map
1.
36 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Huntingdon parish.
Final recommendation
Huntingdon Town Council should return 19 town councillors, as at present,
representing five wards: Central (returning two members), East (returning four
members), North East (returning four members), South (returning two members)
and West (returning seven members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are
illustrated and named on Map 1.
37 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Littleport Parish.
Final recommendation
Littleport Parish Council should return 15 parish councillors, as at present,
representing two wards: Littleport East (returning eight members) and Littleport
West (returning seven members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are
illustrated and named on Map 1.
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38 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for March Parish.
Final recommendation
March Town Council should return 12 town councillors, as at present, representing
seven wards: Central (returning one member), East (returning three members),
Eastwood (returning one member), North (returning three members), Rural North
(returning one member), Rural South (returning one member) and South (returning
two members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated and named on
Map 1.
39 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Soham parish.
Final recommendation
Soham Town Council should comprise 15 town councillors, as at present,
representing three wards: Soham Central (returning two members), Soham North
(returning six members), and Soham South (returning seven members). The
proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated and named on Map 1.
40 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for St Neots parish.
Final recommendation
St Neots Town Council should return 21 town councillors, as at present,
representing seven wards: Church (returning one member), Crosshall (returning one
member), East (returning four members), Eaton Ford (returning three members),
Eaton Socon (returning three members), Eynesbury (returning six members) and
Priory Park (returning three members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are
illustrated and named on Map 1.
41 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for St Ives parish.
Final recommendation
St Ives Town Council should return 17 town councillors, as at present, representing
four wards: Beech (returning one member), North (returning seven members), South
(returning seven members) and West (returning two members). The proposed
parish ward boundaries are illustrated and named on Map 1.
42 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Whittlesey parish.
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Final recommendation
Whittlesey Town Council should return 14 town councillors, as at present,
representing nine wards: Bassenhally (returning three members), Coates & Eastrea
(returning three members), Delph (returning one member), Elm (returning one
member), Lattersey (returning two members), St Andrews (returning one member),
St Marys North (returning one member), St Marys South (returning one member)
and Stonald (returning one member). The proposed parish ward boundaries are
illustrated and named on Map 1.
43 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Wisbech St Mary parish.
Final recommendation
Wisbech St Mary Parish Council should return 11 parish councillors, as at present,
representing two wards: Murrow (returning three members) and Wisbech St Mary
(returning eight members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated and
named on Map 1.
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3

What happens next?

44 We have now completed our review of Cambridgeshire County Council. The
recommendations must now be approved by Parliament. A draft Order – the legal
document which brings into force our recommendations – will be laid in Parliament.
Subject to parliamentary scrutiny, the new electoral arrangements will come into force
at the local elections in 2017.

Equalities
45 This report has been screened for impact on equalities; with due regard being
given to the general equalities duties as set out in section 149 of the Equality Act
2010. As no potential negative impacts were identified, a full equality impact analysis
is not required.
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Appendix A
Table A1: Final recommendations for Cambridgeshire County Council

Division name

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2014)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Cambridge City
1

Abbey

1

2

Arbury

1

3

Castle &
Newnham

2

4

Cherry Hinton

1

5

Chesterton

1

6

King’s Hedges

1

7

Market

1

8

Petersfield

1

9

Romsey

1

10

Trumpington &
Queen Edith’s

2

30

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2020)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Table A1 (cont.): Final recommendations for Cambridgeshire County Council

Division name

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2014)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2020)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

East Cambridgeshire District
11

Ely East

1

6,914

6,914

-12%

8,960

8,960

5%

12

Ely West

1

7,581

7,581

-3%

7,960

7,960

-7%

2

16,514

8,257

5%

18,489

9,245

8%

1

8,957

8,957

14%

9,132

9,132

7%

13
14

Fordham Villages
& Soham South
Littleport East &
Soham North

15

Littleport West

2

17,456

8,728

11%

18,649

9,325

9%

16

Woodditton

1

8,108

8,108

3%

8,460

8,460

-1%

1

8,115

8,115

3%

8,975

8,975

5%

2

17,889

8,945

14%

18,351

9,176

7%

1

7,909

7,909

1%

9,234

9,234

8%

1

8,992

8,992

15%

9,250

9,250

8%

Fenland District
17
18
19
20

Chatteris
March North &
Waldersey
March South &
Rural
Roman Bank &
Peckover
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Table A1 (cont.): Final recommendations for Cambridgeshire County Council

Division name

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2014)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2020)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

21

Whittlesey North

1

7,565

7,565

-4%

7,910

7,910

-7%

22

Whittlesey South

1

8,436

8,436

7%

8,530

8,530

0%

23

Wisbech East

1

8,025

8,025

2%

8,397

8,397

-2%

24

Wisbech West

1

7,944

7,944

1%

8,453

8,453

-1%

1

7,866

7,866

0%

7,890

7,890

-8%

1

8,013

8,013

2%

8,320

8,320

-3%

1

6,834

6,834

-13%

7,813

7,813

-9%

1

8,500

8,500

8%

8,497

8,497

-1%

Huntingdonshire District
25
26
27
28

Alconbury &
Kimbolton
Brampton &
Buckden
Godmanchester &
Huntingdon South
Huntingdon North
& Hartford

29

Huntingdon West

1

6,788

6,788

-14%

8,310

8,310

-3%

30

Ramsey & Bury

1

9,077

9,077

16%

9,110

9,110

7%

31

Sawtry & Stilton

1

8,179

8,179

4%

8,670

8,670

1%

1

7,692

7,692

-2%

7,790

7,790

-9%

1

8,340

8,340

6%

8,785

8,785

3%

32
33

Somersham &
Earith
St Ives North &
Wyton
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Table A1 (cont.): Final recommendations for Cambridgeshire County Council

Division name
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2014)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2020)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

1

7,790

7,790

-1%

7,845

7,845

-8%

1

4,669

4,669

-41%

8,560

8,560

0%

1

7,960

7,960

1%

8,111

8,111

-5%

1

8,504

8,504

8%

8,723

8,723

2%

1

8,687

8,687

11%

8,466

8,466

-1%

1

7,628

7,628

-3%

8,100

8,100

-5%

1

5,751

5,751

-27%

8,140

8,140

-5%

1

8,479

8,479

8%

8,650

8,650

1%

St Ives South &
Needingworth
St Neots East &
Gransden
St Neots
Eynesbury
St Neots Priory
Park & Little
Paxton
St Neots The
Eatons
The Hemingfords
& Fenstanton
Warboys & The
Stukeleys
Yaxley & Farcet

South Cambridgeshire District
42

Bar Hill

1

7,337

7,337

-7%

8,760

8,760

2%

43

Cambourne

1

7,224

7,224

-8%

7,720

7,720

-10%

44

Cottenham &
Willingham

1

8,163

8,163

4%

8,900

8,900

4%

45

Duxford

1

8,130

8,130

4%

8,140

8,140

-5%

33

Table A1 (cont.): Final recommendations for Cambridgeshire County Council

Division name

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2014)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2020)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance from
average
%
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Fulbourn

1

7,086

7,086

-10%

9,069

9,069

6%

47

Gamlingay

1

8,070

8,070

3%

8,230

8,230

-4%

48

Hardwick

1

8,718

8,718

11%

8,920

8,920

4%

49

Histon &
Impington

1

7,986

7,986

2%

8,850

8,850

4%

50

Linton

1

8,420

8,420

7%

8,440

8,440

-1%

1

5,888

5,888

-25%

8,590

8,590

1%

1

7,836

7,836

0%

7,870

7,870

-8%

1

7,010

7,010

-11%

8,830

8,830

3%

2

14,810

7,405

-6%

16,690

8,345

-2%

Waterbeach

1

7,909

7,909

1%

8,091

8,091

-5%

Totals

61

478,908

–

–

521,380

–

–

Averages

–

–

7,851

–

–

8,547

–

51
52
53
54
55

Longstanton,
Northstowe &
Over
Melbourn &
Bassingbourn
Papworth &
Swavesey
Sawston &
Shelford

Source: Electorate figures are based on information provided by Cambridgeshire County Council.
Note: The ‘variance from average’ column shows by how far, in percentage terms, the number of electors per councillor in each
34

electoral ward varies from the average for the county. The minus symbol (-) denotes a lower than average number of electors. Figures
have been rounded to the nearest whole number.
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Appendix B
Submissions received
All submissions received can also be viewed on our website at
http://www.lgbce.org.uk/current-reviews/eastern/cambridgeshire/cambridgeshirecounty-council
County Council


Cambridgeshire County Council

District Councils





Cambridge City Council
East Cambridgeshire District Council
Fenland District Council
Huntingdonshire District Council

Political Groups







Cambridge City Liberal Democrat Group
Cambridge Green Party
Cambridgeshire County Council Liberal Democrat Group
Cambridgeshire Labour Group
North East Cambridgeshire Conservative Association
South East Cambridgeshire Conservative Association

Councillors (County, District and Parish)



















Councillor A. Bailey (Cambridge County Council & Fenland District Council)
Councillor A. Riley (South Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor A. Taylor (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillors A and D. Smith (East Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor B. Hunt (East Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor B. Waters (South Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor B. Boddington (Huntingdonshire District Council)
Councillor C. Boden (Fenland District Council)
Councillor C. Boden (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor C. Saunderson (Fenstanton Parish Council)
Councillor D. Harty (Huntingdonshire District Council)
Councillor D. Baigent (Cambridge City Council)
Councillor D. Mason (Fenland District Council)
Councillor D. Brown (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor D. Laws (Fenland District Council)
Councillor E. Dorling (Fenland District Council)
Councillor F. Burkitt (South Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor F. Yeulett (Fenland District Council)
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Councillor G. Booth (Fenland District Council)
Councillor J. Chitty (Brampton Parish Council)
Councillor J. Webber (East Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor J. Windle (Whittlesey Town Council)
Councillor J. Wisson (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor K. Owen (Fenland District Council)
Councillor K. Mayor (Fenland District Council)
Councillor L. Harford (South Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor L. Dupré (East Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor M. Shellens (Huntingdonshire District Council)
Councillor P. Downes (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor P. Clapp (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor S. Bywater (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor S. Bligh (Fenland District Council)
Councillor S. Hoy (Cambridgeshire County Council and Fenland District
Council)
Councillor S. King (Fenland District Council)
Councillor S. Count (Fenland District Council)
Councillor T. Sanderson (Huntingdonshire District Council)
Councillor V. Sanders (Cambridge City Council)

Local Organisations






Christ Pieces Residents’ Association
South Petersfield Residents’ Association
Trumpington Residents’ Association
Windsor Road Residents’ Association
North East Cambridgeshire Conservative Association (Whittlesey Branch)

Members of Parliament


Steve Barclay MP (North East Cambridgeshire)

Parish and town councils












Barton Parish Council
Burwell Parish Council
Bury Parish Council
Cambourne Parish Council
Catworth Parish Council
Caxton Parish Council
Chatteris Town Council
Doddington Parish Council
Dullingham Parish Council
Elton Parish Council
Ely Town Council
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Farcet Parish Council
Fen Ditton Parish Council
Foxton Parish Council
Grantchester Parish Council
Great Gransden Parish Council
Great Paxton Parish Council
Haddenham Parish Council
Hail Weston Parish Council
Histon & Impington Parish Council
Little Abington Parish Council
Little Downham Parish Council
Littleport Parish Council
Lolworth Parish Meeting
Longstanton Parish Council
Madingley Parish Council
Meldreth Parish Council
Oakington and Westwick Parish Council
Over Parish Council
Pampisford Parish Council
Parson Drove Parish Council
Reach Parish Council
Shelford Parish Council
St Ives Town Council
St Neots Town Council
Stetchworth Parish Council
Stukeleys Parish Council
Sutton Parish Council
Swavesey Parish Council
Warboys Parish Council
Waterbeach Parish Council
Whaddon Parish Council
Whittlesey Town Council
Willingham Parish Council
Wisbech Town Council
Witcham Parish Council
Witchford Parish Council
Yelling Parish Council

Local residents


151 local residents
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Appendix C
Glossary and abbreviations
Council size

The number of councillors elected to
serve on a council

Electoral Change Order (or Order)

A legal document which implements
changes to the electoral
arrangements of a local authority

Division

A specific area of a county, defined
for electoral, administrative and
representational purposes. Eligible
electors can vote in whichever
division they are registered for the
candidate or candidates they wish to
represent them on the county council

Electoral fairness

When one elector’s vote is worth the
same as another’s

Electoral inequality

Where there is a difference between
the number of electors represented
by a councillor and the average for
the local authority

Electorate

People in the authority who are
registered to vote in elections. For the
purposes of this report, we refer
specifically to the electorate for local
government elections

Number of electors per councillor

The total number of electors in a local
authority divided by the number of
councillors

Over-represented

Where there are fewer electors per
councillor in a ward or division than
the average
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Parish

A specific and defined area of land
within a single local authority
enclosed within a parish boundary.
There are over 10,000 parishes in
England, which provide the first tier of
representation to their local residents

Parish council

A body elected by electors in the
parish which serves and represents
the area defined by the parish
boundaries. See also ‘Town council’

Parish (or Town) council electoral
arrangements

The total number of councillors on
any one parish or town council; the
number, names and boundaries of
parish wards; and the number of
councillors for each ward

Parish ward

A particular area of a parish, defined
for electoral, administrative and
representational purposes. Eligible
electors vote in whichever parish
ward they live for candidate or
candidates they wish to represent
them on the parish council

Town council

A parish council which has been
given ceremonial ‘town’ status. More
information on achieving such status
can be found at www.nalc.gov.uk

Under-represented

Where there are more electors per
councillor in a ward or division than
the average

Variance (or electoral variance)

How far the number of electors per
councillor in a ward or division varies
in percentage terms from the average

Ward

A specific area of a district or
borough, defined for electoral,
administrative and representational
purposes. Eligible electors can vote in
whichever ward they are registered
for the candidate or candidates they
wish to represent them on the district
or borough council
40

41

Mr Mark Lloyd
Cambridgeshire County Council
Shire Hall
Castle Hill
Cambridge
CB3 0AP
3 November 2015
Dear Mr Lloyd,
ELECTORAL REVIEW OF CAMBRIDGESHIRE: FURTHER LIMITED CONSULTATION
Following consultation on draft recommendations for Cambridgeshire, I am writing to
inform you of the Commission’s decision to undertake a further period of limited
consultation prior to publication of its final recommendations. This will involve our
proposals for the City of Cambridge only.
Outcome of consultation for the City of Cambridge
During consultation on its draft recommendations, the Commission received evidence
from the Liberal Democrat Group on Cambridgeshire County Council and local residents
in support of alternative division arrangements for the city. Specifically strong evidence
was received to justify changes in the Barnwell, Petersfield and Romsey areas.
The Commission has carefully considered the evidence received for Cambridge city and
considered that the alternative division pattern has merit in that it will ensure clear
boundaries while reflecting communities and maintaining electoral equality. However, the
proposed pattern of divisions is markedly different from what has been proposed in the
Commission’s draft recommendations. Furthermore, these proposals are not selfcontained within the areas affected but require changes to the wider division pattern for
the city. The alternative pattern will affect the Barnwell, Market, Petersfield, Romsey,
Trumpington and Queen Edith’s areas of Cambridge. Given this, the Commission has
decided to conduct this period of further limited consultation to seek the views of local
residents and organisations as to whether it should confirm its draft recommendations as
final or adopt the alternative division pattern for Cambridge.
The Commission is therefore seeking views from interested parties locally on whether the
alternative proposals would better reflect community identities and provide for effective
and convenient local government than the Commission’s draft recommendations. Should
we not receive sufficient evidence for all the potential changes in the city, the
Commission is likely to confirm its draft recommendations as final.
Local Government Boundary Commission for England, 14th Millbank Tower, London, SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1525; reviews@lgbce.org.uk; www.lgbce.org.uk

The map attached to this letter shows the different proposed division arrangements. Map
1 is the Commission’s draft recommendations for divisions in Cambridge. Map 2 is the
alternative division pattern for Cambridge. Electorate information for the area subject to
further consultation can be found at the end of this letter.
This period of further limited consultation commences today, 3 November 2015, and
closes on 30 November 2015. During this period the Commission welcomes comments
on the proposed recommendations in Cambridge city.
The Commission’s final recommendations for the whole county, including those areas not
subject to further limited consultation, will now be published in February 2016.
Further Consultation
The Commission is now undertaking a further period of limited consultation on the
electoral divisions in Cambridge. The Commission would like to hear whether you support
its proposed changes and the reasons for your views.
Representations must be submitted to the Commission by 30 November 2015. The
Commission has not finalised its recommendations for the city and, in light of further
evidence, may make further revisions to its proposals in Cambridge. We therefore
encourage those who have a view on the proposals to write to us, whether they agree
with them or not. All representations received during the consultation period will be taken
into account and the Commission will then consider whether or not to further amend its
proposals prior to the publication of its final recommendations.
Representations should be made in writing to reviews@lgbce.org.uk or:
Review Officer (Cambridgeshire)
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor, Millbank Tower
Millbank
London
SW1P 4QP
Any respondents who submit comments during this period of the review, and do not want
all or any part of the response or name made public, must state this clearly in the
response. Any such request should explain why confidentiality is necessary, but all
information in responses may be subject to publication or disclosure as required by law
(in particular under the Freedom of Information Act 2000). Following the conclusion of this

further consultation, the Commission will consider any further evidence received and
prepare its final recommendations for Cambridgeshire as a whole
If you have any queries, please contact Alex Hinds on 0330 500 1274, or
alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk
Yours sincerely,

Jolyon Jackson CBE
Chief Executive
jolyon.jackson@lgbce.org.uk
0330 500 1290

ELECTORATE INFORMATION – divisions subject to further consultation in Cambridge City
Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2014)

Number of
electors
per
councillor

Abbey

1

7,643

7,643

-3%

7,787

7,787

-9%

Arbury

1

7,593

7,593

-3%

8,615

8,615

1%

Castle &
Newnham

2

13,657

6,829

-13%

15,661

7,831

-8%

Cherry Hinton

1

8,750

8,750

11%

8,945

8,945

5%

Chesterton

1

8,679

8,679

11%

8,977

8,977

5%

King's Hedges

1

9,029

9,029

15%

8,996

8,996

5%

Market

1

7,839

7,839

0%

8,361

8,361

-2%

Petersfield

1

8,911

8,911

14%

9,262

9,262

8%

Romsey

1

8,343

8,343

6%

8,691

8,691

2%

Trumpington &
Queen Edith's

2

12,715

6,358

-19%

16,455

8,228

-4%

Division name

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2020)

Number of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Cambridge City

LGBCE (15)11th Meeting
Minutes of meeting held on Tuesday, 17th November 2015, at 9:30am, in meeting
room 29th Floor, Millbank Tower, Millbank, London, SW1P 4QP
Commissioners Present
Max Caller CBE (Chair)
Professor Colin Mellors (Deputy Chair)
Alison Lowton
Sir Tony Redmond
Professor Paul Wiles CB
LGBCE Officers Present:
Jolyon Jackson CBE
Lynn Ingram
Marcus Bowell
Tim Bowden
Richard Buck
Alison Evison
Sarah Vallotton
Paul Kingsley
Mark Pascoe
Jo Porter
David Owen
Will Morrison
Michelle vonAhn
Karen Cleverly

Chief Executive
Finance Director
Director of Strategy and Communications
Review Manager
Review Manager
Review and Programme Manager
Business & Committee Services Manager
Review Officer (items 7 & 13)
Review Officer (item 8)
Review Officer (item 9)
Review Officer (item 10)
Review Officer (item 12)
Policy & Research Officer (item 14)
Business Support Officer (minutes)

Apologies for Absence
There were no apologies for absence.

Declarations of interest
The Chief Executive declared an interest in item 6 (Welwyn Hatfield) and took no
part in the discussions of that item. Alison Lowton declared an interest in Rotherham
which was referred to in the Operational Report. Both the Review Manager and the
Business Support Officer declared an interest in item 7 (West Sussex).
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Minutes of LGBCE’s meeting on 20th October 2015
The minutes were agreed as a correct record, and were signed by the Chair.

Matters Arising
There were no matters arising.

1.

Operational Report - LGBCE (15)112

The Chief Executive presented the Operational Report for November and the
Commission noted its content.
He reported on his recent meeting with Paul Rowsell (Department for Communities
and Local Government) to discuss possible impacts on the work of the Commission
arising from the Cities and Local Government Devolution Bill.
The Director of Strategy and Communications confirmed that Orders for Exeter and
Dorset would be made early in 2016; another tranche including Knowsley and
Winchester were likely to be made before the end of the year.

2.

Eastleigh Council Size - LGBCE (15)113

It had been agreed to review Eastleigh Borough Council due to electoral imbalance.
According to the latest available electoral figures, 21 per cent of wards had variances
greater than 10 per cent with one ward, Hedge End Grange, being 30 per cent.
The current size of the Council is 44 members.
Following receipt of information about future governance and representational
arrangements, it was recommended by LGBCE officers that there was sufficient
evidence to support that the council size decrease by five from 44 to 39 members.
The Commission considered all the available evidence and, on the basis of this
evidence, it was minded to support a council size of 39 members.
Agreed
The Commission agreed that a council size of 39 be used as the basis for the
preparation of the Draft Recommendations.
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3.

South Cambridgeshire Council Size - LGBCE (15)114

It had been agreed to review South Cambridgeshire District Council due to electoral
imbalance. According to the latest available electoral figures, 21 per cent of wards
had variances greater than 10 per cent, with two wards, Bourn and Histon &
Impington, being over 30 per cent.
The current size of the Council is 57 members.
Following receipt of information about future governance and representational
arrangements, it was recommended by LGBCE officers that there was sufficient
evidence to support that the council size decrease by 12 from 57 to 45 members.
The Commission considered all the available evidence and, on the basis of this
evidence, it was minded to support a council size of 45 members.
Agreed
The Commission agreed that a council size of 45 be used as the basis for the
preparation of the Draft Recommendations.

4.

Newcastle upon Tyne Council Size - LGBCE (15)115

It had been agreed to review Newcastle upon Tyne City Council due to electoral
imbalance. According to the latest available electoral figures, 35 per cent of wards
had variances greater than 10 per cent.
The current size of the Council is 78 members.
Information had been received relating to future governance and representational
arrangements. In particular, two council size proposals – one for retaining the
existing number of 78 and an alternative one for a reduction to 60 – had been
forward. Having considered the evidence received, LGBCE officers judged that, on
the available evidence, there was a case for moving to a reduced council size
although the argument for a reduction to 60 was not sufficiently articulated. Instead,
they judged that the evidence presented pointed towards a council size of 66 as
being the most appropriate. Accordingly, they recommended that this latter figure be
used for seeking further views from the Council and its constituent groups.
The Commission considered all the available evidence and, on the basis of this, it
was agreed that a council size of 66 members appeared the most appropriate.
However, before confirming this figure, it was agreed that further views be sought
from the Council and its constituent groups and that the review be delayed for two
months in order for this further consultation to take place. In the event that no further
evidence was presented then it was indicated that the figure of 66 would be
confirmed at the subsequent Commission meeting.
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Agreed
 The Commission agreed that the evidence pointed to a council size of 66, but
the Council and its constituent groups should be asked for their views on such
a council size.
 That the review be delayed for two months in order for this further consultation
to take place.

5.

Redbridge Council Size - LGBCE (15)116

It had been agreed to review London Borough of Redbridge at the request of the
local authority. It now also meets the intervention criteria. According to the latest
available electoral figures, 33 per cent of wards had variances greater than 10 per
cent.
The current size of the Council is 63 members.
Following receipt of information about future governance and representational
arrangements, it was recommended by LGBCE officers that there was sufficient
evidence to support that the council size remain at 63 members. However, because
of an issue that had arisen regarding the electorate forecasts, LGBCE officers
recommended that the consultation on warding patterns be delayed to allow the
team and lead commissioner to report back to the Commission on electorate
forecasts in December 2015.
The Commission considered all the available evidence and, on the basis of this
evidence, it was minded to support a council size of 63 members. It agreed to
receive a further report on electorate forecasts in December 2015 and to postpone
warding arrangements until early 2016.
Agreed
 The Commission agreed that a council size of 63 be used as the basis for the
preparation of the Draft Recommendations.
 It agreed to receive a further report on electorate forecasts in December 2015
and to postpone warding arrangements consultation until early 2016.

6.

South Lakeland Council Size - LGBCE (15)118

It had been agreed to review South Lakeland District Council due to electoral
imbalance. According to the latest available electoral figures, 33 per cent of wards
had variances greater than 10 per cent.
The current size of the Council is 51 members.
At its meeting on 20th October 2015 the Commission had been minded to agree a
Council size of 51. On 29th October 2015, however, the Commission had received a
submission on council size from the Conservative Group on South Lakeland District
Council.
4

This latter submission had been sent by recorded delivery (dated 11 September
2015) to the Commission’s old offices in Farringdon. Although arrangements had
been made for post sent to the old address to be forwarded to the Commission’s
current address in Millbank Tower this appeared not to have happened and,
consequently, the correspondence had been lost for several weeks.
In the circumstances, notwithstanding the decision that had been taken at its
meeting on 20 October, the Commission agreed to review that earlier decision and to
take into full account of the submission as if it had been received in advance of the
October meeting.
Taking account of all of the evidence submitted, including the Conservative
submission, LGBCE officers were of the firm view that the original decision remained
the correct one and that the Commission should reconfirm its decision to agree a
council size of 51 for South Lakeland District Council.
The Commission considered the additional evidence received and, on the basis of
this evidence, it was minded to reconfirm its support for a council size of 51
members.
Agreed
The Commission agreed that a council size of 51 be used as the basis for the
preparation of the Draft Recommendations.

7.

West Sussex Draft Recommendations - LGBCE (15)119

The review of West Sussex County Council had commenced on 16 June 2015.
According to the latest available electoral figures, 32 per cent of divisions had
variances greater than 10 per cent.
At its meeting on 16 June 2015, the Commission had been minded to agree a
council size of 70 and the Draft Recommendations being considered had been
prepared on the basis of such a council size.
In preparing the draft scheme, the team had taken into consideration both the
submissions it had received and the statutory criteria. The Draft Recommendations
proposed a pattern of 70 single-member divisions in total.
The Commission considered the recommendations in detail informed by the statutory
criteria and taking into account the advice of officers and the submissions received.
It agreed the Draft Recommendations as presented with amendments in the
following areas:



The change of name of Shoreham East to Shoreham North.
The change of name of Shoreham West to Shoreham South.
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Agreed
Draft Recommendations for West Sussex County Council as modified.

8. Birmingham

Draft Recommendations - LGBCE (15)120

The review of Birmingham City Council had commenced on 14 July 2015. The
Commission is undertaking an electoral review of Birmingham City Council on the
basis of effective and convenient local government. This had been agreed in light of
the review by Sir Bob Kerslake (now Lord Kerslake) into the governance and
organisation capabilities of the City Council.
At its meeting on 14 July 2015, the Commission had been minded to agree a council
size of 100.
In preparing the draft scheme, the team had taken into consideration both the
submissions it had received and the statutory criteria. The Draft Recommendations
proposed a revised Council size of 101 with a pattern of 24 two-member, and 53
single-member wards in total.
The Commission considered the recommendations in detail informed by the statutory
criteria and taking into account the advice of officers and the submissions received.
As a result of this further consideration and, on the basis of the evidence, the
Commission agreed to move away from its original opinion on council size and,
instead, agreed a council size of 101 as this provided for an improved reflection of
the statutory criteria.
It agreed the Draft Recommendations as presented with amendments in the
following areas:


The change of name of Jewellery Quarter & Winson Green area to Winson
Green.

Agreed
Draft Recommendations for Birmingham City Council as modified.

9. Lincol

nshire Draft Recommendations - LGBCE (15)121

The review of Lincolnshire County Council had commenced on 21 April 2015.
According to the latest available electoral figures, 32 per cent of divisions had
variances greater than 10 per cent with two divisions, Bourne Abbey and Stamford
West, being over 30 per cent.
At its meeting on 21 April 2015, the Commission had been minded to agree a council
size of 71.
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In preparing the draft scheme, the team had taken into consideration both the
submissions it had received and the statutory criteria. The Draft Recommendations
proposed a revised Council size of 70 with a pattern of 70 single-member divisions in
total.
The Commission considered the recommendations in detail informed by the statutory
criteria and taking into account the advice of officers and the submissions received.
As a result of this further consideration and, on the basis of the evidence, the
Commission agreed to move away from its original opinion on council size and,
instead, agreed a council size of 70 as this provided for a better allocation.
It agreed the Draft Recommendations as presented with amendments in the
following areas:




Slight amendment to the proposed boundary between Carholme and Ermine
& Cathedral areas to ensure co-terminosity.
Slight amendment to the proposed boundary between Moulton Seas End and
Cowbit areas to ensure co-terminosity
Slight amendment to the proposed boundary between Belton Park and
Spittlegate areas to ensure co-terminosity

Agreed
Draft Recommendations for Lincolnshire County Council as modified.

10.

Elmbridge Final Recommendations - LGBCE (15)122

The paper was withdrawn. It would be considered at the next meeting.

11.

Welwyn Hatfield Final Recommendations - LGBCE (15)123

The review of Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council had commenced on 17 March 2015.
According to the latest available electoral figures, 41 per cent of wards had variances
greater than 10 per cent.
At its meeting on 17 March 2015, the Commission had been minded to agree a
council size of 48 and had subsequently, on 18 August 2015, agreed Draft
Recommendations.
Following publication, 69 submissions had been received commenting on the Draft
Recommendations which had been considered carefully in the context of the
statutory criteria.
Taking all of the submissions into account, it was felt that there was sufficient
evidence to move away from the Draft Recommendations in some aspects and
these changes were reflected in the Final Recommendations put to the Commission
for consideration.
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The Final Recommendations proposed a pattern of 16 three-member wards in total.
The Commission considered the Final Recommendations in detail, informed by the
statutory criteria and taking into account the submissions received following
publication of the Draft Recommendations.
It agreed the Final Recommendations as presented.
Agreed
Final Recommendations for Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council as presented.

12.

Warrington Final Recommendations - LGBCE (15)124

The review of Warrington Borough Council had commenced on 21 April 2015.
According to the latest available electoral figures, 41 per cent of wards had variances
greater than 10 per cent.
At its meeting on 21 April 2015, the Commission had been minded to agree a council
size of 58 and had subsequently, on 17 August 2015, agreed Draft
Recommendations.
Following publication, 140 submissions had been received commenting on the Draft
Recommendations which had been considered carefully in the context of the
statutory criteria.
Taking all of the submissions into account, it had been judged that there was
insufficient evidence to change the Draft Recommendations, and therefore, they
were proposed as the Final Recommendations for Warrington Borough Council.
The Final Recommendations proposed a pattern of 13 three-member and nine twomember wards in total.
The Commission considered the Final Recommendations in detail, informed by the
statutory criteria and taking into account the submissions received following
publication of the Draft Recommendations.
It agreed the Final Recommendations as presented.
Agreed
Final Recommendations for Warrington Borough Council as presented.

8

13.

Watford Final Recommendations - LGBCE (15)125

The review of Watford Borough Council had commenced on 17 March 2015.
According to the latest available electoral figures, 33 per cent of wards had variances
greater than 10 per cent.
At its meeting on 17 March 2015, the Commission had been minded to agree a
council size of 36 and had subsequently, on 18 August 2015, agreed Draft
Recommendations.
Following publication, 21 submissions had been received commenting on the Draft
Recommendations which had been considered carefully in the context of the
statutory criteria.
Taking all of the submissions into account, it was felt that there was sufficient
evidence to move away from the Draft Recommendations in some aspects and
these changes were reflected in the Final Recommendations put to the Commission
for consideration.
The Final Recommendations proposed a pattern of 12 three-member wards in total.
The Commission considered the Final Recommendations in detail, informed by the
statutory criteria and taking into account the submissions received following
publication of the Draft Recommendations.
It agreed the Final Recommendations as presented.
Agreed
Final Recommendations for Watford Borough Council as presented.

14.

Forecasting - LGBCE (15)126

The Policy & Research Officer introduced her report on a proposed new in-house
method for forecasting electorates.
The method was intended to improve consistency and used output areas rather than
polling districts. Local authority input would only be needed to identify any large
scale changes, such as significant new housing developments or demolitions.
The benefits of the new method included better accuracy, a reduction in the time
taken to carry out reviews and an immediate reference point for Review Officers.
The method tended to over-estimate slightly and student registration had a big
impact. The differences due to under-estimation tended to be smaller and were
linked to areas with development, migration or registration campaigns.
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A comparison against reviews that had been completed gave a good result against
the actual electorate.
The next step would be to obtain peer reviews of the method by the end of the year.
The LGA Statistics Working Group, CIPFA and LARIA were possible contacts for
this. It was hoped that the new method would be ready to use for review work by the
middle of 2016.
Commissioners agreed that the work was extremely valuable. Paul Wiles would act
as lead Commissioner for the working group.
Agreed
 To proceed with the forecasting method and obtain peer reviews.
 Paul Wiles would be the lead Commissioner for the project.

15.

Order Laying Process - LGBCE (15)127

The Review Manager introduced a report outlining the current order laying process,
as concern had been raised at the strategic planning event about the length of time
between the end of a review and the laying of an Order in Parliament.
The paper was noted and officers were asked to investigate ways of shortening the
time period, particularly with regard to the time Government Legal Department was
given in the Service Level Agreement to draft an Order.

16. Chair’s

Report

The Chair reported on his recent correspondence; with the Speaker, regarding the
delay in the appointment of the new Commissioners; and with the Secretary of State,
regarding the appointment of a new Deputy Chair. He would pursue both matters.

17.

Chief Executive’s Report

The Chief Executive asked the Review Manager to report back on the latest meeting
with Southampton University. Their model would be trialled on the Bristol review. The
model was complementary to the work being carried out on forecasting.
Currently there was no budget impact (other than travel expenses). A business plan
would need to be developed which included the costs and the potential savings to be
achieved.
The Director of Strategy and Communications gave a brief report on the work being
undertaken by De Monfort University. He would give a further update at the
December Commission meeting.
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18. Finance

Director’s Report

The Finance Director reported that the Commission’s forward plan would seek to set
a target of savings of around £140,000 over 5 years. The Chair suggested that a
draft of the business plan for the Speaker’s Committee should be prepared for the
December Commission meeting.

19.

Audit & Risk Committee – Chair’s Report

The Chair of the Audit & Risk Committee gave a brief update on its most recent
meeting on 16 November.
Risk






The committee had decided to focus on one risk each meeting, and the
meeting had focused on the risk of the Commission becoming inquorate.
On the reporting of risks, the committee had been pleased with the
development of the risk register, but were concerned about the management
of certain risks including resilience of the organisation and information
security, where a more succinct policy was needed.
The lack of red risks was queried.
There would be a risk report from each Audit & Risk Committee for the
Commission in future.

Key Performance Indicators
There had been a useful discussion, with further work needed.
Audit
 The subject of the NAO value for money audit would be the office relocation
and back office project.
 The internal auditors had produced green/amber reports on governance, the
relocation project and KPI 3. No undue concerns had been raised.
Finally, the Chair of the Audit & Risk Committee reminded that a replacement for the
independent member of the committee would be needed by August 2016. A job
description would be considered at the Audit & Risk Committee and decision would
be made by the Commission on the recommendation of Audit & Risk Committee. It
was also noted that Colin Mellors would no longer be a member of the Audit & Risk
Committee and that another member of the Commission would need to be identified
to take on this role.
The Audit & Risk Committee minutes would be provided for the December
Commission meeting.

20.

Future Business – LGBCE (15)128

It was suggested that the need for the February 2016 be reviewed since, at present,
there were few items scheduled for that meeting.
11

AOB
The Chair reiterated the Commission’s stance on how changes to review policy are
handled. Policy changes are not considered as part of a specific review. If evidence
is received from a specific review that points to a need to reconsider established
policy then the team will present a policy paper to the Commission in a separate
meeting at a later date. Implementation of a change in policy only takes place for
reviews that have yet to start (following a period of consultation if it is deemed
necessary). For those reviews that are in progress, the Commission continues with
the existing policy in place at the commencement of the review as this would be the
legitimate expectation of the authority under consideration.
Policy changes would normally began with an appreciation of current legislation, how
that legislation has been interpreted, and whether new advice is now available.

Close of Business 13:00
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Summary
Who we are
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England (LGBCE) is an
independent body set up by Parliament. We are not part of government or any
political party. We are accountable to Parliament through a committee of MPs chaired
by the Speaker of the House of Commons.
Our main role is to carry out electoral reviews of local authorities throughout England.

Electoral review
An electoral review examines and proposes new electoral arrangements for a local
authority. A local authority’s electoral arrangements decide:




How many councillors are needed
How many wards or electoral divisions should there be, where are their
boundaries and what should they be called
How many councillors should represent each ward or division

Why Cambridgeshire?
We are conducting an electoral review of Cambridgeshire County Council as the
Council currently has high levels of electoral inequality where some councillors
represent many more or many fewer voters than others. This means that the value of
each vote in county council elections varies depending on where you live in
Cambridgeshire. Overall, 32% of divisions currently have a variance of greater than
10%.

Our proposals for Cambridgeshire
Cambridgeshire County Council currently has 69 councillors. Based on the evidence
we received during previous phases of the review, we consider that a decrease in
council size by eight to 61 members will ensure the Council can perform its roles and
responsibilities effectively.

Electoral arrangements
Our final recommendations propose that Cambridgeshire County Council’s 61
councillors should represent 51 single-member divisions and five two-member
divisions. None of our proposed 56 divisions would have an electoral variance of
greater than 10% from the average for Cambridgeshire by 2020.
We have now finalised our recommendations for electoral arrangements in
Cambridgeshire.

1

1

Introduction

1
This electoral review is being conducted following our decision to review
Cambridgeshire County Council’s electoral arrangements to ensure that the number
of voters represented by each councillor is approximately the same across the
county.

What is an electoral review?
2
Our three main considerations in conducting an electoral review are set out in
legislation1 and are to:
 Improve electoral equality by equalising the number of electors each councillor
represents
 Reflect community identity
 Provide for effective and convenient local government
3
Our task is to strike the best balance between them when making our
recommendations. Our powers, as well as the guidance we have provided for
electoral reviews and further information on the review process, can be found on our
website at www.lgbce.org.uk

Consultation
4
We wrote to the Council inviting the submission of proposals on council size.
We then held a period of consultation on division patterns for the county. The
submissions received during our consultation have informed our final
recommendations. This review is being conducted as follows:
Stage starts
21 October 2014

Description

28 October 2014

Division pattern consultation

12 May 2015
7 July 2015

Draft recommendations consultation
Analysis of submissions received and formulation of final
recommendations
Publication of final recommendations

9 February 2016

Decision on council size

How will the recommendations affect you?
5
The recommendations will determine how many councillors will serve on the
Council. They will also decide which division you vote in, which other communities
are in that division and, in some instances, which parish council wards you vote in.
Your division name may also change, as may the names of parish or town council
wards in the area. The names or boundaries of parishes will not change as a result of
our recommendations.

1

Schedule 2 to the Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009.

2

What is the Local Government Boundary Commission for
England?
6
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England is an independent
body set up by Parliament under the Local Democracy, Economic Development and
Construction Act 2009.
Members of the Commission are:
Professor Colin Mellors (Chair)
Alison Lowton
Sir Tony Redmond
Professor Paul Wiles CB
Chief Executive: Jolyon Jackson CBE

3

2

Analysis and final recommendations

7
Legislation2 states that our recommendations are not intended to be based
solely on the existing number of electors3 in an area, but also on estimated changes
in the number and distribution of electors likely to take place over a five-year period
from the date of our final recommendations. We must also try to recommend strong,
clearly identifiable boundaries for the divisions we put forward at the end of the
review.
8
In reality, the achievement of absolute electoral fairness is unlikely to be
attainable and there must be a degree of flexibility. However, our approach is to keep
variances in the number of electors each councillor represents to a minimum.
9
In seeking to achieve electoral fairness, we work out the average number of
electors per councillor by dividing the electorate by the number of councillors as
shown on the table below.
Electorate of
Cambridgeshire
Number of councillors
Average number of
electors per councillor

2014
478,908

2020
521,380

61
7,851

61
8,547

10 Under our final recommendations, none of our proposed divisions will have an
electoral variance of greater than 10% from the average for the county by 2020. We
are therefore satisfied that we have achieved good levels of electoral fairness for
Cambridgeshire.
11 Additionally, in circumstances where we propose to divide a parish between
district wards or county divisions, we are required to divide it into parish wards so that
each parish ward is wholly contained within a single district ward or county division.
We cannot make amendments to the external boundaries of parishes as part of an
electoral review.
12 These recommendations cannot affect the external boundaries of
Cambridgeshire County Council or result in changes to postcodes. They do not take
into account parliamentary constituency boundaries. There is no evidence that the
recommendations will have an adverse effect on local taxes, house prices, or car and
house insurance premiums and we are not, therefore, able to take into account any
representations which are based on these issues.

2
3

Schedule 2 to the Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009.
Electors refers to the number of people registered to vote, not the whole adult population.
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Submissions received
13 See Appendix B for details of submissions received. All submissions may be
inspected at our offices and can also be viewed on our website at www.lgbce.org.uk

Electorate figures
14 As prescribed in the Local Democracy, Economic Development and
Construction Act 2009, the Council submitted electorate forecasts for 2020, a period
five years on from the scheduled publication of our final recommendations in 2015.
These forecasts were broken down to polling district level and projected an increase
in the electorate of approximately 9% by 2020. The highest proportion of this growth
across the county is expected in Cambridge with significant development in the
Arbury and Trumpington areas.
15 During our consultation on division arrangements, we received several queries
from members of the public regarding the electorate forecasts. In each instance we
raised these with Cambridgeshire County Council and, accordingly, made some
changes to the projections for Cambridge City.
16 Having considered the further information provided by the Council, we are
satisfied that the projected figures are the best available at the present time and
these figures form the basis of our final recommendations.

Council size
17 Cambridgeshire County Council currently has 69 councillors. The County
Council submitted a proposal to decrease the council size from 69 to 63 members.
The Liberal Democrat Group on Cambridgeshire County Council submitted a
proposal to increase council size from 69 to 71. We requested further information
from the County Council as to whether it had considered alternative council sizes and
why any alternatives would be less effective than 63 councillors. The Council
responded that it had considered alternative sizes based on 57, 59, 61 and 63
councillors.
18 Having considered both submissions, we decided the County Council’s
evidence was more persuasive. The County Council demonstrated that it could
operate efficiently and effectively under its proposed council size and ensure effective
representation of local residents. We therefore invited proposals for division
arrangements based on a council size of 63 councillors.
19 As we developed our draft recommendations, we discovered that 63 councillors
did not provide the best allocation of county councillors between Cambridgeshire’s
five districts. We examined alternative division arrangements under council sizes of
between 64 and 61 members. We concluded that 61 councillors would ensure a good
allocation of councillors across Cambridgeshire. As stated in our Guidance, we will
use our discretion to vary the number of councillors from the figure previously agreed
if we find that an alternative will provide ‘a better fit’ of divisions across the county. On
this basis we put forward draft recommendations based on a council size of 61
members. On the basis of information received during consultation, we have decided
to confirm our draft recommendations in this respect as final.
5

Division patterns
20 During consultation on division patterns, we received 63 submissions. While we
did not receive a submission from the County Council, the Cambridge Labour Party
submitted a county-wide proposal. Cambridge City Council and the North East
Cambridgeshire Conservative Association submitted district-wide proposals for
Cambridge City and Fenland respectively. The remainder of the submissions
provided localised comments for division arrangements in specific areas of the
county.

Draft recommendations
21 We received 253 submissions during consultation on our draft
recommendations. We received submissions relating to each of the districts in the
county. In particular, we received proposals for alternative division arrangements in
Cambridge, East Cambridgeshire, Huntingdonshire and Fenland districts. We
considered that the alternative division arrangements in Cambridge provided clear
division boundaries while still ensuring good electoral equality. We therefore decided
to further consult on this alternative division proposal for Cambridge city.

Final recommendations
Cambridge City
22
We received 105 submissions relating to our proposed electoral divisions in
Cambridge. This included four city-wide proposals for electoral divisions that were
notably different from our draft recommendations. The County Council,
Cambridgeshire Labour Group, Cambridgeshire Liberal Democrat Group and a local
resident each submitted city-wide schemes.
23 We considered that the divisions proposed by the Cambridgeshire Liberal
Democrat Group and local resident would better reflect communities in the Market,
Petersfield and Romsey areas of the city than the divisions proposed in our draft
recommendations. It was further supported by strong evidence from local residents,
local organisations and councillors in these areas of Cambridge. Given that this
pattern has not been consulted upon previously, we decided to consult locally in
Cambridge on whether this new pattern of divisions should be adopted as part of our
final recommendations.
24 We received 112 submissions during the period of further limited consultation in
Cambridge, XX of which supported the alternative proposals for Market and
Petersfield divisions. We also received XX submissions which supported the
alternative proposals for Romsey division. We consider that the alternative proposals
provide for good electoral equality, and reflects community identities and interests in
Cambridge.
25 We receive objections to the two proposed two-member divisions in Cambridge
from the County Council, City Council and some local residents. However, we
consider that insufficient evidence has been received to proposed single-member
divisions in the Castle, Newnham, Trumpington and Queen Edith’s areas of the city.
Therefore, we confirm our recommendations for Castle & Newnham and Trumpington
6

& Queen Edith’s divisions as final.
East Cambridgeshire District
26 We received 38 submissions relating to East Cambridgeshire. The majority of
respondents objected to our proposed two-member divisions of Fordham Villages &
Soham South and Littleport West. The objections we received were supported by the
comments of Steve Barclay MP. We also received localised comments relating to Ely,
Littleport and our proposals in the west of the district. We also received alternative
division patterns based on both eight and nine councillors for East Cambridgeshire.
We are not persuaded that we have received sufficient evidence to change the
allocation of councillors for East Cambridgeshire and have decided our final
recommendations should allocate eight councillors for the district. Furthermore, we
considered the alternative pattern of eight single-member divisions did not reflect the
statutory criteria, particularly in Ely, Downham and Witchford as it created a division
which did not reflect communities. We propose to confirm our draft recommendations
as final subject to a minor amendment in Littleport to correct a defaced division
boundary.
Fenland District
27 We received 29 submissions relating to Fenland. The majority of respondents
objected to our proposed two-member March North & Waldersey division and our
proposals in the March, Wisbech St Mary and Whittlesey areas. The objections we
received were supported by the comments of Steve Barclay MP.
28 We received alternative division patterns based on nine and ten councillors for
Fenland. As in East Cambridgeshire, we are not persuaded that we have received
sufficient evidence to change the allocation of councillors for the district and have
decided our final recommendations in Fenland should allocate nine councillors. We
considered the alternative pattern of nine single-member divisions did not reflect the
statutory criteria, particularly in Christchurch, Elm, Manea and Wisbech St Mary
parishes. In particular, the locally proposed Waldersey division comprising these
parishes, would not have clear boundaries. Furthermore, it would span a large
geographical area that would combine disparate communities that would not appear
to share community identities and interests. Therefore, we do not propose any
changes to our proposed division arrangements in Fenland with the exception of
Wisbech where we propose the divisions should reflect the district wards.
Huntingdonshire District
29 We received 47 submissions relating to Huntingdonshire, the majority of which
objected to our proposed St Neots East & Gransden division. Local councillors and
local residents argued against our proposals which included a large housing
development in St Neots in a division with Abbotsley, Great Gransden, Great Paxton,
Toseland, Waresley-cum-Tetworth and Yelling parishes. We have not made changes
to St Neots East & Gransden division because we could not find a suitable alternative
division pattern for St Neots that would meet our statutory criteria.
30 We also received objections to our proposed Somersham & Earith and Warboys
& The Stukeleys divisions. After considering the evidence received, we have made
some minor amendments to the draft recommendations and propose that Wyton-onthe-Hill parish be included in St Ives North division and that Broughton and Kings
Ripton parishes be included in Somersham & Earith division to provide for good
7

electoral equality. However, we could not find a suitable alternative division pattern
which places The Stukeleys and Warboys parishes in different divisions.
South Cambridgeshire District
31 We received 34 submissions relating to South Cambridgeshire. A number of
parishes provided evidence to support minor amendments to our draft
recommendations for the district. We also investigated potential alternative division
patterns for Northstowe & Over and Papworth & Swavesey divisions. However, we
could not find a suitable alternative division pattern that would meet our statutory
criteria.
32 We have decided to amend our draft recommendations by transferring Lolworth
parish to Bar Hill division and transferring Boxworth, Childerley and Knapwell
parishes to Papworth & Swavesey division. To improve electoral equality in
Cambourne division, the team proposes to include Little Gransden and Longstowe
parishes in Cambourne division. We have also created a two-member Sawston &
Shelford division which keeps the parishes of Sawston and Shelford and adjoining
parishes together in the same division.

8

Detailed divisions
33 The tables on pages 10–31 detail our final recommendations for each district in
Cambridgeshire. They detail how the proposed division arrangements reflect the
three statutory4 criteria of:
 Equality of representation
 Reflecting community interests and identities
 Providing for convenient and effective local government

4

Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009.
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Cambridge City
Division name
Abbey

Number
of Cllrs
1

Variance
2020
-9%

Description

Detail

This division lies in the east
of the city and comprises the
Barnwell community.

The response to our draft recommendations for this division
mainly consisted of local residents in Romsey who objected
to being included our proposed Barnwell division. We also
received submissions from local residents in Barnwell
supporting the responses of Romsey residents. We received
a submission proposing that this division be named Abbey
rather than Barnwell. We consider that this name better
reflects the community within this division and so we are
adopting this name change as part of our final
recommendations.
We receive support for Abbey division during the further
consultation. We consider this division reflects community
identity and provides for reasonably good electoral equality.
We therefore confirm Abbey divison as part of our final
recommendations.

Arbury

1

-2%

This division lies in the northwest of the city and
comprises the Arbury
community.

We did not receive any submissions specifically relating to
our proposals for Arbury division. However, the alternative
city-wide patterns received included proposals for Arbury
division which were notably different from our draft
recommendations. These changes were incumbent on
accepting substantial modifications in Castle and Newnham
areas of the city for which we had little evidence. We
therefore did not make changes to Arbury division.
We received four submissions specifically relating to Arbury
division during the further consultation. A local resident
proposed that Histon Road should be the division boundary
between Arbury and Castle areas. A local councillor
proposed that part of Victoria Road be transferred to Arbury
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division. A Residents’ Association and two councillors
proposed that Windsor Road be transferred to a division with
the Castle area.
We are unable to accommodate proposals relating to Histon
Road and Victoria road as this would require substantial
modifications in Chesterton and King’s Hedges area for
which we have no evidence. However, we consider the
evidence to transfer Windsor Road to Castle persuasive and
have decided to make this change. We are satisfied Arbury
division reflects community identities and provides for good
electoral equality. Subject to the change above, we propose
Arbury division as part of our final recommendations.
Castle &
Newnham

2

-7%

This division lies in the west
of the city and comprises the
Newnham community to the
south. To the north of
Madingley Road are the
remnants of the Castle,
University Colleges and part
of the Arbury community.

During consultation on our draft recommendations we
received 16 submissions relating to Castle & Newnham
division. The majority of submissions objected to the
proposals which included Castle and Newnham in a twomember division. We received alternative division patterns
for two single-member divisions. However, the changes
would require accepting substantial modifications in Arbury,
Chesterton and King’s Hedges areas of Cambridge for which
we had no evidence. We therefore did not make changes to
Castle & Newnham division.
We received 16 submissions during the further consultation
relating to this division. The majority of the responses
received reiterated their objection to Castle & Newnham
division. A political group and local resident submitted
alternative proposals which used Madingley Road as the
boundary between two single-member divisions. We also
received evidence that Windsor Road has close community
links with Oxford Road, Richmond Road and other roads
which access onto Huntingdon Road.
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The proposals to create two single-member divisions result
in Newnham division with too few electors. To create two
single-member divisions in this area would require
modifications in divisions where support was received for our
recommendations. However, we consider the proposal to
include Windsor Road in this division is supported by
persuasive evidence and we have decided to make this
change. This division best reflects the statutory criteria and
forms part of our final recommendations.
Cherry Hinton

1

5%

This division lies in the east
of the city and comprises the
Cherry Hinton community.

We did not receive any submissions specifically relating to
our proposals for Cherry Hinton division. However, the
alternative city-wide patterns received were similar to our
draft recommendations.
We received a submission from a local resident relating to
Cherry Hinton division. They proposed to move cul-de-sacs
off Cherry Hinton Road, between Mowbray Road and Cherry
Hinton Hall into a division with Queen Edith’s. They also
proposed that Queen Edith’s Way and adjoining roads as
well as land to the east of Limekiln Road be transferred to
Cherry Hinton division. We consider that insufficient
evidence has been received to make this change. We have
also received support for the proposed Cherry Hinton
division. Subject to a minor change in the north of the
division where we have used part of the railway as the
boundary, we confirm our draft recommendations for Cherry
Hinton division as final.

Chesterton

1

5%

This division lies to the northeast of the city centre and is
bounded by the River Cam to
the south. The division
comprises the Chesterton
community.
12

During consultation on our draft recommendations we
received alternative city-wide proposals for new division
arrangements in Chesterton. The alternative proposals were
substantially different to our draft recommendations. These
changes were incumbent on accepting substantial
modifications in Castle and Newnham areas of the city for

which we had little evidence. We therefore did not make
changes to Chesterton division.
We received a submission from a local councillor relating to
Chesterton division. The local councillor objected to our
proposals for Chesterton division. However, they did not
make proposals on any division boundary changes to be
made to this division. As we have received support for
Chesterton division and we consider the division reflects
community identities, we confirm this division as part of our
final recommendations.
King’s Hedges

1

5%

This division lies to the north
of the city centre and
comprises the King’s Hedges
area and parts of the East
Chesterton community.

During consultation on our draft recommendations we
received alternative city-wide proposals for new division
arrangements in this part of the city. The alternative
proposals were substantially different to our draft
recommendations. These changes were incumbent on
accepting substantial modifications in the Arbury, Castle and
Newnham areas of the city for which we had little evidence.
We therefore did not make changes to King’s Hedges
division.
We received support for King’s Hedges division during the
further consultation. We consider this division reflects
community identity and provides for good electoral equality.
We therefore confirm King’s Hedges divison as part of our
final recommendations

Market

1

-2%

This division comprises the
centre of Cambridge,
Cambridge University
colleges and residential
areas west of East Road.

13

In response to our draft recommendations we received
submissions from local residents objecting to our proposals
which divided the city centre using Mill Road. Alternative
patterns were submitted which proposed a Market division
with the division boundary following East Road and Lensfield
Road.

We received 38 submissions during further consultation
relating to Market division. All but one of the submissions
received supported the alternative proposals which include
most of the city centre and surrounding residential areas in
Market division. We received persuasive evidence that Mill
Road is a focal point where local residents on either side of
the road share communities interests and facilities. We
consider that the alternative proposals better reflect the
Market community. The division also provides for good
electoral equality. Therefore, we propose this division as part
of our final recommendations.
Petersfield

1

-2%

This division comprises the
Newtown and Petersfield
areas of Cambridge.

In response to our draft recommendations we received
submissions from the local Residents’ Association and local
residents objecting to our proposals to use Mill Road as the
division boundary between St Matthew’s and St Paul’s
divisions. Alternative patterns divisions were submitted which
proposed a Petersfield division with the division boundary
following East Road and Lensfield Road.
We received 15 submissions during further consultation
relating to Petersfield division. All the submissions received
supported the alternative proposals which use East Road
and Lensfield Road as the division boundary between this
division and Market division to the west. A political group
proposed a modification to Petersfield division which was to
include the area south of the Botanical Gardens, including
roads off and including Brooklands Avenue in their proposed
single-member Trumpington division. We consider the
evidence for this modification to be sufficient. It is also
supported by the comments of other political groups, local
councillors and residents who submitted comments against
two-member divisions in Cambridge. Therefore, we propose
to transfer this area to a single-member Trumpington division
(see below). For the remainder of Petersfield division, we
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consider it better reflects the community than that proposed
in our draft recommendations. The division also provides for
reasonably good levels of electoral equality. Therefore, we
propose this division as part of our final recommendations.
Romsey

1

2%

This division comprises the
Romsey community between
Cherry Hinton Road and the
railway line.

In response to our draft recommendations we received over
50 submissions objecting to our proposals to include part of
Romsey in Barnwell division. Alternative division patterns
were submitted which proposed to include Romsey in a
single division.
We received 32 submissions during further consultation
relating to Romsey division. Nearly all the submissions
received supported the alternative proposals which keep the
Romsey community in a single division. A political group
proposed that the entirety of roads north of Cherry Hinton
Road from Hills Road to Perne Road be included in Queen
Edith’s. However, we consider that insufficient evidence has
been received to make this change. It would also result in a
variance above 10%. The alternative proposals for Romsey
division better reflects the community than that proposed in
our draft recommendations. The division also provides for
good electoral equality. Therefore, we propose this division
as part of our final recommendations.

Trumpington &
Queen Edith’s

2

In response to the draft recommendations, we received 16
submissions relating to the areas of Trumpington and Queen
Edith’s. In Trumpington a local Residents’ Association
objected to the proposed Trumpington division. In Queen
Edith’s, 15 respondents objected to the proposed Queen
Edith’s division. We received alternative division patterns for
both areas which required accepting substantial changes in
other parts of Cambridge for which had no evidence.
However, the evidence received persuasively argued our
proposals divided communities. Therefore, we created a two15

member division which included both the Trumpington and
Queen Edith’s areas.
In response to the further consultation, we received 28
submissions relating to this two-member division. The
respondents in both areas argued against the proposed twomember division. A political group and local resident
proposed two single-member divisions. This proposals was
supported by local residents and Residents’ Associations in
in both areas.

In response to further consultation, we received 13
submissions relating to our proposals to combine
Trumpington with Queen Edith’s in a two-member division.
The majority of responses objected to the two-member
division and commented that the boundary between the two
areas should follow the railway line. A political group and
local resident submitted alternative division boundaries
which proposed a single-member Trumpington division.
We consider the modification of the political group which
includes the area south of the Botanical Gardens, including
roads off and including Brooklands Avenue in Trumpington is
supported by persuasive evidence. It is also supported by
other political groups, local residents and councillors who
submitted comments objecting to the two-member division.
The proposed change also results in reasonably good
electoral equality and would better reflect community
16

identities. Therefore we propose Trumpington division as
part of our final recommendations.
Queen Edith’s

1

8%

In response to the draft recommendations we received over
15 submissions objecting the proposed Queen Edith’s
division. We also received alternative division patterns. As
this would require substantial changes in other parts of
Cambridge for which we had no evidence, we decided to
combine Queen Edith’s with Trumpington in a two-member
division.
In response to further consultation, we received 15
submissions relating to our proposals to combine Queen
Edith’s with Trumpington in a two-member division. The
arguments raised mirrored that of respondents in
Trumpington as mentioned above. A political group and local
resident submitted alternative division boundaries which
proposed a single-member Queen Edith’s division.
We consider the modification of the political group which
uses the railway as the boundary is supported by persuasive
evidence. As mentioned in the Trumpington section of this
report, it is also supported by other respondents who
objected to two-member divisions in Cambridge. The change
results in good electoral equality and better reflects
community identities. Therefore we propose Queen Edith’s
division as part of our final recommendations.
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East Cambridgeshire District

Ely East

Number
of Cllrs
1

Variance
2020
5%

Ely West

1

-7%

Division name

Fordham
Villages &
Soham South

2

Littleport East
& Soham North

1

7%

Littleport West

2

9%

8%

Description

Detail

This division comprises the
east of the city, the cathedral
area to the south, and
communities east of Lynn
Road.
This division comprises much
of the Ely community which is
bounded by the A10 and
A142 roads. The remainder
of the division is made up of
the rural area to the south
and west of Ely.
This division comprises
Burwell, Chippenham,
Fordham, Isleham, Kennett,
Reach, Snailwell, Swaffham
Bulbeck, Swaffham Prior and
Wicken parishes. It also
comprises the southern part
of Soham parish.
This division comprises the
eastern part of Littleport
parish, the eastern part of Ely
parish and northern part of
Soham parish.
This division comprises
Coveney, Downham,
Haddenham, Mepal,
Stretham, Sutton, Thetford,
Wentworth, Wilburton,
Witcham and Witchford

We received 38 submissions relating to East Cambridgeshire
district. The majority of respondents objected to the
allocation of councillors for the district, and our proposed
Fordham Villages & Soham South, Littleport East & Soham
North and Littleport West divisions. We also received
localised objections from parish councils located in our
proposed Littleport West division.
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We received alternative proposals which were similar and
based on eight and nine single-member divisions. We have
decided to base our final recommendations on eight county
councillors for East Cambridgeshire. As stated earlier, we
are not persuaded that sufficient evidence was received to
justify changing the allocation of councillors to the district.
While the proposal based on eight councillors resulted in
divisions with reasonably good levels of electoral equality, it
created divisions comprising Ely and adjoining parishes with
poor internal access between communities. The proposals
would also result in dividing Downham parish between two
divisions. To provide for a uniform pattern of eight singlemember divisions which provide an effective balance of the
statutory criteria would require significant changes to the
proposals received for Ely. We do have not sufficient
evidence to make such changes.
We therefore propose to confirm the draft recommendations
for these five divisions in East Cambridgeshire as final
subject to a minor change in Littleport to allow the division
boundary to run behind Millfield and along Ely Road. While
we note the views and objections of respondents to our draft

Woodditton

1

-1%

parishes. The division also
comprises parts of Littleport
and Ely parishes.
This division comprises
Ashley, Bottisham, Brinkley,
Burrough Green, Cheveley,
Dullingham, Kirtling, Lode,
Stetchworth, Westley
Waterlees and Woodditton
parishes.
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recommendations for East Cambridgeshire district, we
consider that our proposed divisions provide for the best
balance of the statutory criteria.
We did not receive any objections to our draft
recommendations for this division. We are satisfied
Woodditton division meets the statutory criteria and have
decided to confirm our draft recommendations as final.

Fenland District
Number
of Cllrs
1

Variance
2020
5%

March North &
Waldersey

2

7%

March South &
Rural

1

8%

Roman Bank &
Peckover

1

8%

Division name
Chatteris

Whittlesey
North

1

-7%

Whittlesey
South

1

0%

Description
This division comprises the
whole of Chatteris parish.
This division comprises the
northern part of March
parish and the parishes of
Christchurch, Elm and part
of Wisbech St Mary parish.
This division comprises the
southern part of March
parish and the parishes of
Manea and Wimblington.
This division comprises
Gorefield, Leverington,
Newton, Parson Drove and
Tydd St Giles parishes. It
also includes parts of
Wisbech and Wisbech St
Mary parishes.
This division comprises
Bassenhally, Stonald and
part of the St Andrews area.
This division comprises the
district wards of Benwick,
Coates & Eastrea and
Lattersey and part of St the
Andrews area. It also
comprises Benwick and
Doddington parishes and
the rural part of March
parish.
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We received 29 submissions relating to Fenland district. The
majority of respondents objected to the allocation of
councillors for Fenland, and our proposed two-member March
North & Waldersey division. We also received localised
objections to our proposals in Whittlesey and Wisbech St
Mary parishes.
We received alternative proposals which were similar to each
other and based on nine and 10 single-member divisions. We
have decided to base our final recommendations on nine
county councillors for Fenland as we are not persuaded that
sufficient evidence was received to justify changing the
allocation of councillors to the district.
The proposal received resulted in the creation of a division
which comprised Christchurch, Elm, Manea and Wisbech St
Mary parishes. On visiting the local area, we noted that the
proposed division did not have clear road access between
communities nor appear to reflect local community identities.
Furthermore, it would span a large geographical area which
would combine disparate communities that do not appear to
share community identities and interests. Indeed, to traverse
the proposed division by road, particularly between Elm parish
and Christchurch parish requires leaving the county. Although
this division results in good electoral equality, we consider that
it does not reflect community identities or provide for effective
and convenient local government.
We also looked at whether we could propose an alternative
pattern of nine single-member divisions for Fenland district

which did not require the acceptance of the above division.
However, we were unable to find an alternative which would
adequately meet the statutory criteria.
We therefore propose that these six divisions are confirmed
as part of our final recommendations. While we note the views
and objections of respondents to our draft recommendations
for Fenland district, we are satisfied that our proposed
divisions will ensure good electoral equality and effective and
convenient local government.
Wisbech East

1

-2%

This division comprises the
district wards of Kirkgate,
Octavia Hill and Staithe.

Wisbech West

1

-1%

This division comprises the
district wards of Clarkson,
Medworth and Waterlees.
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We received an alternative division pattern for the two
Wisbech divisions which each comprised three of the six
district wards for the town. After considering this arrangement,
we are satisfied that it would better reflect the statutory criteria
in Wisbech. In improves electoral equality which providing
better coterminosity with the district wards of Fenland. We
also propose the divisions are named Wisbech East and
Wisbech West. We propose that these two divisions are
adopted as part of our final recommendations.

Huntingdonshire District
Number
of Cllrs
1

Variance
2020
-8%

Brampton &
Buckden

1

-3%

Godmanchester
& Huntingdon
South

1

-9%

Division name
Alconbury &
Kimbolton

Description

Detail

This division comprises
Alconbury, Alconbury Weston,
Barham & Woolley, Brington &
Molesworth, Buckworth,
Bythorn & Keyston, Catworth,
Covington, Easton, Ellington,
Great Gidding, Great
Staughton, Hail Weston,
Hamerton & Steeple Gidding,
Kimbolton, Leighton, Little
Gidding, Old Weston, Perry,
Spaldwick, Stow Longa,
Tilbrook, Upton & Coppingford
and Winwick parishes.
This division comprises
Brampton, Buckden,
Diddington, Grafham, Offord
Cluny & Offord D’Arcy and
Southoe & Midloe parishes.

We received a submission objecting to our proposed division.
We received an alternative pattern of divisions for this part of
the district. However, based on a 61 member Council, a
proposed Kimbolton division would have a variance of 13%
fewer electors. We consider that our proposed division better
reflects the statutory criteria and propose that it is confirmed
as final.

This division comprises
Godmanchester parish and a
part of Huntingdon parish to
the south of American Lane
and Priory Road.

We are satisfied that Godmanchester & Huntingdon South
division meets the statutory criteria. Although we received an
objection to include the Newtown area in our proposed
division, no alternative division arrangement was put forward.
We propose this division is confirmed as final.
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We received support for our proposed division from a local
councillor. We received no other responses for this division.
Brampton & Buckden division provides for good electoral
equality, reflects communities and ensure effective and
convenient local government. We propose it is confirmed as
final.

Huntingdon
North &
Hartford

1

-1%

Huntingdon
West

1

-3%

Ramsey & Bury

1

1%

Sawtry & Stilton

1

Somersham &
Earith

1

This division comprises the
north of Huntingdon parish,
including the areas of Hartford
and Sapley.
This division comprises the
centre and west of Huntingdon
parish.
This division comprises Bury
and Ramsey parishes.

We received support for our proposed divisions in Huntingdon
from a local councillor. We are satisfied that Huntingdon North
& Hartford, and Huntingdon West divisions reflect our
statutory criteria and propose that both divisions are
confirmed as final.

7%

This division comprises
Alwalton, Chesterton,
Conington, Denton &
Caldecote, Elton, Folksworth &
Washingley, Glatton, Haddon,
Holme, Morborne, Sawtry,
Sibson-cum-Stibbington,
Stilton and Water Newton
parishes.

We received two submissions relating to this division. One of
the respondents objected to our draft recommendations. A
local councillor proposed our division name of Norman Cross
should be changed to Sawtry & Stilton. We are persuaded by
the councillor’s evidence that Sawtry is the largest village in
the division and is increasing in size due to housing
development. We consider the proposed name better reflects
communities in our proposed division. Subject to this, we
confirm our draft recommendations as final.

-9%

This division comprises
Bluntisham, Broughton, Colne,
Earith, Kings Ripton Old Hurst,
Pidley cum Fenton,

We received objections to our proposed division
arrangement. It was argued that Wyton-on-the-Hill parish has
little connection with the parishes of Somersham, Earith and
Bluntisham. It was proposed that Wyton-on-the-Hill be
transferred to St Ives as it shares closer transport and
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We received two submissions relating to this division. One of
the respondents supported our draft recommendations. The
other submission objected to our proposals. It was argued
that Bury is a rural community with different interests to the
market town of Ramsey. We investigated the possibility of
transferring Bury parish into Warboys & The Stukeleys
division, however this arrangement would result in an
electoral variance of 14%. We are unable to find an
alternative division pattern which would meet the statutory
criteria. We have therefore decided to confirm our draft
recommendations for this division as final.

Somersham and Woodhurst
parishes.

community links with the town. While such a transfer
improves electoral equality in St Ives North division, it would
result in 13% fewer electors per councillor in Somersham &
Earith division. To improve electoral equality, we propose that
Broughton and Kings Ripton parishes are transferred to this
division from our proposed Warboys & The Stukeleys division.

St Ives North &
Wyton

1

3%

This division comprises the
north of St Ives parish and
Wyton-on-the-Hill parish.

We propose that Wyton-on-the-Hill parish is included with this
division from Somersham & Earith. We are persuaded that
Wyton-on-the-Hill has closer transport and community links
with St Ives. Our proposals also significantly improve electoral
equality in the division and provide for effective and
convenient local government.

St Ives South &
Needingworth

1

-8%

This division comprises the
south of St Ives parish and
Holywell-cum-Needingworth
parish.

We did not receive any objections to our draft
recommendations for this division. We are satisfied St Ives
South & Needingworth meets the statutory criteria and have
decided to confirm it as final.

St Neots East &
Gransden

1

0%

This division comprises part of
a new development in St
Neots, east of the railway and
Abbotsley, Great Gransden,
Great Paxton, Toseland,
Waresley-cum-Tetworth and
Yelling parishes.

We received a number of submissions objecting to our
proposed division for this area. It was argued by councillors,
local residents and parishes in the proposed division that the
Loves Farm development in St Neots town should be
included in a St Neots-based division.

24

We investigated whether it was possible to include the
housing development in one of the St Neots divisions to the
west of the railway line. However this would result in poor
levels of electoral equality. We did not receive a viable
alternative for this area which would meet the statutory
criteria for St Neots and the adjoining rural parishes. We have
therefore decided to confirm our draft recommendations for St
Neots East & Gransden as final. While we note the views of

respondents in this area, we consider that our proposed
division provide for the best balance of the statutory criteria.
St Neots
Eynesbury

1

-5%

This division comprises the
east of St Neots which
includes the Eynesbury area.

We received objections to our proposals to include the area
between Cambridge Street, Church Street and Fox Brook in
St Neots Eynesbury division. We do not consider that a
persuasive argument has been made to transfer this area to
St Neots Priory Park & Little Paxton division. We consider our
draft recommendations better reflect communities as Church
Meadow and adjoining roads have access into Eynesbury
over Fox Brook. We have therefore decided to confirm our
draft recommendations for this division as final.

St Neots Priory
Park & Little
Paxton

1

2%

This division comprises the
parish of St Neots north of the
High Street and Little Paxton
parish.

We received specific comments relating to parish warding
arrangements in this area. We did not receive any objections
to our draft recommendations for this division. We are
satisfied that St Neots Priory Park & Little Paxton meets the
statutory criteria and have decided to confirm it as final.

St Neots The
Eatons

1

-1%

This division comprises the
west of St Neots which
includes the Eaton Ford area.

We did not receive any objections to our draft
recommendations for this division. St Neots The Eatons
division provides for good electoral equality, reflects
communities and, in our view will ensure effective and
convenient local government. We have therefore decided to
confirm our draft recommendations for this division as final.

The
Hemingfords &
Fenstanton

1

-5%

This division comprises
Fenstanton, Hemingford
Abbots, Hemingford Grey,
Hilton and Houghton & Wyton
parishes.

We received responses to our proposed division which made
observations but did not provide any alternative proposals.
We are satisfied that our proposed division provides for good
electoral equality, reflects communities and effective and
convenient local government. We have therefore decided to
confirm our draft recommendations for this division as final.
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Warboys & The
Stukeleys

1

-5%

This division comprises Abbots
Ripton, The Stukeleys,
Upwood & The Raveleys,
Warboys, Wistow and Wood
Walton parishes.

We received objections to our draft proposals in this area. It
was argued that The Stukeleys does not share strong
community identities with Warboys. It was proposed that The
Stukeleys be included with Alconbury & Kimbolton or
Brampton & Buckden divisions. This arrangement was
supported by a local parish council and local residents.
We investigated whether such an arrangement was possible,
however this would result in electoral variances of 28% more
and 33% more electors per councillor for Alconbury &
Kimbolton and Brampton & Buckden divisions respectively.
We did not receive a suitable alternative which would meet
the statutory criteria. However, as stated above, we have
decided to amend our draft recommendations between this
division and Somersham & Earith.
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South Cambridgeshire District
Number
of Cllrs
1

Variance
2020
2%

Cambourne

1

Cottenham &
Willingham

Duxford

Division name
Bar Hill

Description

Detail

This division comprises Bar
Hill, Dry Drayton, Lolworth
and Girton parishes.

We received a submission which proposed that Lolworth
parish be transferred to Bar Hill division from Cambourne
division. It was argued that the parish is separated from
Cambourne by the A428 dual carriageway. We propose to
modify our draft recommendations to include Lolworth in Bar
Hill division. We are persuaded that Lolworth has closer links
with Bar Hill via the A14. Our proposed division also provides
for good electoral equality and reflects communities.

-10%

This division comprises
Bourn, Cambourne, Little
Gransden and Longstowe
parishes.

We received a submission which proposed that Boxworth,
Childerley, Knapwell and Lolworth parishes be transferred to
Papworth & Swavesey division from Cambourne division. On
visiting the area we discovered that Cambourne is separated
from these parishes by the A428 dual carriageway. The
parishes are also a considerable distance away from
Cambourne. We therefore propose that the three parishes
are included in Papworth & Swavesey division where they
share closer community identities. To improve electoral
equality in Cambourne division we propose to include Little
Gransden and Longstowe parishes. We propose this division
as part of our final recommendations.

1

4%

This division comprises
Cottenham, Rampton and
Willingham parishes.

We received a submission which commented on particular
arrangements for Over and Willingham parishes. Having
considered the evidence received we are content this
division provides for good electoral equality and have
decided to confirm our draft recommendations as final.

1

-5%

This division comprises
Duxford, Fowlmere, Foxton,

We received three submissions relating to Duxford division.
Having considered the evidence received we propose that
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Great & Little Chishill,
Heydon, Hinxton, Ickleton,
Pampisford, Shepreth,
Thriplow and Whittlesford
parishes.

Pampisford parish is included in the division. We are
satisfied with the evidence that Pampisford shares strong
community links with local parishes within the division. We
are unable to include Foxton parish in Melbourn &
Bassingbourn division as we have received no evidence to
also include Shepreth parish which Foxton parish adjoins
This arrangement would also result in poor electoral equality
in Duxford division. We consider our proposed division
reflects the statutory criteria and confirm it as part of our final
recommendations.

Fulbourn

1

6%

This division comprises the
southern part of Fen Ditton
parish. It also comprises
Fulbourn, Great Wilbraham,
Little Wilbraham, Stow cum
Quy and Teversham
parishes.

Our proposals for this division split Fen Ditton parish
between two divisions. We received an objection to this
arrangement which argued that the parish should be
included within an entire division. To propose this change
would result in poor electoral equality and the creation of a
detached division. Our proposals meet the statutory criteria
in this area and we have decided to confirm Fulbourn
division as part of our final recommendations.

Gamlingay

1

-4%

This division comprises
Abington Pigotts, Arrington
Barrington, Croydon,
Gamlingay, Guilden Morden,
Hatley, Litlington, Orwell,
Shingay cum Wendy, Steeple
Morden, Tadlow and
Wimpole parishes.

We did not receive any objections to our draft proposals for
Gamlingay. However due to the transfer of Longstowe and
Little Gransden parishes to Cambourne division, Gamlingay
division would have a variance of 12% fewer electors. To
improve electoral equality we propose to include Litlington
parish.

Hardwick

1

4%

This division comprises
Barton, Caldecote,
Comberton, Coton,
Grantchester, Great
Eversden, Harlton, Hardwick,

We received five submissions which supported transferring
Madingley parish to Hardwick division. Having considered
the evidence received we propose to modify our draft
recommendations. We are content that Madingley parish has
strong community links with the local parishes in Hardwick
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Kingston, Little Eversden,
Madingley and Toft parishes.

division. Our proposed division also provides for good
electoral equality, reflects community identities in this area.

Histon &
Impington

1

4%

This division comprises
Histon, Impington and
Orchard Park parishes.

We received support for our draft recommendations and
consider that our proposals meet the statutory criteria. We
have therefore decided to confirm our draft
recommendations for this division as final.

Linton

1

-1%

This division comprises
Balsham, Bartlow, Carlton,
Castle Camps, Great
Abington, Hildersham,
Horseheath, Linton, Little
Abington, Shudy Camps,
Weston Colville, West
Wickham and West Wratting
parishes.

We received support for our draft recommendations and
consider that our proposals meet the statutory criteria. We
have therefore decided to confirm our draft
recommendations for this division as final.

Melbourn &
Bassingbourn

1

-8%

This division comprises
Bassingbourn cum
Kneesworth, Melbourn,
Meldreth and Whaddon
parishes.

We received two submissions in relation to our proposed
division. It was argued that Shepreth parish should be
included in a division with Meldreth parish. However, to
adopt such an arrangement would result in a Duxford
division with 13% fewer electors per councillor. As a result of
changes in Gamlingay division we propose to transfer
Litlington parish to Gamlingay division in order to improve
electoral equality.

Longstanton,
Northstowe &
Over

1

1%

This division comprises
Longstanton, Oakington &
Westwick and Over parishes.

We received three submissions in relation to this division.
Having considered the evidence received we propose to
confirm our draft recommendations for this division as final
subject to a change of division name. We are unable to
include Oakington & Westwick parish in Bar Hill division as
this would result in poor electoral equality in both divisions.
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In addition, to include Over parish in a division with Fen
Drayton, Swavesey and Willingham parishes would require
significant changes in adjoining divisions for which we have
received no evidence. One of the submissions proposed that
we reflect the name Longstanton in the name of the division.
We consider that the name of Longstanton, Northstowe &
Over provides a better reflection of communities and adopt
as part of our final recommendations.
Papworth &
Swavesey

1

3%

This division comprises
Boxworth, Caxton,
Conington, Childerley,
Croxton, Elsworth, Eltisley,
Fen Drayton, Graveley,
Knapwell, Papworth Everard,
Papworth St Agnes and
Swavesey parishes.

We received two submissions in relation to our proposed
division. We are unable to accommodate an arrangement
which would result in Swavesey parish being included in a
division with Fen Drayton, Over and Willingham parishes as
this would require significant changes to adjoining divisions
for which we have no evidence. However, we propose to
include Boxworth, Childerley and Knapwell parishes from
Cambourne division as evidence suggests that these
parishes have stronger community identity with local
parishes within our proposed division.

Sawston &
Shelford

2

-2%

This division comprises
Babraham, Great Shelford,
Harston, Haslingfield,
Hauxton, Little Shelford,
Newton, Sawston and
Stapleford parishes.

We received over five submissions which proposed that
Shelford and Stapleford parishes be included in the same
division. It was argued that the two parishes share close
community links and facilities. While it is possible to include
both parishes in a single-member division, it would require
significant changes across the district in order to provide for
divisions which meet the statutory criteria. Therefore, we
propose to create a two-member division from our proposed
Shelford and Sawston divisions. This will ensure both
parishes are not divided between divisions. We also propose
to transfer Pampisford parish to Duxford division where, it
was argued it shares closer community identity with local
parishes.
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Waterbeach

1

-5%

This division comprises the
northern part of Fen Ditton
parish. It also comprises
Horningsea, Landbeach,
Milton and Waterbeach
parishes.
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We received two submissions for Waterbeach division.
Having considered the evidence received, we propose to
confirm our draft recommendations for Waterbeach division
as final. We consider this division provides for the best
balance of statutory criteria.

Conclusions
34 Table 1 shows the impact of our final recommendations on electoral equality,
based on 2014 and 2020 electorate figures.
Table 1: Summary of electoral arrangements
Final recommendations
2014

2020

Number of councillors

61

61

Number of electoral divisions

55

55

Average number of electors per councillor

7,851

8,547

Number of divisions with a variance more
than 10% from the average

19

0

Number of divisions with a variance more
than 20% from the average

4

0

Final recommendation
Cambridgeshire County Council should comprise 61 councillors serving 51 singlemember divisions and five two-member divisions. The details and names are shown
in Table A1 and illustrated on the large maps accompanying this report.
Mapping
Sheet 1, Map 1 illustrates in outline form the proposed divisions for Cambridgeshire.
You can also view our final recommendations for Cambridgeshire on our
interactive maps at http://consultation.lgbce.org.uk

Parish electoral arrangements
35 As part of an electoral review, we are required to have regard to the statutory
criteria set out in Schedule 2 to the Local Democracy, Economic Development and
Construction Act 2009 (the 2009 Act). The Schedule provides that if a parish is to be
divided between different divisions it must also be divided into parish wards, so that
each parish ward lies wholly within a single ward. We cannot recommend changes to
the external boundaries of parishes as part of an electoral review.
36 Under the 2009 Act we only have the power to make changes to parish electoral
arrangements where these are as a direct consequence of our recommendations for
principal authority division arrangements. However, the district councils in
Cambridgeshire have powers under the Local Government and Public Involvement in
Health Act 2007 to conduct community governance reviews to effect changes to
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parish electoral arrangements.
37 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Ely, Fen Ditton, Huntingdon, Littleport, March, Soham, St
Neots, St Ives, Whittlesey and Wisbech St Mary parishes.
38 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Ely parish.
Final recommendation
City of Ely Council should retain 15 town councillors, representing six wards:
Chettisham (returning one member), Ely East (returning three members), Ely North
(returning three members), Ely West (returning six members), Prickwillow (returning
one member), and Stuntney (returning one member). The proposed parish ward
boundaries are illustrated and named on Map 1.
39 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Fen Ditton parish.
Final recommendation
Fen Ditton Parish Council should return nine parish councillors, as at present,
representing two wards: West (returning three members) and East (returning six
members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated and named on Map
1.
40 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Huntingdon parish.
Final recommendation
Huntingdon Town Council should return 19 town councillors, as at present,
representing five wards: Central (returning two members), East (returning four
members), North East (returning four members), South (returning two members)
and West (returning seven members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are
illustrated and named on Map 1.
41 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Littleport Parish.
Final recommendation
Littleport Parish Council should return 15 parish councillors, as at present,
representing two wards: Littleport East (returning eight members) and Littleport
West (returning seven members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are
illustrated and named on Map 1.
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42 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for March Parish.
Final recommendation
March Town Council should return 12 town councillors, as at present, representing
seven wards: Central (returning one member), East (returning three members),
Eastwood (returning one member), North (returning three members), Rural North
(returning one member), Rural South (returning one member) and South (returning
two members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated and named on
Map 1.
43 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Soham parish.
Final recommendation
Soham Town Council should comprise 15 town councillors, as at present,
representing three wards: Soham Central (returning two members), Soham North
(returning six members), and Soham South (returning seven members). The
proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated and named on Map 1.
44 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for St Neots parish.
Final recommendation
St Neots Town Council should return 21 town councillors, as at present,
representing seven wards: Church (returning one member), Crosshall (returning one
member), East (returning four members), Eaton Ford (returning three members),
Eaton Socon (returning three members), Eynesbury (returning six members) and
Priory Park (returning three members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are
illustrated and named on Map 1.
45 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for St Ives parish.
Final recommendation
St Ives Town Council should return 17 town councillors, as at present, representing
four wards: Beech (returning one member), North (returning seven members), South
(returning seven members) and West (returning two members). The proposed
parish ward boundaries are illustrated and named on Map 1.
46 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Whittlesey parish.
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Final recommendation
Whittlesey Town Council should return 14 town councillors, as at present,
representing nine wards: Bassenhally (returning three members), Coates & Eastrea
(returning three members), Delph (returning one member), Elm (returning one
member), Lattersey (returning two members), St Andrews (returning one member),
St Marys North (returning one member), St Marys South (returning one member)
and Stonald (returning one member). The proposed parish ward boundaries are
illustrated and named on Map 1.
47 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Wisbech St Mary parish.
Final recommendation
Wisbech St Mary Parish Council should return 11 parish councillors, as at present,
representing two wards: Murrow (returning three members) and Wisbech St Mary
(returning eight members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated and
named on Map 1.
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3

What happens next?

48 We have now completed our review of Cambridgeshire County Council. The
recommendations must now be approved by Parliament. A draft Order – the legal
document which brings into force our recommendations – will be laid in Parliament.
Subject to parliamentary scrutiny, the new electoral arrangements will come into force
at the local elections in 2017.

Equalities
49 This report has been screened for impact on equalities; with due regard being
given to the general equalities duties as set out in section 149 of the Equality Act
2010. As no potential negative impacts were identified, a full equality impact analysis
is not required.
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Appendix A
Table A1: Final recommendations for Cambridgeshire County Council

Division name

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2014)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2020)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Cambridge City
1

Abbey

1

7,643

7,643

-3%

7,787

7,787

-9%

2

Arbury

1

7,384

7,384

-6%

8,406

8,406

-2%

3

Castle &
Newnham

2

13,866

6,933

-12%

15,870

7,935

-7%

4

Cherry Hinton

1

8,750

8,750

11%

8,945

8,945

5%

5

Chesterton

1

8,679

8,679

11%

8,977

8,977

5%

6

King’s Hedges

1

9,029

9,029

15%

8,996

8,996

5%

7

Market

1

7,839

7,839

0%

8,361

8,361

-2%

8

Petersfield

1

8,057

8,057

3%

8,408

8,408

-2%

9

Romsey

1

8,343

8,343

6%

8,691

8,691

2%

10

Trumpington

1

4,971

4,971

-37%

8,063

8,063

-6%

11

Queen Edith’s

1

8,598

8,598

10%

9,246

9,246

8%
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Table A1 (cont.): Final recommendations for Cambridgeshire County Council

Division name

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2014)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2020)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

East Cambridgeshire District
12

Ely East

1

6,914

6,914

-12%

8,960

8,960

5%

13

Ely West

1

7,581

7,581

-3%

7,960

7,960

-7%

2

16,514

8,257

5%

18,489

9,245

8%

1

8,957

8,957

14%

9,132

9,132

7%

14
15

Fordham Villages
& Soham South
Littleport East &
Soham North

16

Littleport West

2

17,456

8,728

11%

18,649

9,325

9%

17

Woodditton

1

8,108

8,108

3%

8,460

8,460

-1%

1

8,115

8,115

3%

8,975

8,975

5%

2

17,889

8,945

14%

18,351

9,176

7%

1

7,909

7,909

1%

9,234

9,234

8%

1

8,992

8,992

15%

9,250

9,250

8%

Fenland District
18
19
20
21

Chatteris
March North &
Waldersey
March South &
Rural
Roman Bank &
Peckover
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Table A1 (cont.): Final recommendations for Cambridgeshire County Council

Division name

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2014)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2020)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

22

Whittlesey North

1

7,565

7,565

-4%

7,910

7,910

-7%

23

Whittlesey South

1

8,436

8,436

7%

8,530

8,530

0%

24

Wisbech East

1

8,025

8,025

2%

8,397

8,397

-2%

25

Wisbech West

1

7,944

7,944

1%

8,453

8,453

-1%

1

7,866

7,866

0%

7,890

7,890

-8%

1

8,013

8,013

2%

8,320

8,320

-3%

1

6,834

6,834

-13%

7,813

7,813

-9%

1

8,500

8,500

8%

8,497

8,497

-1%

Huntingdonshire District
26
27
28
29

Alconbury &
Kimbolton
Brampton &
Buckden
Godmanchester &
Huntingdon South
Huntingdon North
& Hartford

30

Huntingdon West

1

6,788

6,788

-14%

8,310

8,310

-3%

31

Ramsey & Bury

1

9,077

9,077

16%

9,110

9,110

7%

32

Sawtry & Stilton

1

8,179

8,179

4%

8,670

8,670

1%

1

7,692

7,692

-2%

7,790

7,790

-9%

1

8,340

8,340

6%

8,785

8,785

3%

33
34

Somersham &
Earith
St Ives North &
Wyton
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Table A1 (cont.): Final recommendations for Cambridgeshire County Council

Division name
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2014)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2020)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

1

7,790

7,790

-1%

7,845

7,845

-8%

1

4,669

4,669

-41%

8,560

8,560

0%

1

7,960

7,960

1%

8,111

8,111

-5%

1

8,504

8,504

8%

8,723

8,723

2%

1

8,687

8,687

11%

8,466

8,466

-1%

1

7,628

7,628

-3%

8,100

8,100

-5%

1

5,751

5,751

-27%

8,140

8,140

-5%

1

8,479

8,479

8%

8,650

8,650

1%

St Ives South &
Needingworth
St Neots East &
Gransden
St Neots
Eynesbury
St Neots Priory
Park & Little
Paxton
St Neots The
Eatons
The Hemingfords
& Fenstanton
Warboys & The
Stukeleys
Yaxley & Farcet

South Cambridgeshire District
43

Bar Hill

1

7,337

7,337

-7%

8,760

8,760

2%

44

Cambourne

1

7,224

7,224

-8%

7,720

7,720

-10%

45

Cottenham &
Willingham

1

8,163

8,163

4%

8,900

8,900

4%

46

Duxford

1

8,130

8,130

4%

8,140

8,140

-5%
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Table A1 (cont.): Final recommendations for Cambridgeshire County Council

Division name

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2014)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2020)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance from
average
%

47

Fulbourn

1

7,086

7,086

-10%

9,069

9,069

6%

48

Gamlingay

1

8,070

8,070

3%

8,230

8,230

-4%

49

Hardwick

1

8,718

8,718

11%

8,920

8,920

4%

50

Histon &
Impington

1

7,986

7,986

2%

8,850

8,850

4%

51

Linton

1

8,420

8,420

7%

8,440

8,440

-1%

1

5,888

5,888

-25%

8,590

8,590

1%

1

7,836

7,836

0%

7,870

7,870

-8%

1

7,010

7,010

-11%

8,830

8,830

3%

2

14,810

7,405

-6%

16,690

8,345

-2%

Waterbeach

1

7,909

7,909

1%

8,091

8,091

-5%

Totals

61

478,908

–

–

521,380

–

–

Averages

–

–

7,851

–

–

8,547

–

52
53
54
55
56

Longstanton,
Northstowe &
Over
Melbourn &
Bassingbourn
Papworth &
Swavesey
Sawston &
Shelford

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


Cambridgeshire County Council

District Councils





Cambridge City Council
East Cambridgeshire District Council
Fenland District Council
Huntingdonshire District Council

Political Groups







Cambridge City Liberal Democrat Group
Cambridge Green Party
Cambridgeshire County Council Liberal Democrat Group
Cambridgeshire Labour Group
North East Cambridgeshire Conservative Association
South East Cambridgeshire Conservative Association

Councillors (County, District and Parish)



















Councillor A. Bailey (Cambridge County Council & Fenland District Council)
Councillor A. Riley (South Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor A. Taylor (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillors A and D. Smith (East Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor B. Hunt (East Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor B. Waters (South Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor B. Boddington (Huntingdonshire District Council)
Councillor C. Boden (Fenland District Council)
Councillor C. Boden (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor C. Saunderson (Fenstanton Parish Council)
Councillor D. Harty (Huntingdonshire District Council)
Councillor D. Baigent (Cambridge City Council)
Councillor D. Mason (Fenland District Council)
Councillor D. Brown (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor D. Laws (Fenland District Council)
Councillor E. Dorling (Fenland District Council)
Councillor F. Burkitt (South Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor F. Yeulett (Fenland District Council)
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Councillor G. Booth (Fenland District Council)
Councillor J. Chitty (Brampton Parish Council)
Councillor J. Webber (East Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor J. Windle (Whittlesey Town Council)
Councillor J. Wisson (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor K. Owen (Fenland District Council)
Councillor K. Mayor (Fenland District Council)
Councillor L. Harford (South Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor L. Dupré (East Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor M. Shellens (Huntingdonshire District Council)
Councillor P. Downes (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor P. Clapp (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor S. Bywater (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor S. Bligh (Fenland District Council)
Councillor S. Hoy (Cambridgeshire County Council and Fenland District
Council)
Councillor S. King (Fenland District Council)
Councillor S. Count (Fenland District Council)
Councillor T. Sanderson (Huntingdonshire District Council)
Councillor V. Sanders (Cambridge City Council)

Local Organisations






Christ Pieces Residents’ Association
South Petersfield Residents’ Association
Trumpington Residents’ Association
Windsor Road Residents’ Association
North East Cambridgeshire Conservative Association (Whittlesey Branch)

Members of Parliament


Steve Barclay MP (North East Cambridgeshire)

Parish and town councils












Barton Parish Council
Burwell Parish Council
Bury Parish Council
Cambourne Parish Council
Catworth Parish Council
Caxton Parish Council
Chatteris Town Council
Doddington Parish Council
Dullingham Parish Council
Elton Parish Council
Ely Town Council
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Farcet Parish Council
Fen Ditton Parish Council
Foxton Parish Council
Grantchester Parish Council
Great Gransden Parish Council
Great Paxton Parish Council
Haddenham Parish Council
Hail Weston Parish Council
Histon & Impington Parish Council
Little Abington Parish Council
Little Downham Parish Council
Littleport Parish Council
Lolworth Parish Meeting
Longstanton Parish Council
Madingley Parish Council
Meldreth Parish Council
Oakington and Westwick Parish Council
Over Parish Council
Pampisford Parish Council
Parson Drove Parish Council
Reach Parish Council
Shelford Parish Council
St Ives Town Council
St Neots Town Council
Stetchworth Parish Council
Stukeleys Parish Council
Sutton Parish Council
Swavesey Parish Council
Warboys Parish Council
Waterbeach Parish Council
Whaddon Parish Council
Whittlesey Town Council
Willingham Parish Council
Wisbech Town Council
Witcham Parish Council
Witchford Parish Council
Yelling Parish Council

Local residents


151 local residents
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Further limited consultation in Cambridge
County Council


Cambridgeshire County Council

Political Groups





Cambridgeshire County Council Labour Group
Cambridge Liberal Democrat Group
Newnham Labour Party
Newnham Liberal Democrats

Local Organisations






Bentley Road and Newton Road Residents' Association
South Acre, Latham and Chaucer Road Residents' Association
South Petersfield Residents' Association
Trumpington Residents' Association
Windsor Road Residents' Association

Councillors









Councillor A. Bailey (Cambridge City Council)
Councillor C. Boden (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillors J. Hipkin (Cambridgeshire County Council and Cambridge City
Council) and M-L. Holland (Cambridge City Council)
Councillor B. Hunt (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor I. Manning (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor S. Meftah (Cambridge City Council)
Councillor C. O'Reilly (Cambridge City Council)
Councillor C. Smart (Cambridge City Council)

Local residents


94 local residents

45

Appendix C
Glossary and abbreviations
Council size

The number of councillors elected to
serve on a council

Electoral Change Order (or Order)

A legal document which implements
changes to the electoral
arrangements of a local authority

Division

A specific area of a county, defined
for electoral, administrative and
representational purposes. Eligible
electors can vote in whichever
division they are registered for the
candidate or candidates they wish to
represent them on the county council

Electoral fairness

When one elector’s vote is worth the
same as another’s

Electoral inequality

Where there is a difference between
the number of electors represented
by a councillor and the average for
the local authority

Electorate

People in the authority who are
registered to vote in elections. For the
purposes of this report, we refer
specifically to the electorate for local
government elections

Number of electors per councillor

The total number of electors in a local
authority divided by the number of
councillors

Over-represented

Where there are fewer electors per
councillor in a ward or division than
the average

46

Parish

A specific and defined area of land
within a single local authority
enclosed within a parish boundary.
There are over 10,000 parishes in
England, which provide the first tier of
representation to their local residents

Parish council

A body elected by electors in the
parish which serves and represents
the area defined by the parish
boundaries. See also ‘Town council’

Parish (or Town) council electoral
arrangements

The total number of councillors on
any one parish or town council; the
number, names and boundaries of
parish wards; and the number of
councillors for each ward

Parish ward

A particular area of a parish, defined
for electoral, administrative and
representational purposes. Eligible
electors vote in whichever parish
ward they live for candidate or
candidates they wish to represent
them on the parish council

Town council

A parish council which has been
given ceremonial ‘town’ status. More
information on achieving such status
can be found at www.nalc.gov.uk

Under-represented

Where there are more electors per
councillor in a ward or division than
the average

Variance (or electoral variance)

How far the number of electors per
councillor in a ward or division varies
in percentage terms from the average

Ward

A specific area of a district or
borough, defined for electoral,
administrative and representational
purposes. Eligible electors can vote in
whichever ward they are registered
for the candidate or candidates they
wish to represent them on the district
or borough council
47
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Mr Mark Lloyd
Cambridgeshire County Council
Shire Hall
Castle Hill
Cambridge
CB3 0AP
3 November 2015
Dear Mr Lloyd,
ELECTORAL REVIEW OF CAMBRIDGESHIRE: FURTHER LIMITED CONSULTATION
Following consultation on draft recommendations for Cambridgeshire, I am writing to
inform you of the Commission’s decision to undertake a further period of limited
consultation prior to publication of its final recommendations. This will involve our
proposals for the City of Cambridge only.
Outcome of consultation for the City of Cambridge
During consultation on its draft recommendations, the Commission received substantial
evidence from the Liberal Democrat Group on Cambridgeshire County Council and a
number of local residents arguing for alternative division arrangements for the city.
Specifically, strong evidence was received to justify changes in the Barnwell, Petersfield
and Romsey areas.
The Commission has considered the evidence received for Cambridge city carefully,
including a further tour of the area, and considers that the proposed alternative division
pattern has merit in that it will ensure clear boundaries while reflecting communities and
achieving electoral equality. However, the proposed pattern of divisions is markedly
different from what has been proposed in the Commission’s draft recommendations.
Moreover, such amendments could not be wholly self-contained within the areas directly
affected and would necessitate changes to other divisions within the city. Specifically, the
alternative pattern will affect the Barnwell, Market, Petersfield, Romsey, Trumpington and
Queen Edith’s areas of Cambridge. We are concerned to receive views about these
areas in the event that we were minded to confirm this alternative pattern as final.
Accordingly, the Commission has decided to undertake a period of further limited
consultation to seek the views of local residents and organisations as to whether it should
confirm its draft recommendations for Cambridge as final or adopt this alternative division
pattern.

Local Government Boundary Commission for England, 14th Millbank Tower, London, SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1525; reviews@lgbce.org.uk; www.lgbce.org.uk

Before making its final recommendations, the Commission is, therefore, seeking views
from interested parties locally on whether the alternative proposals would better reflect
community identities and provide for effective and convenient local government when
compared to its draft recommendations. In the event that we do not receive sufficient
evidence for all of the potential changes in the city set out in the attached maps, the
Commission is likely to revert to its draft recommendations and confirm these as final.
The maps attached to this letter indicate the revised proposed division arrangements and
show how they differ from those put forward in the draft recommendations. Map 1 shows
the Commission’s draft recommendations for divisions in Cambridge. Map 2 sets out the
alternative division pattern for Cambridge. Electorate information for the area being put
out for further consultation can be found at the end of this letter.
This period of further limited consultation commences today, 3 November 2015, and
closes on 30 November 2015. During this period the Commission welcomes comments
and supporting evidence on the proposed recommendations in Cambridge city.
The Commission’s final recommendations for the whole county, including those areas not
subject to further limited consultation, will now be published in February 2016.
Further Consultation
The Commission is now undertaking a further period of limited consultation on the
electoral divisions in Cambridge. The Commission would like to hear whether you support
its proposed changes and the reasons for your views.
Representations must be submitted to the Commission by 30 November 2015. The
Commission has not finalised its recommendations for the city. We therefore encourage
those who have a view on the proposals to write to us, whether they agree with them or
not. All representations received during the consultation period will be taken into account
and the Commission will then consider the evidence received prior to the publication of its
final recommendations.
Representations should be made in writing to reviews@lgbce.org.uk or:
Review Officer (Cambridgeshire)
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor, Millbank Tower
Millbank
London
SW1P 4QP

Any respondents who submit comments during this period of the review, and do not want
all or any part of the response or name made public, must state this clearly in the
response. Any such request should explain why confidentiality is necessary, but all
information in responses may be subject to publication or disclosure as required by law
(in particular under the Freedom of Information Act 2000). Following the conclusion of this
further consultation, the Commission will consider any further evidence received and
prepare its final recommendations for Cambridgeshire as a whole
If you have any queries, please contact Alex Hinds on 0330 500 1274, or
alex.hinds@lgbce.org.uk
Yours sincerely,

Jolyon Jackson CBE
Chief Executive
jolyon.jackson@lgbce.org.uk
0330 500 1290

ELECTORATE INFORMATION – Alternative division pattern for Cambridge City
Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2014)

Number of
electors
per
councillor

Abbey

1

7,643

7,643

-3%

7,787

7,787

-9%

Arbury

1

7,593

7,593

-3%

8,615

8,615

1%

Castle &
Newnham

2

13,657

6,829

-13%

15,661

7,831

-8%

Cherry Hinton

1

8,750

8,750

11%

8,945

8,945

5%

Chesterton

1

8,679

8,679

11%

8,977

8,977

5%

King's Hedges

1

9,029

9,029

15%

8,996

8,996

5%

Market

1

7,839

7,839

0%

8,361

8,361

-2%

Petersfield

1

8,911

8,911

14%

9,262

9,262

8%

Romsey

1

8,343

8,343

6%

8,691

8,691

2%

Trumpington &
Queen Edith's

2

12,715

6,358

-19%

16,455

8,228

-4%

Division name

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2020)

Number of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Cambridge City

The

Local Government
Boundary Commission
for England

LGBCE (15)12 Meeting
Minutes of meeting held on Tuesday 15th December 2015, at Floor 29 meeting room,
Mlllbank Tower, Millbank, London, SW1 P 4QP
Commissioners Present
Max Caller CBE (Chair)
Professor Colin Mellors (Deputy Chair)
Alison Lowton
Professor Paul Wiles CB
LGBCE Officers Present:
Jolyon Jackson CBE
Lynn Ingram
Marcus Bowell
Tim Bowden
Richard Buck
Alison Evison
Mark Pascoe
Mark Cooper
Alex Hinds
Dean Faccini

Chief Executive
Finance Director
Director of Strategy and Communications
Review Manager
Review Manager (item 2)
Review and Programme Manager
Review Officer (item 3)
Review Officer (item 4 & 6)
Review Officer (item 5)
Business Support Officer/Assistant (minutes)

Apologies for Absence
Apologies had been received from Sir Tony Redmond (the Chair advised that he had
spoken to Sir Tony who had informed him of his views on relevant items, especially
the Elmbridge review where he was Lead Commissioner. These views were
conveyed to the meeting as appropriate).

Declarations of interest
Alison Lawton (in respect of Rotherham which is referred to in the Operational
Report).
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Minutes of LGBCE's meeting on 17th November 2015
The minutes were agreed as a correct record, and were signed by the Chair.

Matters Arising
The Chair indicated that, in his recent meetings, he had raised the possibility of the
LGBCE affording local authorities access to its new electoral forecasting
methodology. Currently, this is being piloted and will, subsequently, be peer
reviewed. At this point this was an offer rather than an agreed new approach but
initial feedback suggested the majority of authorities asked would be receptive to this
offer.

1.

Operational Report- LGBCE (15)129

The Chief Executive presented the Operational Report for December and the
Commission noted its content.
The Chief Executive updated the Commission on his most recent meeting with Paul
Rowsell, Department for Communities and Local Government.
An update was given by the Review Manager on the ongoing project with
Southampton University on the use of output area data to assist in boundary
mapping. The model created by Southampton University had been made available to
the LGBCE for piloting and testing. A report on the team's findings would be
considered by the Commission in the New Year.
A meeting between the Chief Executive and the Government Legal Department had
taken place which included a discussion about the length of time taken for orders to
be drafted. It was recognised that there was scope to reduce this period - a sevenday reduction had been initially proposed by the Legal Department - and LGBCE
would continue to press this issue.
The Director of Strategy and Communications gave an update on his meeting with
Informed Solutions, the company who provide services to our website and portal. He
indicated there was potential for them to be involved in the redesign of the LGBCE
website plus additional consultancy work on our digital communications.
The Chief Executive had met with partners from the Ordnance Survey with regard to
a potential collaborative project known as the 'Geovation Hub'. It is unlikely,
however, that the LGBCE would be able to identify useful benefits from this initiative
although they would keep it under review.

2

2.

Huntingdonshire Council Size - LGBCE (15)130

It had been agreed to review Huntingdonshire District Council due to electoral
imbalance. According to the latest available electoral figures, 28 per cent of wards
had variances greater than 1O per cent with St Neots & Priory Park ward being over
30 per cent.
The current size of the Council is 52 members. The Council supported retaining this
council size.
Following receipt of information about future governance and representational
arrangements, it was recommended by LGBCE officers that there was sufficient
evidence to support that the council size decrease by 1 from 52 to 51 members. This
was informed by the current arrangement of election by thirds and would,
accordingly, enable the construction of a pattern of wholly three-member wards.
The Commission considered all the available evidence. It also noted that the
authority was due to consider a change to Its electoral cycle the following day (16
December 2015) an in the circumstances agreed that should the Council resolve to
move to whole council elections, they would be content to agree to the current
council size, i.e. 52 members.
Agreed
The Commission agreed that a council size of 51 be used as the basis for the
preparation of the Draft Recommendations. However, should the Council resolve to
change its electoral cycle to one of all-out elections then it would agree to adopt a
council size of 52 as the basis of the electoral review.

3.

Devon Final Recommendations - LGBCE (15)131

The review of Devon County Council had commenced on 21 October 2014.
According to the latest available electoral figures, 39 per cent of divisions had
variances greater than 10 per cent.
At its meeting on 21October2014, the Commission had been minded to agree a
council size of 60 and had subsequently, on 17 March 2015, agreed Draft
Recommendations.
On 8 September 2015, the Commission agreed the final recommendations for seven
of the eight districts in Devon County but felt there was sufficient evidence to
undertake a period of further limited consultation focusing on the proposals for the
North Devon area.
Following publication, 22 submissions had been received commenting on the further
limited consultation proposals for North Devon. These had been considered carefully
in the context of the statutory criteria.
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Taking all of the submissions into account, it had been judged that there was
sufficient evidence to move away from the Draft Recommendations for North Devon
and adopt the alternative division arrangements that had been the subject of further
limited consultation. A respondent had put forward the alternative division name
Chulmleigh & Landkey which the team proposed be adopted by the Commission.
The Final Recommendations proposed a pattern of two two-member divisions, and
56 single-member divisions in total.
The Commission considered the Final Recommendations in detail, informed by the
statutory criteria and taking into account the submissions received following
publication of the Draft Recommendations.
It agreed the Final Recommendations as presented.

Agreed
Final Recommendations for Devon County Council presented.

4.

Kent Final Recommendations- LGBCE (15)132

The review of Kent County Council had commenced on 18 November 2014.
According to the latest available electoral figures, 31 per cent of wards had variances
greater than 1O per cent.
At its meeting on 18 November 2014, the Commission had been minded to agree a
council size of 81 and had subsequently, on 21 March 2015, agreed Draft
Recommendations.
On 8 September 2015, the Commission agreed the final recommendations for 11 of
the 12 districts in Kent County but felt there was sufficient evidence to undertake a
period of further limited consultation focusing on the proposals for the Sevenoaks
area.
Following publication, 16 submissions had been received commenting on the further
limited consultation proposals for Sevenoaks. These had been considered carefully
in the context of the statutory criteria.
Taking all of the submissions into account. it had been judged that there was
sufficient evidence to move away from the Draft Recommendations for Sevenoaks
and adopt the alternative division arrangements that had been the subject of further
limited consultation. A respondent had put forward the alternative division name
Sevenoaks North & Darent Valley which the team proposed be adopted by the
Commission.
The Final Recommendations proposed a pattern of eight two-member divisions, and
65 single-member divisions in total.
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The Commission considered the Final Recommendations in detail, informed by the
statutory criteria and taking into account the submissions received following
publication of the Draft Recommendations.
It agreed the Final Recommendations as presented.
Agreed
Final Recommendations for Kent County Council as presented.

5.

Elmbridge Final Recommendations - LGBCE (15)133

The review of Elmbridge Borough Council had commenced on 27 January 2015.
According to the latest available electoral figures, 14 per cent of wards had variances
greater than 10 per cent. The review was being conducted following a request from
the authority.
At its meeting on 27 January 2015, the Commission had been minded to agree a
council size of 48 and had subsequently, on 16 June 2015, agreed Draft
Recommendations.
Following publication, 655 submissions had been received commenting on the Draft
Recommendations which had been considered carefully in the context of the
statutory criteria.
In reviewing the submissions, the team noted in particular that of the 655
submissions received, 202 submissions were specifically related to
recommendations in the Thames Ditton and Long Ditton areas. The evidence
received from respondents demonstrated a very strong case to amend the draft
recommendations between these two wards on the basis of community identity. In
revising the warding arrangements in this area, the Team recognised that doing so
would result in a variance of 16% fewer electors per councillor in Long Ditton ward.
However, as the evidence received was so persuasive, a strong case had been put
forward which justified this variance and there were precedents for accepting this
level of variance. Some minor modifications, including the transfer of Hersham
Library to Hersham Village ward were also put forward by the team.
The Final Recommendations proposed a pattern of 16 three-member wards in total.
The Commission considered the Final Recommendations in detail, informed by the
statutory criteria and taking into account the submissions received following
publication of the Draft Recommendations.
It agreed the Final Recommendations as presented.
Agreed
Final Recommendations for Elmbridge Borough Council as presented.
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6.

Redbridge Electoral Forecasts - LGBCE (15)134

The Commission was invited to consider the most appropriate electorate forecasts
for the London Borough of Redbridge.
In early October, the team had been notified that opposition groups in Redbridge had
disputed the electorate forecasts submitted by the Council. After careful inspection of
the data, the team, with support from the Lead Commissioner, felt that further
information from the Council was required. After considering all the evidence, the
Team concluded that the decision for the Council to use the December 2014
electoral register as the base figure was unreliable and inconsistent with the
Commission's guidance.
The Team indicated that the December 2015 electoral register, which was now
available, provided a better starting point for the electoral forecast and reflected the
Commission's electoral review guidance which stated that the latest electorate
figures should always be used.
The Commission agreed that the electoral forecast for the London Borough of
Redbridge should be based on the December 2015 figure of 190,967 and a figure of
226,478 for 2021 as produced by the London Borough of Redbridge. The teams'
own analysis of likely forecast growth based on Office of National Statistics data
produced a figure of approximately 224.000 electors.
However, in moving forward, the Commission asked that the team liaise closely with
the authority to ensure that projected electorate data at polling district level was also
reliable as well as overall levels. This would be necessary In the construction of a
valid warding pattern.

Agreed
That the current and forecast electorate data provided by the London Borough of
Redbridge be used as the basis for the preparation of the Draft Recommendations.
Further work would be done to give assurance about the reliability of polling district
data.

7.

Chair's Report

The Chair had formally written to the Secretary of State inviting him to confirm the
appointment of a new Commissioner, the reappointment of Dr Knight for a further
term and the appointment of a new Deputy Chair to replace Professor Mellors on his
appointment as Chair.
The Chair noted that the Birmingham electoral review was being launched today and
that a briefing session for MPs from the Birmingham area had taken place the
previous day. Whilst only a small number had availed themselves of the opportunity
(three MPs) those had attended indicated that the session had been valuable. The
Director of Communications and Strategy also added that local press had given
useful coverage of the review.
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The Chair noted that letters relating to the proposed Cornwall review had crossed in
the post. The Commission discussed the letter that had been received from
Cornwall Council and the Chief Executive was asked to draft a letter to the leader of
Cornwall County Council addressing the specific concerns that had been raised
about the timing of the electoral review. The letter would also seek further
information from them about the matter. The Commission noted that careful attention
would be required to deploying the necessary resources to achieve the currently
proposed programme. They also recognised that in the light of the currently reported
ward variances and the Commission's published strategy, an intervention to correct
the variances at the earliest possible opportunity was the appropriate approach
notwithstanding intentions declared as a part of other Government initiatives.

8.

Chief Executive's Report

The Chief Executive updated the Commission on the inter-Commission boundary
event that took place in November. It was agreed that this had been a useful event.
The next meeting would be held in Belfast in autumn 2016.
The Director of Strategy and Communications gave a brief report on the work being
undertaken by De Monfort University.

9.

Finance Director's Report

The Finance Director informed the Commission that the Quarter 3 projections would
be submitted at the January Commission meeting.

10.

Record of Signing of Minutes of Audit & Risk Committee Meeting
of 16 November - LGBCE (15)135

Due to the absence of the Audit Committee Chair, the signing of the minutes would
be deferred to the meeting in January.
The Chair noted the need to revisit the Audit Committee's membership in January
following the Deputy's Chair appointment to Chair.

11.

Draft Corporate Plan - LGBCE (15)136

The Director of Strategy and Communications outlined the format of the draft
Corporate Plan. The Commission would submit a plan to the Speaker's Committee
every five years with the first draft submitted to the Speaker's Committee in February
2015. The format would largely follow the same format of previous corporate plans
but also Incorporating suggestions from the Commission's strategy event from earlier
this year.
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Further highlights noted:
•

•
•
•
•
•
•

The review programme would continue to be based on electoral reviews but it
would also include reviews for metropolitan areas and London boroughs
(something that hadn't been undertaken by the Commission for a while).
The Commission would continue to consider review requests from local
authorities.
The devolution agenda could have an impact on LGBCE's work.
We have forecasted a 'steady' workload for the foreseeable future.
We will need to explain to the Speaker's Committee rationale to postpone
seven reviews from last year.
LGBCE continues to work on a more robust method for assessing customer
satisfaction and an appropriate metric figure.
Our record stands at 100% on successfully laying orders.

The Corporate Plan will be published in Parliament for April 2015.
The Finance Director outlined the financial element of the Plan following discussions
with the Treasury.
The Commission endorsed the framework, subject to any editorial requirements
approved by the Chair and the incorporation of the incoming Chair's foreword.

12.

Future Business - LGBCE ( 15)137

The Chief Executive would look at moving the dates for two meetings that clashed
with other commitments for two Commissioners will be reminded to bring their dairies
to the January meeting.
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AOB
•
•

Jo Porter had been appointed an acting Review Manager to cover for Alison
Evison's maternity leave.
A temporary replacement for the role vacated by the Business and Committee
Services Manager would be sought for a period of 3 to 4 months.

It was noted that this was the last meeting for Max Caller whose period of office was
due to end on 31 December 2015. The Commission expressed their appreciation for
the considerable contribution that had been made under his leadership which
included: the establishment of the Commission as an independent body, significant
efficiencies in process and output, and a strong reputation both within the local
government community and more widely. They expressed their best wishes for all of
his future roles. Max Caller wished the incoming Chair and the Commission success
in negotiating what would be a challenging future.

Close of Business 11 :55
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Summary
Who we are
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England (LGBCE) is an
independent body set up by Parliament. We are not part of government or any
political party. We are accountable to Parliament through a committee of MPs chaired
by the Speaker of the House of Commons.
Our main role is to carry out electoral reviews of local authorities throughout England.

Electoral review
An electoral review examines and proposes new electoral arrangements for a local
authority. A local authority’s electoral arrangements decide:




How many councillors are needed
How many wards or electoral divisions should there be, where are their
boundaries and what should they be called
How many councillors should represent each ward or division

Why Cambridgeshire?
We are conducting an electoral review of Cambridgeshire County Council as the
Council currently has high levels of electoral inequality where some councillors
represent many more or many fewer voters than others. This means that the value of
each vote in county council elections varies depending on where you live in
Cambridgeshire. Overall, 32% of divisions currently have a variance of greater than
10%.

Our proposals for Cambridgeshire
Cambridgeshire County Council currently has 69 councillors. Based on the evidence
we received during previous phases of the review, we consider that a decrease in
council size by eight to 61 members will ensure the Council can perform its roles and
responsibilities effectively.

Electoral arrangements
Our final recommendations propose that Cambridgeshire County Council’s 61
councillors should represent 51 single-member divisions and five two-member
divisions. One of our proposed 56 divisions would have an electoral variance of
greater than 10% from the average for Cambridgeshire by 2021.
We have now finalised our recommendations for electoral arrangements in
Cambridgeshire.

1

1

Introduction

1
This electoral review is being conducted following our decision to review
Cambridgeshire County Council’s electoral arrangements to ensure that the number
of voters represented by each councillor is approximately the same across the
county.

What is an electoral review?
2
Our three main considerations in conducting an electoral review are set out in
legislation1 and are to:
 Improve electoral equality by equalising the number of electors each councillor
represents
 Reflect community identity
 Provide for effective and convenient local government
3
Our task is to strike the best balance between them when making our
recommendations. Our powers, as well as the guidance we have provided for
electoral reviews and further information on the review process, can be found on our
website at www.lgbce.org.uk

Consultation
4
We wrote to the Council inviting the submission of proposals on council size.
We then held a period of consultation on division patterns for the county. The
submissions received during our consultation have informed our final
recommendations. This review is being conducted as follows:
Stage starts

Description

21 October 2014

Decision on council size

28 October 2014

Division pattern consultation

12 May 2015
7 July 2015

Draft recommendations consultation
Analysis of submissions received and formulation of final
recommendations
Further limited consultation for Cambridge City
Publication of final recommendations

3 November 2015
9 February 2016

How will the recommendations affect you?
5
The recommendations will determine how many councillors will serve on the
Council. They will also decide which division you vote in, which other communities
are in that division and, in some instances, which parish council wards you vote in.
Your division name may also change, as may the names of parish or town council
wards in the area. The names or boundaries of parishes will not change as a result of
our recommendations.
1

Schedule 2 to the Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009.

2

What is the Local Government Boundary Commission for
England?
6
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England is an independent
body set up by Parliament under the Local Democracy, Economic Development and
Construction Act 2009.
Members of the Commission are:
Professor Colin Mellors (Chair)
Alison Lowton
Peter Maddison QPM
Sir Tony Redmond
Professor Paul Wiles CB
Chief Executive: Jolyon Jackson CBE

3

2

Analysis and final recommendations

7
Legislation2 states that our recommendations are not intended to be based
solely on the existing number of electors3 in an area, but also on estimated changes
in the number and distribution of electors likely to take place over a five-year period
from the date of our final recommendations. We must also try to recommend strong,
clearly identifiable boundaries for the divisions we put forward at the end of the
review.
8
In reality, the achievement of absolute electoral fairness is unlikely to be
attainable and there must be a degree of flexibility. However, our approach is to keep
variances in the number of electors each councillor represents to a minimum.
9
In seeking to achieve electoral fairness, we work out the average number of
electors per councillor by dividing the electorate by the number of councillors as
shown on the table below.
Electorate of
Cambridgeshire
Number of councillors
Average number of
electors per councillor

2014
478,908

2021
521,380

61
7,851

61
8,547

10 Under our final recommendations, one of our proposed divisions will have an
electoral variance of greater than 10% from the average for the county by 2021. We
are therefore satisfied that we have achieved good levels of electoral fairness for
Cambridgeshire.
11 Additionally, in circumstances where we propose to divide a parish between
district wards or county divisions, we are required to divide it into parish wards so that
each parish ward is wholly contained within a single district ward or county division.
We cannot make amendments to the external boundaries of parishes as part of an
electoral review.
12 These recommendations cannot affect the external boundaries of
Cambridgeshire County Council or result in changes to postcodes. They do not take
into account parliamentary constituency boundaries. There is no evidence that the
recommendations will have an adverse effect on local taxes, house prices, or car and
house insurance premiums and we are not, therefore, able to take into account any
representations which are based on these issues.

Submissions received
13 See Appendix B for details of submissions received. All submissions may be
inspected at our offices and can also be viewed on our website at www.lgbce.org.uk

2
3

Schedule 2 to the Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009.
Electors refers to the number of people registered to vote, not the whole adult population.
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Electorate figures
14 As prescribed in the Local Democracy, Economic Development and
Construction Act 2009, the Council submitted electorate forecasts for 2021, a period
five years on from the scheduled publication of our final recommendations in 2016.
These forecasts were broken down to polling district level and projected an increase
in the electorate of approximately 9% by 2021. The highest proportion of this growth
across the county is expected in Cambridge with significant development in the
Arbury and Trumpington areas.
15 During our consultation on division arrangements, we received several queries
from members of the public regarding the electorate forecasts. In each instance we
raised these with Cambridgeshire County Council and, accordingly, made some
changes to the projections for Cambridge City.
16 Having considered the further information provided by the Council, we are
satisfied that the projected figures are the best available at the present time and
these figures form the basis of our final recommendations. Given that we have
undertaken a period of further limited consultation in the Cambridge City area, the
publication of these final recommendations has been postponed until 2016. In light of
this, the forecast needs to be for 2021 rather than 2020. We are content that the
original figures can reasonably be regarded as an accurate reflection of forecast
growth to 2021 and have referred to them as such in this report.

Council size
17 Cambridgeshire County Council currently has 69 councillors. The County
Council submitted a proposal to decrease the council size from 69 to 63 members.
The Liberal Democrat Group on Cambridgeshire County Council submitted a
proposal to increase council size from 69 to 71. We requested further information
from the County Council as to whether it had considered alternative council sizes and
why any alternatives would be less effective than 63 councillors. The Council
responded that it had considered alternative sizes based on 57, 59, 61 and 63
councillors.
18 Having considered both submissions, we decided the County Council’s
evidence was more persuasive. The County Council demonstrated that it could
operate efficiently and effectively under its proposed council size and ensure effective
representation of local residents. We therefore invited proposals for division
arrangements based on a council size of 63 councillors.
19 As we developed our draft recommendations, we discovered that 63 councillors
did not provide the best allocation of county councillors between Cambridgeshire’s
five districts. We examined alternative division arrangements under council sizes of
between 64 and 61 members. We concluded that 61 councillors would ensure a good
allocation of councillors across Cambridgeshire. As stated in our Guidance, we will
use our discretion to vary the number of councillors from the figure previously agreed
if we find that an alternative will provide ‘a better fit’ of divisions across the county. On
this basis we put forward draft recommendations based on a council size of 61
members. On the basis of information received during consultation, we have decided
to confirm our draft recommendations in this respect as final.
5

20 A council size of 61 provides the following allocation between the district
councils in the county. In brackets, we have also listed the percentage of district and
borough wards that are wholly contained within our proposed divisions. We refer to
this as coterminosity:






Cambridge City – 12 councillors (36%)
East Cambridgeshire – eight councillors (71%)
Fenland – nine councillors (75%)
Huntingdonshire – 17 councillors (62%)
South Cambridgeshire – 15 councillors (62%)

Division patterns
21 During consultation on division patterns, we received 63 submissions. While we
did not receive a submission from the County Council, the Cambridge Labour Group
submitted a county-wide proposal. Cambridge City Council and the North East
Cambridgeshire Conservative Association submitted district-wide proposals for
Cambridge City and Fenland respectively. The remainder of the submissions
provided localised comments for division arrangements in specific areas of the
county.

Draft recommendations
22 We received 253 submissions during consultation on our draft
recommendations. We received submissions relating to each of the districts in the
county. In particular, we received proposals for alternative division arrangements in
Cambridge, East Cambridgeshire, Huntingdonshire and Fenland districts. We
considered that the alternative division arrangements submitted for Cambridge City
provided clear division boundaries while still ensuring good electoral equality. We
therefore decided to further consult on this alternative division proposal for
Cambridge City.

Final recommendations
Cambridge City
23
We received 105 submissions relating to our proposed electoral divisions in
Cambridge. This included four city-wide proposals for electoral divisions that were
notably different from our draft recommendations. The County Council,
Cambridgeshire Labour Group, Cambridgeshire Liberal Democrat Group and a local
resident each submitted city-wide schemes.
24 We considered that the divisions proposed by the Cambridgeshire Liberal
Democrat Group and local resident would better reflect communities in the Market,
Petersfield and Romsey areas of the city than the divisions proposed in our draft
recommendations. They were further supported by strong evidence from local
residents, local organisations and councillors in these areas of Cambridge. Given
that this pattern had not been consulted upon previously, we decided to consult
locally in Cambridge city on whether this new pattern of divisions should be adopted
as part of our final recommendations.
6

25 We received 114 submissions during the period of further limited consultation in
Cambridge, 52 of which supported the alternative proposals for Market and
Petersfield divisions. We also received 32 submissions which supported the
alternative proposals for Romsey division. We consider that the alternative proposals
provide for good electoral equality, and reflect community identities and interests in
Cambridge.
26 During the development of the final recommendations we discovered an error in
the electorate count in the Abbey and Romsey areas. This would result in Abbey
division having a 16% electoral variance. This has necessitated a boundary
modification between the proposed Abbey and Petersfield divisions. Accordingly, the
boundary between these two divisions has been moved further south, running along
St Matthew’s Street, Norfolk Street and behind properties on Upper Gwydir Street,
Fairsford Place and York Street in order to achieve good electoral equality for Abbey
division. The electoral variances for Romsey and Petersfield divisions in the table
below reflect the correct variances as a result of the changes made.
Further consultation variances
Abbey (-9%)
Petersfield (8%)
Romsey (2%)

Final recommendations variances
Abbey (-9%)
Petersfield (1%)
Romsey (9%)

27 We received objections to the proposed two-member divisions in Cambridge
City from the County Council, City Council, political parties and local residents. We
consider that persuasive evidence has been received to support two single-member
Castle and Newnham divisions. We have also included Windsor Road in Castle
division as we have received persuasive evidence that Windsor Road shares strong
community links with adjoining roads in the Castle area. However, we are not
persuaded by the evidence for two single-member divisions for Trumpington and
Queen Edith’s. This would require either accepting a Trumpington division with an
18% variance or a Trumpington division which takes in adjoining areas where we
have received support for our draft recommendations. We therefore propose no
changes to Trumpington & Queen Edith’s division and confirm it as final.
East Cambridgeshire District
28 We received 38 submissions relating to East Cambridgeshire. The majority of
local respondents and Stephen Barclay MP objected to our proposed two-member
divisions of Fordham Villages & Soham South and Littleport West. We also received
localised comments relating to Ely, Littleport and our proposals in the west of the
district. In addition, we received alternative division patterns based on both eight and
nine councillors for East Cambridgeshire. We are not persuaded that we have
received sufficient evidence to change the allocation of councillors for East
Cambridgeshire and have decided our final recommendations should allocate eight
councillors for the district. Furthermore, we considered the alternative pattern of eight
single-member divisions did not reflect the statutory criteria, particularly in Ely,
Downham and Witchford as it created a division which did not reflect communities.
We propose to confirm our draft recommendations as final subject to a minor
amendment in Littleport to correct a defaced division boundary.
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Fenland District
29 We received 29 submissions relating to Fenland. The majority of respondents
and Stephen Barclay MP objected to our proposed two-member March North &
Waldersey division and our proposals in the March, Wisbech St Mary and Whittlesey
areas.
30 We received alternative division patterns based on nine and 10 councillors for
Fenland. As in East Cambridgeshire, we are not persuaded that we have received
sufficient evidence to change the allocation of councillors for the district and have
decided our final recommendations in Fenland should allocate nine councillors. We
considered the alternative pattern of nine single-member divisions did not reflect the
statutory criteria, particularly in Christchurch, Elm, Manea and Wisbech St Mary
parishes. In particular, the locally proposed Waldersey division comprising these
parishes would not have clear boundaries. Furthermore, it would span a large
geographical area that would combine disparate communities that would not appear
to share community identities and interests. Therefore, we do not propose any
changes to our proposed division arrangements in Fenland with the exception of
Wisbech where we propose the divisions should reflect the district wards.
Huntingdonshire District
31 We received 47 submissions relating to Huntingdonshire, the majority of which
objected to our proposed St Neots East & Gransden division. Local councillors and
local residents argued against our proposals which included a large housing
development in St Neots in a division with Abbotsley, Great Gransden, Great Paxton,
Toseland, Waresley-cum-Tetworth and Yelling parishes. We have not made changes
to St Neots East & Gransden division because we could not find a suitable alternative
division pattern for St Neots that would meet our statutory criteria.
32 We also received objections to our proposed Somersham & Earith and Warboys
& The Stukeleys divisions. After considering the evidence received, we have made
some minor amendments to the draft recommendations and propose that Wyton-onthe-Hill parish be included in St Ives North division and that Broughton and Kings
Ripton parishes be included in Somersham & Earith division to provide for good
electoral equality. However, we could not find a suitable alternative division pattern
which places The Stukeleys and Warboys parishes in different divisions.
South Cambridgeshire District
33 We received 34 submissions relating to South Cambridgeshire. A number of
parishes provided evidence to support minor amendments to our draft
recommendations for the district. We also investigated potential alternative division
patterns for Northstowe & Over and Papworth & Swavesey divisions. However, we
could not find a suitable alternative division pattern that would meet our statutory
criteria.
34 We have decided to amend our draft recommendations by transferring Lolworth
parish to Bar Hill division and transferring Boxworth, Childerley and Knapwell
parishes to Papworth & Swavesey division. To improve electoral equality in
Cambourne division, the team proposes to include Little Gransden and Longstowe
parishes in Cambourne division. We have also created a two-member Sawston &
Shelford division which keeps the parishes of Sawston and Shelford and adjoining
parishes together in the same division.
8

Detailed divisions
35 The tables on pages 10–31 detail our final recommendations for each district in
Cambridgeshire. They detail how the proposed division arrangements reflect the
three statutory4 criteria of:
 Equality of representation
 Reflecting community interests and identities
 Providing for convenient and effective local government

4

Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009.
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Cambridge City
Division name
Abbey

Number
of Cllrs
1

Variance
2021
-9%

Description

Detail

This division lies in the east
of the city and comprises the
Barnwell community.

The response to our draft recommendations for this division
mainly consisted of local residents in Romsey who objected
to being included in our proposed Barnwell division. We also
received submissions from local residents in Barnwell
supporting the responses of Romsey residents. We received
a submission proposing that this division be named Abbey
rather than Barnwell. We consider that this name better
reflects the community within this division and so we are
adopting this name change as part of our final
recommendations.
We received support for Abbey division during the further
limited consultation. We consider this division reflects
community identities and provides for good electoral
equality. We therefore confirm Abbey divison as part of our
final recommendations.

Arbury

1

-2%

This division lies in the northwest of the city and
comprises the Arbury
community.

We did not receive any submissions specifically relating to
our proposals for Arbury division. However, the alternative
city-wide patterns received included proposals for Arbury
division which were notably different from our draft
recommendations. These changes were contingent on
accepting substantial modifications in the Castle and
Newnham areas of the city for which we had little evidence.
We therefore did not make changes to Arbury division.
We received four submissions specifically relating to Arbury
division during the further consultation. A local resident
proposed that Histon Road should be the division boundary
between Arbury and Castle areas. A local councillor
proposed that part of Victoria Road be transferred to Arbury
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division. A Residents’ Association and two councillors
proposed that Windsor Road be transferred to a division with
the Castle area.
We are unable to accommodate the proposals relating to
Histon Road and Victoria road as this would require
substantial modifications in the Chesterton and King’s
Hedges area for which we have no evidence. However, we
consider the evidence to transfer Windsor Road to Castle
division to be persuasive and have decided to make this
change. We are satisfied Arbury division reflects community
identities and provides for good electoral equality. Subject to
this minor change, we confirm our proposed Arbury division
as part of our final recommendations.
Castle

1

-3%

This division comprises the
Castle area of Cambridge.

During consultation on our draft recommendations we
received 16 submissions relating to Castle & Newnham
division. The majority of submissions objected to the
proposals which included Castle and Newnham in a twomember division. We received alternative division patterns
for two single-member divisions. However, the changes
would require accepting substantial modifications in the
Arbury, Chesterton and King’s Hedges areas of Cambridge
for which we had no evidence. We therefore did not make
changes to Castle & Newnham division.
Subsequently, we received 22 submissions during the further
limited consultation relating to this division. The majority of
respondents reiterated their objection to a two-member
Castle & Newnham division. A political group and a local
resident submitted alternative proposals which used
Madingley Road as the boundary between two singlemember divisions. We also received evidence that Windsor
Road has close community links with Oxford Road,
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Richmond Road and other roads which access onto
Huntingdon Road.
The respondents argued that Castle has few direct road links
with Newnham. Castle also has its own separate community
facilities and does not look south in a community sense
toward Newnham. We consider the evidence received
provides a persuasive argument for a single-member
division comprising Castle. Furthermore, the evidence to
include Windsor Road in Castle division is supported by
persuasive evidence and we have decided to make this
change. A single-member division would provide for good
electoral equality and reflect community identities. We
therefore propose a single-member Castle division as part of
our final recommendations.
Cherry Hinton

1

5%

This division lies in the east
of the city and comprises the
Cherry Hinton community.

During consultation on our draft recommendations we did
not receive any submissions specifically relating to our
proposals for Cherry Hinton division. However, the
alternative city-wide patterns received were similar to our
draft recommendations.
During the further limited consultation, we received a
submission from a local resident relating to Cherry Hinton
division. They proposed to move cul-de-sacs off Cherry
Hinton Road, between Mowbray Road and Cherry Hinton
Hall, into a division with Queen Edith’s. They also proposed
that Queen Edith’s Way, adjoining roads as well as land to
the east of Limekiln Road be transferred to Cherry Hinton
division. We consider that insufficient evidence has been
received to make this change. We have also received
support for the proposed Cherry Hinton division. Subject to a
minor change in the north of the division where we have
used part of the railway as the boundary, we confirm our
draft recommendations for Cherry Hinton division as final.
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Chesterton

1

5%

This division lies to the northeast of the city centre and is
bounded by the River Cam to
the south. The division
comprises the Chesterton
community.

During consultation on our draft recommendations we
received alternative city-wide proposals for new division
arrangements in Chesterton. The alternative proposals were
substantially different from our draft recommendations.
These changes would require substantial modifications in
the Castle and Newnham areas of the city for which we had
little evidence.
We received a submission from a local councillor who
objected to our proposals for Chesterton division. However,
they did not put forward alternative for this division. As we
have received support for Chesterton division and we
consider the division reflects community identities, we
confirm this division as part of our final recommendations.

King’s Hedges

1

5%

This division lies to the north
of the city centre and
comprises the King’s Hedges
area and parts of the East
Chesterton community.

During consultation on our draft recommendations we
received alternative city-wide proposals for new division
arrangements in this part of the city. The alternative
proposals were substantially different from our draft
recommendations. These changes would require accepting
substantial modifications in the Arbury, Castle and Newnham
areas of the city for which we had little evidence.
We received support for King’s Hedges division during
further limited consultation. We consider this division reflects
community identities and provides for good electoral
equality. We therefore confirm King’s Hedges divison as part
of our final recommendations.

Market

1

-2%

This division comprises the
centre of Cambridge,
Cambridge University
colleges and residential
areas west of East Road.
13

In response to our draft recommendations we received
submissions from local residents objecting to our proposals
which divided this area using Mill Road. Alternative patterns
were submitted which proposed a Market division with the
division boundary following East Road and Lensfield Road.

Following further limited consultation we received 38
submissions relating to Market division. All but one of the
submissions supported the alternative proposals which
include most of the city centre and surrounding residential
areas in Market division. We received persuasive evidence
that Mill Road is a focal point where local residents on either
side of the road share community interests and facilities. We
consider that the alternative proposals better reflect the
Market community. The division also provides for good
electoral equality. Therefore, we propose this division as part
of our final recommendations.
Newnham

1

-12%

This division comprises the
Newnham area and Churchill
College to the north of
Madingley Road.

As noted in the Castle section of this report, we received a
number of submissions relating to Castle & Newnham
division during consultation on the draft recommendations.
The majority of respondents objected to a two-member
Castle & Newnham division. An alternative proposal was
received for a single-member Newnham division; however,
this would require accepting substantial changes in the north
of Cambridge for which we had no evidence.
During the further limited consultation, 22 submissions were
received. The respondents reiterated their objections to
Castle & Newnham division. Two political party respondents
provided evidence that Newnham is a distinct and separate
community from Castle. The Newnham area also has
separate community facilities from Castle. It was further
argued that a single-member division should include those
residents to the north of Madingley Road and Churchill
College.
We consider the evidence on community identities received
from respondents to be persuasive and, exceptionally,
justifies a single-member Newnham division with a variance
above 10%. The evidence clearly demonstrates Newnham is
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a distinct community from Castle with few direct road links.
We-propose a single-member Newham division as part of
our final recommendations.
Petersfield

1

1%

This division comprises the
Newtown and Petersfield
areas of Cambridge.

In response to our draft recommendations we received
submissions from the local Residents’ Association and local
residents objecting to our proposals to use Mill Road as the
division boundary between our proposed St Matthew’s and
St Paul’s divisions. Alternative division patterns were
submitted which proposed a Petersfield division with the
division boundary following East Road and Lensfield Road.
Following further limited consultation we received 15
submissions. All the submissions received supported the
alternative proposals which use East Road and Lensfield
Road as the division boundary between this division and
Market division to the west. We also received submissions in
support of Newtown being included in the division. A political
group proposed a modification to Petersfield division which
included an area to the south of the Botanical Gardens, and
the Brooklands Avenue area in a single-member
Trumpington division. However, we do not have sufficient
evidence from respondents in Petersfield division to make
this change. We consider our proposed Petersfield division
better reflects the community than our draft
recommendations. The division also provides for good
electoral equality. We therefore propose Petersfield division
as part of our final recommendations.

Romsey

1

9%

This division comprises the
Romsey community between
Cherry Hinton Road and the
railway line.
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In response to our draft recommendations we received over
50 submissions objecting to our proposals to include part of
Romsey in Barnwell division. Alternative division patterns
were submitted which proposed to include Romsey in a
single division.

We received 33 submissions during further consultation
relating to Romsey division. All but one of the submissions
received supported the alternative proposals we put forward
which keep the Romsey community in a single division. A
political group proposed that the entirety of roads north of
Cherry Hinton Road from Hills Road to Perne Road be
included in Queen Edith’s division. However, we consider
that insufficient evidence has been received to make this
change. It would also result in an electoral variance of
greater than 10%. The alternative proposals for Romsey
division better reflect the local community than that proposed
in our draft recommendations. The division also provides for
good electoral equality. Therefore, we propose this division
as part of our final recommendations.
Trumpington &
Queen Edith’s

2

-4%

This division comprises the
areas of Trumpington and
Queen Edith’s.

In response to the draft recommendations, we received 16
submissions relating to the areas of Trumpington and Queen
Edith’s. In Trumpington, a local Residents’ Association
objected to the proposed Trumpington division. In Queen
Edith’s, 15 respondents objected to the proposed Queen
Edith’s division. We received alternative division patterns for
these areas which would both require substantial changes in
other parts of Cambridge for which had no evidence.
However, the evidence received persuasively argued our
proposals divided communities. Therefore, we created a twomember division which included both the Trumpington and
Queen Edith’s areas. We put this proposed division forward
during further limited consultation.
In response we received 18 submissions relating to this twomember division. The respondents in both areas argued
against the proposed two-member division. A political group
and local resident proposed two single-member divisions.
This proposal was supported by local residents and
Residents’ Associations in both areas.
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After considering the submissions received here, we are
unable to accept the proposals for two single-member
divisions. The proposals of the political group would require
a substantial modification to Petersfield division. We have
not received evidence in support of this modification from
respondents in Petersfield division. In addition, the proposals
of a local resident would place the boundary along
Babraham Road. We are not persuaded that this proposal
reflects communities and is not supported by persuasive
evidence. We would rather put two distinct communities in
the same division rather than divide them between multiple
divisions in order to meet our statutory criteria. Therefore we
have decided to propose no changes to Trumpington &
Queen Edith’s division. This division provides for good
electoral equality and does not divide communities between
divisions. We confirm it as part of our final recommendations.
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East Cambridgeshire District

Ely East

Number
of Cllrs
1

Variance
2021
5%

Ely West

1

-7%

Division name

Fordham
Villages &
Soham South

2

Littleport East
& Soham North

1

7%

Littleport West

2

9%

8%

Description

Detail

This division comprises the
east of the city, the cathedral
area to the south, and
communities east of Lynn
Road.
This division comprises much
of the Ely community which is
bounded by the A10 and
A142 roads. The remainder
of the division is made up of
the rural area to the south
and west of Ely.
This division comprises
Burwell, Chippenham,
Fordham, Isleham, Kennett,
Reach, Snailwell, Swaffham
Bulbeck, Swaffham Prior and
Wicken parishes. It also
comprises the southern part
of Soham parish.
This division comprises the
eastern part of Littleport
parish, the eastern part of Ely
parish and northern part of
Soham parish.
This division comprises
Coveney, Downham,
Haddenham, Mepal,
Stretham, Sutton, Thetford,
Wentworth, Wilburton,
Witcham and Witchford

We received 38 submissions relating to East Cambridgeshire
district. The majority of respondents objected to the
allocation of councillors for the district, and our proposed
Fordham Villages & Soham South, Littleport East & Soham
North and Littleport West divisions. We also received
localised objections from parish councils located in our
proposed Littleport West division.
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We received alternative proposals which were based on
eight and nine single-member divisions. We have decided to
base our final recommendations on eight county councillors
for East Cambridgeshire. As stated earlier, we are not
persuaded that sufficient evidence was received to justify
changing the allocation of councillors to the district.
While the proposal based on eight councillors resulted in
divisions with reasonably good levels of electoral equality, it
created divisions comprising Ely and adjoining parishes with
poor internal access between communities. The proposals
would also result in dividing Downham parish between two
divisions. To provide for a uniform pattern of eight singlemember divisions which provide an effective balance of the
statutory criteria would require significant changes to the
proposals received for Ely. We do not have sufficient
evidence to make such changes.
We therefore propose to confirm the draft recommendations
for these five divisions in East Cambridgeshire as final
subject to a minor change in Littleport to allow the division
boundary to run behind Millfield and along Ely Road. While
we note the views and objections of respondents to our draft

Woodditton

1

-1%

parishes. The division also
comprises parts of Littleport
and Ely parishes.

recommendations for East Cambridgeshire district, we
consider that our proposed divisions provide for the best
balance of the statutory criteria.

This division comprises
Ashley, Bottisham, Brinkley,
Burrough Green, Cheveley,
Dullingham, Kirtling, Lode,
Stetchworth, Westley
Waterless and Woodditton
parishes.

We did not receive any objections to our draft
recommendations for this division. We are satisfied
Woodditton division meets the statutory criteria and have
decided to confirm our draft recommendations as final.
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Fenland District
Number
of Cllrs
1

Variance
2021
5%

March North &
Waldersey

2

7%

March South &
Rural

1

8%

Roman Bank &
Peckover

1

8%

Division name
Chatteris

Whittlesey
North

1

-7%

Whittlesey
South

1

0%

Description

Detail

This division comprises the
whole of Chatteris parish.
This division comprises the
northern part of March
parish and the parishes of
Christchurch, Elm and part
of Wisbech St Mary parish.
This division comprises the
southern part of March
parish and the parishes of
Manea and Wimblington.
This division comprises
Gorefield, Leverington,
Newton, Parson Drove and
Tydd St Giles parishes. It
also includes parts of
Wisbech and Wisbech St
Mary parishes.
This division comprises
Bassenhally, Stonald and
part of the St Andrews area.
This division comprises the
district wards of Benwick,
Coates & Eastrea and
Lattersey and part of the St
Andrews area. It also
comprises Benwick and
Doddington parishes and
the rural part of March
parish.

We received 29 submissions relating to Fenland district. The
majority of respondents objected to the allocation of
councillors for Fenland, and our proposed two-member March
North & Waldersey division. We also received localised
objections to our proposals in Whittlesey and Wisbech St
Mary parishes.
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We received alternative proposals which were based on nine
and 10 single-member divisions. We have decided to base
our final recommendations on nine county councillors for
Fenland as we are not persuaded that sufficient evidence was
received to justify changing the allocation of councillors to the
district.
The alternative proposals for Fenland received resulted in the
creation of a division which comprised Christchurch, Elm,
Manea and Wisbech St Mary parishes. On visiting the local
area, we noted that the proposed division did not have clear
road access between communities and did not reflect local
community identities. Furthermore, it would span a large
geographical area which would combine disparate
communities that do not appear to share community identities
and interests. Indeed, to traverse the proposed division by
road, particularly between Elm parish and Christchurch parish,
requires leaving the county. Although this division results in
good electoral equality, we consider that it does not reflect
community identities or provide for effective and convenient
local government.

We also looked at whether we could propose an alternative
pattern of nine single-member divisions for Fenland district
which did not require the acceptance of the above division.
However, we were unable to find an alternative which would
adequately meet the statutory criteria.
We therefore propose that these six divisions are confirmed
as part of our final recommendations. While we note the views
and objections of respondents to our draft recommendations
for Fenland district, we are satisfied that our proposed
divisions will ensure good electoral equality and effective and
convenient local government.
Wisbech East

1

-2%

This division comprises the
district wards of Kirkgate,
Octavia Hill and Staithe.

Wisbech West

1

-1%

This division comprises the
district wards of Clarkson,
Medworth and Waterlees.
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We received an alternative division pattern for the two
Wisbech divisions which each comprised three of the six
district wards for the town. After considering this arrangement,
we are satisfied that it would better reflect the statutory criteria
in Wisbech. This division arrangement improves electoral
equality and provides for better coterminosity with the district
wards of Fenland. We also propose the divisions are named
Wisbech East and Wisbech West. We propose that these two
divisions are adopted as part of our final recommendations.

Huntingdonshire District
Number
of Cllrs
1

Variance
2021
-8%

Brampton &
Buckden

1

-3%

Godmanchester
& Huntingdon
South

1

-9%

Division name
Alconbury &
Kimbolton

Description

Detail

This division comprises
Alconbury, Alconbury Weston,
Barham & Woolley, Brington &
Molesworth, Buckworth,
Bythorn & Keyston, Catworth,
Covington, Easton, Ellington,
Great Gidding, Great
Staughton, Hail Weston,
Hamerton & Steeple Gidding,
Kimbolton, Leighton, Little
Gidding, Old Weston, Perry,
Spaldwick, Stow Longa,
Tilbrook, Upton & Coppingford
and Winwick parishes.
This division comprises
Brampton, Buckden,
Diddington, Grafham, Offord
Cluny & Offord D’Arcy and
Southoe & Midloe parishes.

We received a submission objecting to our proposed
division. We received an alternative pattern of divisions for
this part of the district. However, based on a 61-member
Council, a proposed Kimbolton division would have a
variance of greater than 10%. We consider that our
proposed division better reflects the statutory criteria and
propose that it is confirmed as final.

This division comprises
Godmanchester parish and a
part of Huntingdon parish to
the south of American Lane
and Priory Road.

We are satisfied that Godmanchester & Huntingdon South
division meets the statutory criteria. We received an
objection to include the Newtown area in our proposed
division from a local respondent. However, they did not put
forward an alternative division pattern. Therefore we
propose this division is confirmed as final.
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We received support for our proposed division from a local
councillor. We received no other responses for this division.
Brampton & Buckden division provides for good electoral
equality, reflects communities and ensures effective and
convenient local government. We propose it is confirmed
as final.

Huntingdon
North &
Hartford

1

-1%

Huntingdon
West

1

-3%

Ramsey & Bury

1

1%

Sawtry & Stilton

1

Somersham &
Earith

1

This division comprises the
north of Huntingdon parish,
including the areas of Hartford
and Sapley.
This division comprises the
centre and west of Huntingdon
parish.
This division comprises Bury
and Ramsey parishes.

We received support for our proposed divisions in
Huntingdon from a local councillor. We are satisfied that
Huntingdon North & Hartford and Huntingdon West
divisions reflect our statutory criteria and propose that both
divisions are confirmed as final.

7%

This division comprises
Alwalton, Chesterton,
Conington, Denton &
Caldecote, Elton, Folksworth &
Washingley, Glatton, Haddon,
Holme, Morborne, Sawtry,
Sibson-cum-Stibbington,
Stilton and Water Newton
parishes.

We received two submissions relating to this division. One
of the respondents objected to our draft recommendations.
A local councillor proposed our division name of Norman
Cross should be changed to Sawtry & Stilton. We are
persuaded by the councillor’s evidence that Sawtry is the
largest village in the division and is increasing in size due
to housing development. We consider the proposed name
better reflects communities in our proposed division.
Subject to this, we confirm our draft recommendations as
final.

-9%

This division comprises
Bluntisham, Broughton, Colne,
Earith, Kings Ripton, Old
Hurst, Pidley-cum-Fenton,

We received objections to our proposed division
arrangement. It was argued that Wyton-on-the-Hill parish
has little connection with the parishes of Somersham,
Earith and Bluntisham. It was proposed that Wyton-on-the-
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We received two submissions relating to this division. One
of the respondents supported our draft recommendations.
The other submission objected to our proposals. It was
argued that Bury is a rural community with different
interests to the market town of Ramsey. We investigated
the possibility of transferring Bury parish into Warboys &
The Stukeleys division; however, this arrangement would
result in an electoral variance of 14%. We are unable to
find an alternative division pattern which would meet the
statutory criteria. We have therefore decided to confirm our
draft recommendations for this division as final.

Somersham and Woodhurst
parishes.

Hill be transferred to St Ives as it shares closer transport
and community links with the town. While such a transfer
improves electoral equality in St Ives North division, it
would result in 13% fewer electors per councillor in
Somersham & Earith division. To improve electoral equality,
we propose that Broughton and Kings Ripton parishes are
transferred to this division from our proposed Warboys &
The Stukeleys division.

St Ives North &
Wyton

1

3%

This division comprises the
north of St Ives parish and
Wyton-on-the-Hill parish.

We propose that Wyton-on-the-Hill parish is included with
this division from Somersham & Earith. We are persuaded
that Wyton-on-the-Hill has closer transport and community
links with St Ives. Our proposals also significantly improve
electoral equality in the division and provide for effective
and convenient local government.

St Ives South &
Needingworth

1

-8%

This division comprises the
south of St Ives parish and
Holywell-cum-Needingworth
parish.

We did not receive any objections to our draft
recommendations for this division. We are satisfied St Ives
South & Needingworth meets the statutory criteria and
have decided to confirm it as final.

St Neots East &
Gransden

1

0%

This division comprises part of
a new development in St
Neots, east of the railway and
Abbotsley, Great Gransden,
Great Paxton, Toseland,
Waresley-cum-Tetworth and
Yelling parishes.

We received a number of submissions objecting to our
proposed division for this area. It was argued by
councillors, local residents and parishes in the proposed
division that the Loves Farm development in St Neots town
should be included in a St Neots-based division.
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We investigated whether it was possible to include the
housing development in one of the St Neots divisions to the
west of the railway line. However, this would result in poor
levels of electoral equality. We did not receive a viable
alternative for this area which would meet the statutory
criteria for St Neots and the adjoining rural parishes. We
have therefore decided to confirm our draft

recommendations for St Neots East & Gransden as final.
While we note the views of respondents in this area, we
consider that our proposed division provide for the best
balance of the statutory criteria.
St Neots
Eynesbury

1

-5%

This division comprises the
east of St Neots which
includes the Eynesbury area.

We received objections to our proposals to include the area
between Cambridge Street, Church Street and Fox Brook
in St Neots Eynesbury division. We do not consider that a
persuasive argument has been made to transfer this area
to St Neots Priory Park & Little Paxton division. We
consider our draft recommendations better reflect
communities as Church Meadow and adjoining roads have
access into Eynesbury over Fox Brook. We have therefore
decided to confirm our draft recommendations for this
division as final.

St Neots Priory
Park & Little
Paxton

1

2%

This division comprises the
parish of St Neots north of the
High Street and Little Paxton
parish.

We received specific comments relating to parish warding
arrangements in this area. We did not receive any
objections to our draft recommendations for this division.
We are satisfied that St Neots Priory Park & Little Paxton
meets the statutory criteria and have decided to confirm it
as final.

St Neots The
Eatons

1

-1%

This division comprises the
west of St Neots which
includes the Eaton Ford area.

We did not receive any objections to our draft
recommendations for this division. St Neots The Eatons
division provides for good electoral equality, reflects
communities and, in our view will ensure effective and
convenient local government. We have therefore decided to
confirm our draft recommendations for this division as final.

The
Hemingfords &
Fenstanton

1

-5%

This division comprises
Fenstanton, Hemingford
Abbots, Hemingford Grey,

We received responses to our proposed division which
made observations but did not provide any alternative
proposals. We are satisfied that our proposed division
provides for good electoral equality, reflects communities
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Warboys & The
Stukeleys

1

-5%

Hilton and Houghton & Wyton
parishes.

and effective and convenient local government. We have
therefore decided to confirm our draft recommendations for
this division as final.

This division comprises Abbots
Ripton, The Stukeleys,
Upwood & The Raveleys,
Warboys, Wistow and Wood
Walton parishes.

We received objections to our draft proposals in this area. It
was argued that The Stukeleys does not share strong
community identities with Warboys. It was proposed that
The Stukeleys be included with Alconbury & Kimbolton or
Brampton & Buckden divisions. This arrangement was
supported by a local parish council and local residents.
We investigated whether such an arrangement was
possible; however, this would result in electoral variances
of 28% more and 33% more electors per councillor for
Alconbury & Kimbolton and Brampton & Buckden divisions
respectively. We did not receive a suitable alternative
which would meet the statutory criteria. However, as stated
above, we have decided to amend our draft
recommendations between this division and Somersham &
Earith.

Yaxley & Farcet

1

1%

This division comprises Farcet
and Yaxley parishes.
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We received support for the draft recommendations relating
to this division. Yaxley & Farcet provides for good electoral
equality, reflects communities and effective and convenient
local government. We have therefore decided to confirm
our draft recommendations for this division as final.

South Cambridgeshire District
Number
of Cllrs
1

Variance
2021
2%

Cambourne

1

Cottenham &
Willingham

1

Division name
Bar Hill

Description

Detail

This division comprises Bar
Hill, Dry Drayton, Lolworth
and Girton parishes.

We received a submission which proposed that Lolworth
parish be transferred to Bar Hill division from Cambourne
division. It was argued that the parish is separated from
Cambourne by the A428 dual carriageway. We propose to
modify our draft recommendations to include Lolworth in Bar
Hill division. We are persuaded that Lolworth has closer links
with Bar Hill via the A14. Our proposed division also provides
for good electoral equality and reflects communities.

-10%

This division comprises
Bourn, Cambourne, Little
Gransden and Longstowe
parishes.

We received a submission which proposed that Boxworth,
Childerley, Knapwell and Lolworth parishes be transferred to
Papworth & Swavesey division from Cambourne division. On
visiting the area we discovered that Cambourne is separated
from these parishes by the A428 dual carriageway. The
parishes are also a considerable distance away from
Cambourne. We therefore propose that Boxworth, Childerley
and Knapwell parishes are included in Papworth &
Swavesey division where they share closer community
identities. To improve electoral equality in Cambourne
division we propose to include Little Gransden and
Longstowe parishes. We propose this division as part of our
final recommendations.

4%

This division comprises
Cottenham, Rampton and
Willingham parishes.

We received a submission which commented on particular
arrangements for Over and Willingham parishes. Having
considered the evidence received we are content this
division provides for good electoral equality and have
decided to confirm our draft recommendations as final.
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Duxford

1

-5%

This division comprises
Duxford, Fowlmere, Foxton,
Great & Little Chishill,
Heydon, Hinxton, Ickleton,
Pampisford, Shepreth,
Thriplow and Whittlesford
parishes.

We received three submissions relating to Duxford division.
Having considered the evidence received we propose that
Pampisford parish is included in the division. We are
satisfied with the evidence that Pampisford shares strong
community links with local parishes within the division. We
consider our proposed division reflects the statutory criteria
and confirm it as part of our final recommendations.

Fulbourn

1

6%

This division comprises the
southern part of Fen Ditton
parish. It also comprises
Fulbourn, Great Wilbraham,
Little Wilbraham, Stow-cumQuy and Teversham
parishes.

Our proposals for this division split Fen Ditton parish
between two divisions. We received an objection to this
arrangement which argued that the parish should be
included within an entire division. To propose this change
would result in poor electoral equality and the creation of a
detached division. Our proposals meet the statutory criteria
in this area and we have decided to confirm Fulbourn
division as part of our final recommendations.

Gamlingay

1

-4%

This division comprises
Abington Pigotts, Arrington,
Barrington, Croydon,
Gamlingay, Guilden Morden,
Hatley, Litlington, Orwell,
Shingay-cum-Wendy, Steeple
Morden, Tadlow and
Wimpole parishes.

We did not receive any objections to our draft proposals for
Gamlingay. However due to the transfer of Longstowe and
Little Gransden parishes to Cambourne division, Gamlingay
division would have a variance of 12% fewer electors. To
improve electoral equality we propose to include Litlington
parish.

Hardwick

1

4%

This division comprises
Barton, Caldecote,
Comberton, Coton,
Grantchester, Great
Eversden, Harlton, Hardwick,
Kingston, Little Eversden,
Madingley and Toft parishes.

We received five submissions which supported transferring
Madingley parish to Hardwick division. Having considered
the evidence received we propose to modify our draft
recommendations. We are content that Madingley parish has
strong community links with parishes in Hardwick division.
Our proposed division also provides for good electoral
equality and reflects community identities in this area.
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Histon &
Impington

1

4%

This division comprises
Histon, Impington and
Orchard Park parishes.

We received support for our draft recommendations and
consider that our proposals meet the statutory criteria. We
have therefore decided to confirm our draft
recommendations for this division as final.

Linton

1

-1%

This division comprises
Balsham, Bartlow, Carlton,
Castle Camps, Great
Abington, Hildersham,
Horseheath, Linton, Little
Abington, Shudy Camps,
Weston Colville, West
Wickham and West Wratting
parishes.

We received support for our draft recommendations and
consider that our proposals meet the statutory criteria. We
have therefore decided to confirm our draft
recommendations for this division as final.

Longstanton,
Northstowe &
Over

1

1%

This division comprises
Longstanton, Oakington &
Westwick and Over parishes.

We received three submissions in relation to this division.
Having considered the evidence received we propose to
confirm our draft recommendations for this division as final
subject to a change of division name. We are unable to
include Oakington & Westwick parish in Bar Hill division as
this would result in poor electoral equality in both divisions.
In addition, to include Over parish in a division with Fen
Drayton, Swavesey and Willingham parishes would require
significant changes in adjoining divisions for which we have
received no evidence. One of the submissions proposed that
we reflect the name Longstanton in the name of the division.
We consider that the name of Longstanton, Northstowe &
Over provides a better reflection of communities and forms
part of our final recommendations.

Melbourn &
Bassingbourn

1

-8%

This division comprises
Bassingbourn-cumKneesworth, Melbourn,

We received two submissions in relation to our proposed
division. It was argued that Shepreth parish should be
included in a division with Meldreth parish. However, to
adopt such an arrangement would result in a Duxford
29

Meldreth and Whaddon
parishes.

division with 13% fewer electors per councillor. As a result of
changes in Gamlingay division we propose to transfer
Litlington parish to Gamlingay division in order to improve
electoral equality.

Papworth &
Swavesey

1

3%

This division comprises
Boxworth, Caxton,
Conington, Childerley,
Croxton, Elsworth, Eltisley,
Fen Drayton, Graveley,
Knapwell, Papworth Everard,
Papworth St Agnes and
Swavesey parishes.

We received two submissions in relation to our proposed
division. We are unable to accommodate an arrangement
which would result in Swavesey parish being included in a
division with Fen Drayton, Over and Willingham parishes as
this would require significant changes to adjoining divisions
for which we have no evidence. However, we propose to
include Boxworth, Childerley and Knapwell parishes from
Cambourne division as evidence suggests that these
parishes have stronger community links with local parishes
within our proposed division.

Sawston &
Shelford

2

-2%

This division comprises
Babraham, Great Shelford,
Harston, Haslingfield,
Hauxton, Little Shelford,
Newton, Sawston and
Stapleford parishes.

We received submissions from local respondents which
proposed that Great Shelford, Little Shelford and Stapleford
parishes be included in the same division. It was argued that
the parishes share close community links and facilities.
While it is possible to include both parishes in a singlemember division, it would require significant changes across
the district in order to provide for divisions which meet the
statutory criteria. Therefore, we propose to create a twomember division from our proposed Shelford and Sawston
divisions. This will ensure both parishes are not divided
between divisions. We also propose to transfer Pampisford
parish to Duxford division where, it was argued, it shares
closer community identity with local parishes.
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Waterbeach

1

-5%

This division comprises the
northern part of Fen Ditton
parish. It also comprises
Horningsea, Landbeach,
Milton and Waterbeach
parishes.
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We received two submissions for Waterbeach division.
Having considered the evidence received, we propose to
confirm our draft recommendations for Waterbeach division
as final. We consider this division provides for the best
balance of statutory criteria.

Conclusions
36 Table 1 shows the impact of our final recommendations on electoral equality,
based on 2014 and 2021 electorate figures.
Table 1: Summary of electoral arrangements
Final recommendations
2014

2021

Number of councillors

61

61

Number of electoral divisions

56

56

Average number of electors per councillor

7,851

8,547

Number of divisions with a variance more
than 10% from the average

20

1

Number of divisions with a variance more
than 20% from the average

3

0

Final recommendation
Cambridgeshire County Council should comprise 61 councillors serving 51 singlemember divisions and five two-member divisions. The details and names are shown
in Table A1 and illustrated on the large maps accompanying this report.
Mapping
Sheet 1, Map 1 illustrates in outline form the proposed divisions for Cambridgeshire.
You can also view our final recommendations for Cambridgeshire on our
interactive maps at http://consultation.lgbce.org.uk

Parish electoral arrangements
37 As part of an electoral review, we are required to have regard to the statutory
criteria set out in Schedule 2 to the Local Democracy, Economic Development and
Construction Act 2009 (the 2009 Act). The Schedule provides that if a parish is to be
divided between different divisions it must also be divided into parish wards, so that
each parish ward lies wholly within a single ward. We cannot recommend changes to
the external boundaries of parishes as part of an electoral review.
38 Under the 2009 Act we only have the power to make changes to parish electoral
arrangements where these are as a direct consequence of our recommendations for
principal authority division arrangements. However, the district councils in
Cambridgeshire have powers under the Local Government and Public Involvement in
Health Act 2007 to conduct community governance reviews to effect changes to
32

parish electoral arrangements.
39 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Ely, Fen Ditton, Huntingdon, Littleport, March, Soham, St
Neots, St Ives, Whittlesey and Wisbech St Mary parishes.
40 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Ely parish.
Final recommendation
City of Ely Council should retain 15 town councillors, representing six wards:
Chettisham (returning one member), Ely East (returning three members), Ely North
(returning three members), Ely West (returning six members), Prickwillow (returning
one member) and Stuntney (returning one member). The proposed parish ward
boundaries are illustrated and named on Map 1.
41 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Fen Ditton parish.
Final recommendation
Fen Ditton Parish Council should return nine parish councillors, as at present,
representing two wards: West (returning three members) and East (returning six
members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated and named on Map
1.
42 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Huntingdon parish.
Final recommendation
Huntingdon Town Council should return 19 town councillors, as at present,
representing five wards: Central (returning two members), East (returning four
members), North East (returning four members), South (returning two members)
and West (returning seven members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are
illustrated and named on Map 1.
43 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Littleport parish.
Final recommendation
Littleport Parish Council should return 15 parish councillors, as at present,
representing two wards: Littleport East (returning eight members) and Littleport
West (returning seven members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are
illustrated and named on Map 1.
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44 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for March parish.
Final recommendation
March Town Council should return 12 town councillors, as at present, representing
seven wards: Central (returning one member), East (returning three members),
Eastwood (returning one member), North (returning three members), Rural North
(returning one member), Rural South (returning one member) and South (returning
two members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated and named on
Map 1.
45 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Soham parish.
Final recommendation
Soham Town Council should comprise 14 town councillors, as at present,
representing three wards: Soham Central (returning one member), Soham North
(returning six members) and Soham South (returning seven members). The
proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated and named on Map 1.
46 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for St Neots parish.
Final recommendation
St Neots Town Council should return 21 town councillors, as at present,
representing seven wards: Church (returning one member), Crosshall (returning one
member), East (returning four members), Eaton Ford (returning three members),
Eaton Socon (returning three members), Eynesbury (returning six members) and
Priory Park (returning three members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are
illustrated and named on Map 1.
47 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for St Ives parish.
Final recommendation
St Ives Town Council should return 17 town councillors, as at present, representing
four wards: Beech (returning one member), North (returning seven members), South
(returning seven members) and West (returning two members). The proposed
parish ward boundaries are illustrated and named on Map 1.
48 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Whittlesey parish.
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Final recommendation
Whittlesey Town Council should return 14 town councillors, as at present,
representing nine wards: Bassenhally (returning three members), Coates & Eastrea
(returning three members), Delph (returning one member), Elm (returning one
member), Lattersey (returning two members), St Andrews (returning one member),
St Marys North (returning one member), St Marys South (returning one member)
and Stonald (returning one member). The proposed parish ward boundaries are
illustrated and named on Map 1.
49 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Wisbech St Mary parish.
Final recommendation
Wisbech St Mary Parish Council should return 11 parish councillors, as at present,
representing two wards: Murrow (returning three members) and Wisbech St Mary
(returning eight members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated and
named on Map 1.
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3

What happens next?

50 We have now completed our review of Cambridgeshire County Council. The
recommendations must now be approved by Parliament. A draft Order – the legal
document which brings into force our recommendations – will be laid in Parliament.
Subject to parliamentary scrutiny, the new electoral arrangements will come into force
at the local elections in 2017.

Equalities
51 This report has been screened for impact on equalities; with due regard being
given to the general equalities duties as set out in section 149 of the Equality Act
2010. As no potential negative impacts were identified, a full equality impact analysis
is not required.
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Appendix A
Table A1: Final recommendations for Cambridgeshire County Council

Division name

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2014)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2021)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Cambridge City
1

Abbey

1

7,649

7,649

-3%

7,794

7,794

-9%

2

Arbury

1

7,382

7,382

-6%

8,404

8,404

-2%

3

Castle

1

6,366

6,366

-19%

8,327

8,327

-3%

4

Cherry Hinton

1

8,750

8,750

11%

8,945

8,945

5%

5

Chesterton

1

8,679

8,679

11%

8,977

8,977

5%

6

King’s Hedges

1

9,029

9,029

15%

8,996

8,996

5%

7

Market

1

7,839

7,839

0%

8,361

8,361

-2%

8

Newnham

1

7,502

7,502

-5%

7,545

7,545

-12%

9

Petersfield

1

8,267

8,267

5%

8,618

8,618

1%

10

Romsey

1

8,981

8,981

14%

9,328

9,328

9%

11

Trumpington &
Queen Edith’s

2

12,715

6,358

-19%

16,455

8,228

-4%
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Table A1 (cont.): Final recommendations for Cambridgeshire County Council

Division name

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2014)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2021)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

East Cambridgeshire District
12

Ely East

1

6,914

6,914

-12%

8,960

8,960

5%

13

Ely West

1

7,581

7,581

-3%

7,960

7,960

-7%

2

16,514

8,257

5%

18,489

9,245

8%

1

8,957

8,957

14%

9,132

9,132

7%

14
15

Fordham Villages
& Soham South
Littleport East &
Soham North

16

Littleport West

2

17,456

8,728

11%

18,649

9,325

9%

17

Woodditton

1

8,108

8,108

3%

8,460

8,460

-1%

1

8,115

8,115

3%

8,975

8,975

5%

2

17,889

8,945

14%

18,351

9,176

7%

1

7,909

7,909

1%

9,234

9,234

8%

1

8,992

8,992

15%

9,250

9,250

8%

Fenland District
18
19
20
21

Chatteris
March North &
Waldersey
March South &
Rural
Roman Bank &
Peckover
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Table A1 (cont.): Final recommendations for Cambridgeshire County Council

Division name

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2014)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2021)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

22

Whittlesey North

1

7,565

7,565

-4%

7,910

7,910

-7%

23

Whittlesey South

1

8,436

8,436

7%

8,530

8,530

0%

24

Wisbech East

1

8,025

8,025

2%

8,397

8,397

-2%

25

Wisbech West

1

7,944

7,944

1%

8,453

8,453

-1%

1

7,866

7,866

0%

7,890

7,890

-8%

1

8,013

8,013

2%

8,320

8,320

-3%

1

6,834

6,834

-13%

7,813

7,813

-9%

1

8,500

8,500

8%

8,497

8,497

-1%

Huntingdonshire District
26
27
28
29

Alconbury &
Kimbolton
Brampton &
Buckden
Godmanchester &
Huntingdon South
Huntingdon North
& Hartford

30

Huntingdon West

1

6,788

6,788

-14%

8,310

8,310

-3%

31

Ramsey & Bury

1

8,179

8,179

4%

8,670

8,670

1%

1

8,340

8,340

6%

8,785

8,785

3%

1

7,790

7,790

-1%

7,845

7,845

-8%

1

4,669

4,669

-41%

8,560

8,560

0%

32
33
34

St Ives North &
Wyton
St Ives South &
Needingworth
St Neots East &
Gransden
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Table A1 (cont.): Final recommendations for Cambridgeshire County Council

Division name
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2014)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2021)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

1

7,960

7,960

1%

8,111

8,111

-5%

1

8,504

8,504

8%

8,723

8,723

2%

1

8,687

8,687

11%

8,466

8,466

-1%

1

9,077

9,077

16%

9,110

9,110

7%

1

7,692

7,692

-2%

7,790

7,790

-9%

1

7,628

7,628

-3%

8,100

8,100

-5%

1

5,751

5,751

-27%

8,140

8,140

-5%

1

8,479

8,479

8%

8,650

8,650

1%

St Neots
Eynesbury
St Neots Priory
Park & Little
Paxton
St Neots The
Eatons
Sawtry & Stilton
Somersham &
Earith
The Hemingfords
& Fenstanton
Warboys & The
Stukeleys
Yaxley & Farcet

South Cambridgeshire District
43

Bar Hill

1

7,337

7,337

-7%

8,760

8,760

2%

44

Cambourne

1

7,224

7,224

-8%

7,720

7,720

-10%

45

Cottenham &
Willingham

1

8,163

8,163

4%

8,900

8,900

4%

46

Duxford

1

8,130

8,130

4%

8,140

8,140

-5%
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Table A1 (cont.): Final recommendations for Cambridgeshire County Council

Division name

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2014)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2021)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance from
average
%

47

Fulbourn

1

7,086

7,086

-10%

9,069

9,069

6%

48

Gamlingay

1

8,070

8,070

3%

8,230

8,230

-4%

49

Hardwick

1

8,718

8,718

11%

8,920

8,920

4%

50

Histon &
Impington

1

7,986

7,986

2%

8,850

8,850

4%

51

Linton

1

8,420

8,420

7%

8,440

8,440

-1%

1

5,888

5,888

-25%

8,590

8,590

1%

1

7,836

7,836

0%

7,870

7,870

-8%

1

7,010

7,010

-11%

8,830

8,830

3%

2

14,810

7,405

-6%

16,690

8,345

-2%

Waterbeach

1

7,909

7,909

1%

8,091

8,091

-5%

Totals

61

478,908

–

–

521,380

–

–

Averages

–

–

7,851

–

–

8,547

–

52
53
54
55
56

Longstanton,
Northstowe &
Over
Melbourn &
Bassingbourn
Papworth &
Swavesey
Sawston &
Shelford

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


Cambridgeshire County Council

District Councils





Cambridge City Council
East Cambridgeshire District Council
Fenland District Council
Huntingdonshire District Council

Political Groups







Cambridge City Liberal Democrat Group
Cambridge Green Party
Cambridgeshire County Council Liberal Democrat Group
Cambridgeshire County Council Labour Group
North East Cambridgeshire Conservative Association
South East Cambridgeshire Conservative Association

Councillors (County, District and Parish)

















Councillor A. Bailey (Cambridgeshire County Council & East Cambridgeshire
District Council)
Councillor A. Riley (South Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor A. Taylor (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor B. Hunt (East Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor B. Waters (South Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor B. Boddington (Huntingdonshire District Council)
Councillors C. Ambrose Smith and D. Ambrose Smith (East Cambridgeshire
District Council)
Councillor C. Boden (Fenland District Council)
Councillor C. Boden (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor C. Saunderson (Fenstanton Parish Council)
Councillor D. Harty (Huntingdonshire District Council)
Councillor D. Baigent (Cambridge City Council)
Councillor D. Mason (Fenland District Council)
Councillor D. Brown (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor D. Laws (Fenland District Council)
Councillor E. Dorling (Fenland District Council)
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Councillor F. Burkitt (South Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor F. Yeulett (Fenland District Council)
Councillor G. Booth (Fenland District Council)
Councillor J. Chitty (Brampton Parish Council)
Councillor J. Webber (East Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor J. Windle (Whittlesey Town Council)
Councillor J. Wisson (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor K. Owen (Fenland District Council)
Councillor K. Mayor (Fenland District Council)
Councillor L. Harford (South Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor L. Dupré (East Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor M. Shellens (Huntingdonshire District Council)
Councillor P. Downes (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor P. Clapp (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor S. Bywater (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor S. Bligh (Fenland District Council)
Councillor S. Hoy (Cambridgeshire County Council and Fenland District
Council)
Councillor S. King (Fenland District Council)
Councillor S. Count (Fenland District Council)
Councillor T. Sanderson (Huntingdonshire District Council)
Councillor V. Sanders (Cambridge City Council)

Local Organisations






Christ’s Pieces Residents’ Association
South Petersfield Residents’ Association
Trumpington Residents’ Association
Windsor Road Residents’ Association
North East Cambridgeshire Conservative Association (Whittlesey Branch)

Members of Parliament


Stephen Barclay MP (North East Cambridgeshire)

Parish and town councils










Barton Parish Council
Burwell Parish Council
Bury Parish Council
Cambourne Parish Council
Catworth Parish Council
Caxton Parish Council
Chatteris Town Council
City of Ely Council
Doddington Parish Council
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Dullingham Parish Council
Elton Parish Council
Farcet Parish Council
Fen Ditton Parish Council
Foxton Parish Council
Grantchester Parish Council
Great Gransden Parish Council
Great Paxton Parish Council
Great Shelford Parish Council
Haddenham Parish Council
Hail Weston Parish Council
Histon & Impington Parish Council
Little Abington Parish Council
Little Downham Parish Council
Littleport Parish Council
Lolworth Parish Meeting
Longstanton Parish Council
Madingley Parish Council
Meldreth Parish Council
Oakington & Westwick Parish Council
Over Parish Council
Pampisford Parish Council
Parson Drove Parish Council
Reach Parish Council
St Ives Town Council
St Neots Town Council
Stetchworth Parish Council
Stukeleys Parish Council
Sutton Parish Council
Swavesey Parish Council
Warboys Parish Council
Waterbeach Parish Council
Whaddon Parish Council
Whittlesey Town Council
Willingham Parish Council
Wisbech Town Council
Witcham Parish Council
Witchford Parish Council
Yelling Parish Council

Local residents


151 local residents
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Further limited consultation in Cambridge
All submissions received can also be viewed on our website at
http://www.lgbce.org.uk/current-reviews/eastern/cambridgeshire/cambridgeshirecounty-council
County Council


Cambridgeshire County Council

Political Groups





Cambridgeshire County Council Labour Group
Cambridge Liberal Democrat Group
Newnham Labour Party
Newnham Liberal Democrats

Local Organisations






Bentley Road & Newton Road Residents' Association
South Acre, Latham & Chaucer Road Residents' Association
South Petersfield Residents’ Association
Trumpington Residents’ Association
Windsor Road Residents’ Association

Councillors









Councillor A. Bailey (Cambridge City Council)
Councillor C. Boden (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillors J. Hipkin (Cambridgeshire County Council and Cambridge City
Council) and M-L. Holland (Cambridge City Council)
Councillor B. Hunt (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor I. Manning (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor S. Meftah (Cambridge City Council)
Councillor C. O’Reilly (Cambridge City Council)
Councillor C. Smart (Cambridge City Council)

Local residents


96 local residents
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Appendix C
Glossary and abbreviations
Council size

The number of councillors elected to
serve on a council

Electoral Change Order (or Order)

A legal document which implements
changes to the electoral
arrangements of a local authority

Division

A specific area of a county, defined
for electoral, administrative and
representational purposes. Eligible
electors can vote in whichever
division they are registered for the
candidate or candidates they wish to
represent them on the county council

Electoral fairness

When one elector’s vote is worth the
same as another’s

Electoral inequality

Where there is a difference between
the number of electors represented
by a councillor and the average for
the local authority

Electorate

People in the authority who are
registered to vote in elections. For the
purposes of this report, we refer
specifically to the electorate for local
government elections

Number of electors per councillor

The total number of electors in a local
authority divided by the number of
councillors

Over-represented

Where there are fewer electors per
councillor in a ward or division than
the average
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Parish

A specific and defined area of land
within a single local authority
enclosed within a parish boundary.
There are over 10,000 parishes in
England, which provide the first tier of
representation to their local residents

Parish council

A body elected by electors in the
parish which serves and represents
the area defined by the parish
boundaries. See also ‘Town council’

Parish (or Town) council electoral
arrangements

The total number of councillors on
any one parish or town council; the
number, names and boundaries of
parish wards; and the number of
councillors for each ward

Parish ward

A particular area of a parish, defined
for electoral, administrative and
representational purposes. Eligible
electors vote in whichever parish
ward they live for candidate or
candidates they wish to represent
them on the parish council

Town council

A parish council which has been
given ceremonial ‘town’ status. More
information on achieving such status
can be found at www.nalc.gov.uk

Under-represented

Where there are more electors per
councillor in a ward or division than
the average

Variance (or electoral variance)

How far the number of electors per
councillor in a ward or division varies
in percentage terms from the average

Ward

A specific area of a district or
borough, defined for electoral,
administrative and representational
purposes. Eligible electors can vote in
whichever ward they are registered
for the candidate or candidates they
wish to represent them on the district
or borough council
47
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For decision

The Commission is invited to agree the final
recommendations for the Cambridge city area of
Cambridgeshire County Council

Current Council Size
69
Within nearest neighbour range

Recommended Council Size
61
Yes

Electoral Arrangements
Electoral cycle (date of next election)
Electorate – existing (projected)
Electors per member
Divisions
Single-member divisions
Two-member divisions
Three-member divisions
Date of last review

Current
Whole
478,908
6,941
60
51
9
0
2004

Background
Type of Review
Imbalance (2013 electorate figures)
Governance
Previous history
Timings

Proposed
Whole (2017)
521,380
8,547
55
49
6
0

Intervention
32% of divisions with variance of +/- 10%.
Committee system since May 2014
Review in 2004 increased council size from
59 to 69
1

February 2014
October 2014

12 May - 6 July 2015
October 2015

3 November - 30 November 2015

Preliminary meetings with officers, group
leaders and full council.
Council proposed size of 63.
Commission agreed to proceed with a
council size of 63. This was further reduced
to 61 during development of the draft
recommendations to provide for a better
allocation between districts.
Consultation on draft recommendations.
Commission agreed final recommendations
for 4 of the five districts of Cambridgeshire
and agreed to conduct further limited
consultation in the Cambridge City area.
Further limited consultation in Cambridge
City.

Recommendations
1.

The Commission is invited to agree the final recommendations for Cambridge
City following further limited consultation in the district. It is asked to take
particular account of:
 The outcome of the further limited consultation in Cambridge where the
revised proposals were supported by the majority of respondents.

2.

The Commission’s agreement is sought to the laying of a draft Order before
Parliament giving effect to its final recommendations for Cambridgeshire County
Council.

Detailed consideration
3.

This paper seeks the Commission’s agreement to the final recommendations for
Cambridge City. At its meeting in October 2015, the Commission agreed its final
recommendations for the other four districts in Cambridgeshire. However, it
decided to conduct further limited consultation in Cambridge City following the
submission of alternative division proposals for the city.

Division pattern consultation
63 Submissions

The Council did not make a submission at
this stage. Submissions were received
from Cambridge City Council and South
Cambs District Council, as well as from the
Cambridge Labour Party, the Cambridge
Liberal Democrats and the North East
Cambs Conservative Association.
Submissions were also received from three
county councillors, three district
councillors, a parish councillor, 40 parish
and town councils and 11 local residents.
2

4.

The draft recommendations were partly based on the proposals of the
Cambridge City Labour Party. The team has also put forward its own proposals
in a number of areas to ensure good electoral equality, clear division
boundaries and to reflect more localised evidence received during consultation.
The team propose a mixed pattern of single- and two -member divisions. None
of the proposed divisions would have an electoral imbalance of greater than
10% from the average for Cambridgeshire by 2020.

Draft Recommendations Consultation
253 Submissions

5.

Cambridgeshire County Council,
Cambridge City Council, East
Cambridgeshire District Council, Fenland
District Council, Huntingdonshire District
Council, Cambridge Liberal Democrat
Group, Cambridge Green Party,
Cambridgeshire Liberal Democrat Group,
Cambridgeshire Labour Group, North East
Cambridgeshire Conservative Association,
South East Cambridgeshire Conservative
Association, five local organisations, 37
councillors, 1 Member of Parliament, 48
parish and town councils and 151 local
residents.

The Commission agreed its final recommendations for Cambridgeshire at its
October 2015 meeting. The Commission made amendments to its draft
recommendations in Fenland, Huntingdonshire and South Cambridgeshire
districts. The Commission confirmed its draft recommendations as final in East
Cambridgeshire district. None of the proposed divisions will have an electoral
imbalance of greater than 10% from the average for Cambridgeshire by 2020.

Further Limited Consultation: Cambridge City
114 Submissions

Cambridgeshire County Council, four
political groups, five local organisations,
eight councillors and 96 local residents.

Cambridge City
6.

The submissions received during further limited consultation were mostly
positive with support for Market and Petersfield divisions where the Commission
proposed to use East Road and Lensfield Road as the division boundary
instead of Mill Road. There was also support for a single division to cover all of
the Romsey area rather than dividing the area between two divisions.

7.

The Commission did receive some opposition to its proposed two-member
divisions, namely Castle & Newnham and Trumpington & Queen Edith’s. The
respondents argued that these four areas are separate communities that are
3

best served in single-member divisions. Alternative proposals were submitted
which proposed that Castle and Newnham be divided mostly by Madingley
Road, and that Trumpington and Queen Edith’s division be divided using the
railway line or Babraham Road as a boundary.
8.

The team is of the view that the evidence received for single-member divisions
does not justify accepting the high electoral variance that would result in the
Newnham area. It would also require making substantial changes to adjoining
divisions in the north of the city in order to balance the statutory criteria. The
team therefore proposes the Commission put forward the two-member Castle &
Newnham division as part of its final recommendations, with the inclusion of
Windsor Road from Arbury division. The evidence submitted by respondents
indicated that Windsor Road shares strong community links with adjoining roads
in the Castle area.

9.

The team considers the evidence to create single-member divisions for
Trumpington and Queen Edith’s to be insufficient. It would require either making
substantial changes to Petersfield division (in order to follow the railway line)
where the Commission has received support for the alternative proposals or
follow Babraham Road where we have received no evidence in support of
making this modification. The team propose the Commission confirm a twomember Trumpington & Queen Edith’s division as part of its final
recommendations.

10. Under the final recommendations in Cambridge City coterminosity with district
wards will be 36%.

Next Steps and Communications
11. The final recommendations for Cambridgeshire will be published on 9 February
2016. Cambridgeshire County Council will be provided with an embargoed copy
of the final recommendations report the day before the launch of the
recommendations. Following the launch of the final recommendations, the team
will prepare to lay the draft Order before Parliament.

Equalities
12. This report has been screened for impact on equalities; with due regard being
given to the general equalities duties as set out in section 149 of the Equality
Act 2010. As no potential negative impacts were identified, a full equality impact
analysis is not required.
Alex Hinds
Richard Buck
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England
January 2016
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Summary
Who we are
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England (LGBCE) is an
independent body set up by Parliament. We are not part of government or any
political party. We are accountable to Parliament through a committee of MPs chaired
by the Speaker of the House of Commons.
Our main role is to carry out electoral reviews of local authorities throughout England.

Electoral review
An electoral review examines and proposes new electoral arrangements for a local
authority. A local authority’s electoral arrangements decide:




How many councillors are needed
How many wards or electoral divisions should there be, where are their
boundaries and what should they be called
How many councillors should represent each ward or division

Why Cambridgeshire?
We are conducting an electoral review of Cambridgeshire County Council as the
Council currently has high levels of electoral inequality where some councillors
represent many more or many fewer voters than others. This means that the value of
each vote in county council elections varies depending on where you live in
Cambridgeshire. Overall, 32% of divisions currently have a variance of greater than
10%.

Our proposals for Cambridgeshire
Cambridgeshire County Council currently has 69 councillors. Based on the evidence
we received during previous phases of the review, we consider that a decrease in
council size by eight to 61 members will ensure the Council can perform its roles and
responsibilities effectively.

Electoral arrangements
Our final recommendations propose that Cambridgeshire County Council’s 61
councillors should represent 51 single-member divisions and five two-member
divisions. One of our proposed 56 divisions would have an electoral variance of
greater than 10% from the average for Cambridgeshire by 2021.
We have now finalised our recommendations for electoral arrangements in
Cambridgeshire.

1

1

Introduction

1
This electoral review is being conducted following our decision to review
Cambridgeshire County Council’s electoral arrangements to ensure that the number
of voters represented by each councillor is approximately the same across the
county.

What is an electoral review?
2
Our three main considerations in conducting an electoral review are set out in
legislation1 and are to:
 Improve electoral equality by equalising the number of electors each councillor
represents
 Reflect community identity
 Provide for effective and convenient local government
3
Our task is to strike the best balance between them when making our
recommendations. Our powers, as well as the guidance we have provided for
electoral reviews and further information on the review process, can be found on our
website at www.lgbce.org.uk

Consultation
4
We wrote to the Council inviting the submission of proposals on council size.
We then held a period of consultation on division patterns for the county. The
submissions received during our consultation have informed our final
recommendations. This review is being conducted as follows:
Stage starts

Description

21 October 2014

Decision on council size

28 October 2014

Division pattern consultation

12 May 2015
7 July 2015

Draft recommendations consultation
Analysis of submissions received and formulation of final
recommendations
Further limited consultation for Cambridge City
Publication of final recommendations

3 November 2015
9 February 2016

How will the recommendations affect you?
5
The recommendations will determine how many councillors will serve on the
Council. They will also decide which division you vote in, which other communities
are in that division and, in some instances, which parish council wards you vote in.
Your division name may also change, as may the names of parish or town council
wards in the area. The names or boundaries of parishes will not change as a result of
our recommendations.
1

Schedule 2 to the Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009.

2

What is the Local Government Boundary Commission for
England?
6
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England is an independent
body set up by Parliament under the Local Democracy, Economic Development and
Construction Act 2009.
Members of the Commission are:
Professor Colin Mellors (Chair)
Alison Lowton
Peter Maddison QPM
Sir Tony Redmond
Professor Paul Wiles CB
Chief Executive: Jolyon Jackson CBE

3

2

Analysis and final recommendations

7
Legislation2 states that our recommendations are not intended to be based
solely on the existing number of electors3 in an area, but also on estimated changes
in the number and distribution of electors likely to take place over a five-year period
from the date of our final recommendations. We must also try to recommend strong,
clearly identifiable boundaries for the divisions we put forward at the end of the
review.
8
In reality, the achievement of absolute electoral fairness is unlikely to be
attainable and there must be a degree of flexibility. However, our approach is to keep
variances in the number of electors each councillor represents to a minimum.
9
In seeking to achieve electoral fairness, we work out the average number of
electors per councillor by dividing the electorate by the number of councillors as
shown on the table below.
Electorate of
Cambridgeshire
Number of councillors
Average number of
electors per councillor

2014
478,908

2021
521,380

61
7,851

61
8,547

10 Under our final recommendations, one of our proposed divisions will have an
electoral variance of greater than 10% from the average for the county by 2021. We
are therefore satisfied that we have achieved good levels of electoral fairness for
Cambridgeshire.
11 Additionally, in circumstances where we propose to divide a parish between
district wards or county divisions, we are required to divide it into parish wards so that
each parish ward is wholly contained within a single district ward or county division.
We cannot make amendments to the external boundaries of parishes as part of an
electoral review.
12 These recommendations cannot affect the external boundaries of
Cambridgeshire County Council or result in changes to postcodes. They do not take
into account parliamentary constituency boundaries. There is no evidence that the
recommendations will have an adverse effect on local taxes, house prices, or car and
house insurance premiums and we are not, therefore, able to take into account any
representations which are based on these issues.

Submissions received
13 See Appendix B for details of submissions received. All submissions may be
inspected at our offices and can also be viewed on our website at www.lgbce.org.uk

2
3

Schedule 2 to the Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009.
Electors refers to the number of people registered to vote, not the whole adult population.

4

Electorate figures
14 As prescribed in the Local Democracy, Economic Development and
Construction Act 2009, the Council submitted electorate forecasts for 2021, a period
five years on from the scheduled publication of our final recommendations in 2016.
These forecasts were broken down to polling district level and projected an increase
in the electorate of approximately 9% by 2021. The highest proportion of this growth
across the county is expected in Cambridge with significant development in the
Arbury and Trumpington areas.
15 During our consultation on division arrangements, we received several queries
from members of the public regarding the electorate forecasts. In each instance we
raised these with Cambridgeshire County Council and, accordingly, made some
changes to the projections for Cambridge City.
16 Having considered the further information provided by the Council, we are
satisfied that the projected figures are the best available at the present time and
these figures form the basis of our final recommendations. Given that we have
undertaken a period of further limited consultation in the Cambridge City area, the
publication of these final recommendations has been postponed until 2016. In light of
this, the forecast needs to be for 2021 rather than 2020. We are content that the
original figures can reasonably be regarded as an accurate reflection of forecast
growth to 2021 and have referred to them as such in this report.

Council size
17 Cambridgeshire County Council currently has 69 councillors. The County
Council submitted a proposal to decrease the council size from 69 to 63 members.
The Liberal Democrat Group on Cambridgeshire County Council submitted a
proposal to increase council size from 69 to 71. We requested further information
from the County Council as to whether it had considered alternative council sizes and
why any alternatives would be less effective than 63 councillors. The Council
responded that it had considered alternative sizes based on 57, 59, 61 and 63
councillors.
18 Having considered both submissions, we decided the County Council’s
evidence was more persuasive. The County Council demonstrated that it could
operate efficiently and effectively under its proposed council size and ensure effective
representation of local residents. We therefore invited proposals for division
arrangements based on a council size of 63 councillors.
19 As we developed our draft recommendations, we discovered that 63 councillors
did not provide the best allocation of county councillors between Cambridgeshire’s
five districts. We examined alternative division arrangements under council sizes of
between 64 and 61 members. We concluded that 61 councillors would ensure a good
allocation of councillors across Cambridgeshire. As stated in our Guidance, we will
use our discretion to vary the number of councillors from the figure previously agreed
if we find that an alternative will provide ‘a better fit’ of divisions across the county. On
this basis we put forward draft recommendations based on a council size of 61
members. On the basis of information received during consultation, we have decided
to confirm our draft recommendations in this respect as final.
5

20 A council size of 61 provides the following allocation between the district
councils in the county. In brackets, we have also listed the percentage of district and
borough wards that are wholly contained within our proposed divisions. We refer to
this as coterminosity:






Cambridge City – 12 councillors (36%)
East Cambridgeshire – eight councillors (71%)
Fenland – nine councillors (75%)
Huntingdonshire – 17 councillors (62%)
South Cambridgeshire – 15 councillors (62%)

Division patterns
21 During consultation on division patterns, we received 63 submissions. While we
did not receive a submission from the County Council, the Cambridge Labour Group
submitted a county-wide proposal. Cambridge City Council and the North East
Cambridgeshire Conservative Association submitted district-wide proposals for
Cambridge City and Fenland respectively. The remainder of the submissions
provided localised comments for division arrangements in specific areas of the
county.

Draft recommendations
22 We received 253 submissions during consultation on our draft
recommendations. We received submissions relating to each of the districts in the
county. In particular, we received proposals for alternative division arrangements in
Cambridge, East Cambridgeshire, Huntingdonshire and Fenland districts. We
considered that the alternative division arrangements submitted for Cambridge City
provided clear division boundaries while still ensuring good electoral equality. We
therefore decided to further consult on this alternative division proposal for
Cambridge City.

Final recommendations
Cambridge City
23
We received 105 submissions relating to our proposed electoral divisions in
Cambridge. This included four city-wide proposals for electoral divisions that were
notably different from our draft recommendations. The County Council,
Cambridgeshire Labour Group, Cambridgeshire Liberal Democrat Group and a local
resident each submitted city-wide schemes.
24 We considered that the divisions proposed by the Cambridgeshire Liberal
Democrat Group and local resident would better reflect communities in the Market,
Petersfield and Romsey areas of the city than the divisions proposed in our draft
recommendations. They were further supported by strong evidence from local
residents, local organisations and councillors in these areas of Cambridge. Given
that this pattern had not been consulted upon previously, we decided to consult
locally in Cambridge city on whether this new pattern of divisions should be adopted
as part of our final recommendations.
6

25 We received 114 submissions during the period of further limited consultation in
Cambridge, 52 of which supported the alternative proposals for Market and
Petersfield divisions. We also received 32 submissions which supported the
alternative proposals for Romsey division. We consider that the alternative proposals
provide for good electoral equality, and reflect community identities and interests in
Cambridge.
26 During the development of the final recommendations we discovered an error in
the electorate count in the Abbey and Romsey areas. This would result in Abbey
division having a 16% electoral variance. This has necessitated a boundary
modification between the proposed Abbey and Petersfield divisions. Accordingly, the
boundary between these two divisions has been moved further south, running along
St Matthew’s Street, Norfolk Street and behind properties on Upper Gwydir Street,
Fairsford Place and York Street in order to achieve good electoral equality for Abbey
division. The electoral variances for Romsey and Petersfield divisions in the table
below reflect the correct variances as a result of the changes made.
Further consultation variances
Abbey (-9%)
Petersfield (8%)
Romsey (2%)

Final recommendations variances
Abbey (-9%)
Petersfield (1%)
Romsey (9%)

27 We received objections to the proposed two-member divisions in Cambridge
City from the County Council, City Council, political parties and local residents. We
consider that persuasive evidence has been received to support two single-member
Castle and Newnham divisions. We have also included Windsor Road in Castle
division as we have received persuasive evidence that Windsor Road shares strong
community links with adjoining roads in the Castle area. However, we are not
persuaded by the evidence for two single-member divisions for Trumpington and
Queen Edith’s. This would require either accepting a Trumpington division with an
18% variance or a Trumpington division which takes in adjoining areas where we
have received support for our draft recommendations. We therefore propose no
changes to Trumpington & Queen Edith’s division and confirm it as final.
East Cambridgeshire District
28 We received 38 submissions relating to East Cambridgeshire. The majority of
local respondents and Stephen Barclay MP objected to our proposed two-member
divisions of Fordham Villages & Soham South and Littleport West. We also received
localised comments relating to Ely, Littleport and our proposals in the west of the
district. In addition, we received alternative division patterns based on both eight and
nine councillors for East Cambridgeshire. We are not persuaded that we have
received sufficient evidence to change the allocation of councillors for East
Cambridgeshire and have decided our final recommendations should allocate eight
councillors for the district. Furthermore, we considered the alternative pattern of eight
single-member divisions did not reflect the statutory criteria, particularly in Ely,
Downham and Witchford as it created a division which did not reflect communities.
We propose to confirm our draft recommendations as final subject to a minor
amendment in Littleport to correct a defaced division boundary.

7

Fenland District
29 We received 29 submissions relating to Fenland. The majority of respondents
and Stephen Barclay MP objected to our proposed two-member March North &
Waldersey division and our proposals in the March, Wisbech St Mary and Whittlesey
areas.
30 We received alternative division patterns based on nine and 10 councillors for
Fenland. As in East Cambridgeshire, we are not persuaded that we have received
sufficient evidence to change the allocation of councillors for the district and have
decided our final recommendations in Fenland should allocate nine councillors. We
considered the alternative pattern of nine single-member divisions did not reflect the
statutory criteria, particularly in Christchurch, Elm, Manea and Wisbech St Mary
parishes. In particular, the locally proposed Waldersey division comprising these
parishes would not have clear boundaries. Furthermore, it would span a large
geographical area that would combine disparate communities that would not appear
to share community identities and interests. Therefore, we do not propose any
changes to our proposed division arrangements in Fenland with the exception of
Wisbech where we propose the divisions should reflect the district wards.
Huntingdonshire District
31 We received 47 submissions relating to Huntingdonshire, the majority of which
objected to our proposed St Neots East & Gransden division. Local councillors and
local residents argued against our proposals which included a large housing
development in St Neots in a division with Abbotsley, Great Gransden, Great Paxton,
Toseland, Waresley-cum-Tetworth and Yelling parishes. We have not made changes
to St Neots East & Gransden division because we could not find a suitable alternative
division pattern for St Neots that would meet our statutory criteria.
32 We also received objections to our proposed Somersham & Earith and Warboys
& The Stukeleys divisions. After considering the evidence received, we have made
some minor amendments to the draft recommendations and propose that Wyton-onthe-Hill parish be included in St Ives North division and that Broughton and Kings
Ripton parishes be included in Somersham & Earith division to provide for good
electoral equality. However, we could not find a suitable alternative division pattern
which places The Stukeleys and Warboys parishes in different divisions.
South Cambridgeshire District
33 We received 34 submissions relating to South Cambridgeshire. A number of
parishes provided evidence to support minor amendments to our draft
recommendations for the district. We also investigated potential alternative division
patterns for Northstowe & Over and Papworth & Swavesey divisions. However, we
could not find a suitable alternative division pattern that would meet our statutory
criteria.
34 We have decided to amend our draft recommendations by transferring Lolworth
parish to Bar Hill division and transferring Boxworth, Childerley and Knapwell
parishes to Papworth & Swavesey division. To improve electoral equality in
Cambourne division, the team proposes to include Little Gransden and Longstowe
parishes in Cambourne division. We have also created a two-member Sawston &
Shelford division which keeps the parishes of Sawston and Shelford and adjoining
parishes together in the same division.
8

Detailed divisions
35 The tables on pages 10–31 detail our final recommendations for each district in
Cambridgeshire. They detail how the proposed division arrangements reflect the
three statutory4 criteria of:
 Equality of representation
 Reflecting community interests and identities
 Providing for convenient and effective local government

4

Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009.
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Cambridge City
Division name
Abbey

Number
of Cllrs
1

Variance
2021
-9%

Description

Detail

This division lies in the east
of the city and comprises the
Barnwell community.

The response to our draft recommendations for this division
mainly consisted of local residents in Romsey who objected
to being included in our proposed Barnwell division. We also
received submissions from local residents in Barnwell
supporting the responses of Romsey residents. We received
a submission proposing that this division be named Abbey
rather than Barnwell. We consider that this name better
reflects the community within this division and so we are
adopting this name change as part of our final
recommendations.
We received support for Abbey division during the further
limited consultation. We consider this division reflects
community identities and provides for good electoral
equality. We therefore confirm Abbey divison as part of our
final recommendations.

Arbury

1

-2%

This division lies in the northwest of the city and
comprises the Arbury
community.

We did not receive any submissions specifically relating to
our proposals for Arbury division. However, the alternative
city-wide patterns received included proposals for Arbury
division which were notably different from our draft
recommendations. These changes were contingent on
accepting substantial modifications in the Castle and
Newnham areas of the city for which we had little evidence.
We therefore did not make changes to Arbury division.
We received four submissions specifically relating to Arbury
division during the further consultation. A local resident
proposed that Histon Road should be the division boundary
between Arbury and Castle areas. A local councillor
proposed that part of Victoria Road be transferred to Arbury
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division. A Residents’ Association and two councillors
proposed that Windsor Road be transferred to a division with
the Castle area.
We are unable to accommodate the proposals relating to
Histon Road and Victoria road as this would require
substantial modifications in the Chesterton and King’s
Hedges area for which we have no evidence. However, we
consider the evidence to transfer Windsor Road to Castle
division to be persuasive and have decided to make this
change. We are satisfied Arbury division reflects community
identities and provides for good electoral equality. Subject to
this minor change, we confirm our proposed Arbury division
as part of our final recommendations.
Castle

1

-3%

This division comprises the
Castle area of Cambridge.

During consultation on our draft recommendations we
received 16 submissions relating to Castle & Newnham
division. The majority of submissions objected to the
proposals which included Castle and Newnham in a twomember division. We received alternative division patterns
for two single-member divisions. However, the changes
would require accepting substantial modifications in the
Arbury, Chesterton and King’s Hedges areas of Cambridge
for which we had no evidence. We therefore did not make
changes to Castle & Newnham division.
Subsequently, we received 22 submissions during the further
limited consultation relating to this division. The majority of
respondents reiterated their objection to a two-member
Castle & Newnham division. A political group and a local
resident submitted alternative proposals which used
Madingley Road as the boundary between two singlemember divisions. We also received evidence that Windsor
Road has close community links with Oxford Road,
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Richmond Road and other roads which access onto
Huntingdon Road.
The respondents argued that Castle has few direct road links
with Newnham. Castle also has its own separate community
facilities and does not look south in a community sense
toward Newnham. We consider the evidence received
provides a persuasive argument for a single-member
division comprising Castle. Furthermore, the evidence to
include Windsor Road in Castle division is supported by
persuasive evidence and we have decided to make this
change. A single-member division would provide for good
electoral equality and reflect community identities. We
therefore propose a single-member Castle division as part of
our final recommendations.
Cherry Hinton

1

5%

This division lies in the east
of the city and comprises the
Cherry Hinton community.

During consultation on our draft recommendations we did
not receive any submissions specifically relating to our
proposals for Cherry Hinton division. However, the
alternative city-wide patterns received were similar to our
draft recommendations.
During the further limited consultation, we received a
submission from a local resident relating to Cherry Hinton
division. They proposed to move cul-de-sacs off Cherry
Hinton Road, between Mowbray Road and Cherry Hinton
Hall, into a division with Queen Edith’s. They also proposed
that Queen Edith’s Way, adjoining roads as well as land to
the east of Limekiln Road be transferred to Cherry Hinton
division. We consider that insufficient evidence has been
received to make this change. We have also received
support for the proposed Cherry Hinton division. Subject to a
minor change in the north of the division where we have
used part of the railway as the boundary, we confirm our
draft recommendations for Cherry Hinton division as final.
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Chesterton

1

5%

This division lies to the northeast of the city centre and is
bounded by the River Cam to
the south. The division
comprises the Chesterton
community.

During consultation on our draft recommendations we
received alternative city-wide proposals for new division
arrangements in Chesterton. The alternative proposals were
substantially different from our draft recommendations.
These changes would require substantial modifications in
the Castle and Newnham areas of the city for which we had
little evidence.
We received a submission from a local councillor who
objected to our proposals for Chesterton division. However,
they did not put forward alternative for this division. As we
have received support for Chesterton division and we
consider the division reflects community identities, we
confirm this division as part of our final recommendations.

King’s Hedges

1

5%

This division lies to the north
of the city centre and
comprises the King’s Hedges
area and parts of the East
Chesterton community.

During consultation on our draft recommendations we
received alternative city-wide proposals for new division
arrangements in this part of the city. The alternative
proposals were substantially different from our draft
recommendations. These changes would require accepting
substantial modifications in the Arbury, Castle and Newnham
areas of the city for which we had little evidence.
We received support for King’s Hedges division during
further limited consultation. We consider this division reflects
community identities and provides for good electoral
equality. We therefore confirm King’s Hedges divison as part
of our final recommendations.

Market

1

-2%

This division comprises the
centre of Cambridge,
Cambridge University
colleges and residential
areas west of East Road.
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In response to our draft recommendations we received
submissions from local residents objecting to our proposals
which divided this area using Mill Road. Alternative patterns
were submitted which proposed a Market division with the
division boundary following East Road and Lensfield Road.

Following further limited consultation we received 38
submissions relating to Market division. All but one of the
submissions supported the alternative proposals which
include most of the city centre and surrounding residential
areas in Market division. We received persuasive evidence
that Mill Road is a focal point where local residents on either
side of the road share community interests and facilities. We
consider that the alternative proposals better reflect the
Market community. The division also provides for good
electoral equality. Therefore, we propose this division as part
of our final recommendations.
Newnham

1

-12%

This division comprises the
Newnham area and Churchill
College to the north of
Madingley Road.

As noted in the Castle section of this report, we received a
number of submissions relating to Castle & Newnham
division during consultation on the draft recommendations.
The majority of respondents objected to a two-member
Castle & Newnham division. An alternative proposal was
received for a single-member Newnham division; however,
this would require accepting substantial changes in the north
of Cambridge for which we had no evidence.
During the further limited consultation, 22 submissions were
received. The respondents reiterated their objections to
Castle & Newnham division. Two political party respondents
provided evidence that Newnham is a distinct and separate
community from Castle. The Newnham area also has
separate community facilities from Castle. It was further
argued that a single-member division should include those
residents to the north of Madingley Road and Churchill
College.
We consider the evidence on community identities received
from respondents to be persuasive and, exceptionally,
justifies a single-member Newnham division with a variance
above 10%. The evidence clearly demonstrates Newnham is
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a distinct community from Castle with few direct road links.
We-propose a single-member Newham division as part of
our final recommendations.
Petersfield

1

1%

This division comprises the
Newtown and Petersfield
areas of Cambridge.

In response to our draft recommendations we received
submissions from the local Residents’ Association and local
residents objecting to our proposals to use Mill Road as the
division boundary between our proposed St Matthew’s and
St Paul’s divisions. Alternative division patterns were
submitted which proposed a Petersfield division with the
division boundary following East Road and Lensfield Road.
Following further limited consultation we received 15
submissions. All the submissions received supported the
alternative proposals which use East Road and Lensfield
Road as the division boundary between this division and
Market division to the west. We also received submissions in
support of Newtown being included in the division. A political
group proposed a modification to Petersfield division which
included an area to the south of the Botanical Gardens, and
the Brooklands Avenue area in a single-member
Trumpington division. However, we do not have sufficient
evidence from respondents in Petersfield division to make
this change. We consider our proposed Petersfield division
better reflects the community than our draft
recommendations. The division also provides for good
electoral equality. We therefore propose Petersfield division
as part of our final recommendations.

Romsey

1

9%

This division comprises the
Romsey community between
Cherry Hinton Road and the
railway line.
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In response to our draft recommendations we received over
50 submissions objecting to our proposals to include part of
Romsey in Barnwell division. Alternative division patterns
were submitted which proposed to include Romsey in a
single division.

We received 33 submissions during further consultation
relating to Romsey division. All but one of the submissions
received supported the alternative proposals we put forward
which keep the Romsey community in a single division. A
political group proposed that the entirety of roads north of
Cherry Hinton Road from Hills Road to Perne Road be
included in Queen Edith’s division. However, we consider
that insufficient evidence has been received to make this
change. It would also result in an electoral variance of
greater than 10%. The alternative proposals for Romsey
division better reflect the local community than that proposed
in our draft recommendations. The division also provides for
good electoral equality. Therefore, we propose this division
as part of our final recommendations.
Trumpington &
Queen Edith’s

2

-4%

This division comprises the
areas of Trumpington and
Queen Edith’s.

In response to the draft recommendations, we received 16
submissions relating to the areas of Trumpington and Queen
Edith’s. In Trumpington, a local Residents’ Association
objected to the proposed Trumpington division. In Queen
Edith’s, 15 respondents objected to the proposed Queen
Edith’s division. We received alternative division patterns for
these areas which would both require substantial changes in
other parts of Cambridge for which had no evidence.
However, the evidence received persuasively argued our
proposals divided communities. Therefore, we created a twomember division which included both the Trumpington and
Queen Edith’s areas. We put this proposed division forward
during further limited consultation.
In response we received 18 submissions relating to this twomember division. The respondents in both areas argued
against the proposed two-member division. A political group
and local resident proposed two single-member divisions.
This proposal was supported by local residents and
Residents’ Associations in both areas.
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After considering the submissions received here, we are
unable to accept the proposals for two single-member
divisions. The proposals of the political group would require
a substantial modification to Petersfield division. We have
not received evidence in support of this modification from
respondents in Petersfield division. In addition, the proposals
of a local resident would place the boundary along
Babraham Road. We are not persuaded that this proposal
reflects communities and is not supported by persuasive
evidence. We would rather put two distinct communities in
the same division rather than divide them between multiple
divisions in order to meet our statutory criteria. Therefore we
have decided to propose no changes to Trumpington &
Queen Edith’s division. This division provides for good
electoral equality and does not divide communities between
divisions. We confirm it as part of our final recommendations.
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East Cambridgeshire District

Ely East

Number
of Cllrs
1

Variance
2021
5%

Ely West

1

-7%

Division name

Fordham
Villages &
Soham South

2

Littleport East
& Soham North

1

7%

Littleport West

2

9%

8%

Description

Detail

This division comprises the
east of the city, the cathedral
area to the south, and
communities east of Lynn
Road.
This division comprises much
of the Ely community which is
bounded by the A10 and
A142 roads. The remainder
of the division is made up of
the rural area to the south
and west of Ely.
This division comprises
Burwell, Chippenham,
Fordham, Isleham, Kennett,
Reach, Snailwell, Swaffham
Bulbeck, Swaffham Prior and
Wicken parishes. It also
comprises the southern part
of Soham parish.
This division comprises the
eastern part of Littleport
parish, the eastern part of Ely
parish and northern part of
Soham parish.
This division comprises
Coveney, Downham,
Haddenham, Mepal,
Stretham, Sutton, Thetford,
Wentworth, Wilburton,
Witcham and Witchford

We received 38 submissions relating to East Cambridgeshire
district. The majority of respondents objected to the
allocation of councillors for the district, and our proposed
Fordham Villages & Soham South, Littleport East & Soham
North and Littleport West divisions. We also received
localised objections from parish councils located in our
proposed Littleport West division.
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We received alternative proposals which were based on
eight and nine single-member divisions. We have decided to
base our final recommendations on eight county councillors
for East Cambridgeshire. As stated earlier, we are not
persuaded that sufficient evidence was received to justify
changing the allocation of councillors to the district.
While the proposal based on eight councillors resulted in
divisions with reasonably good levels of electoral equality, it
created divisions comprising Ely and adjoining parishes with
poor internal access between communities. The proposals
would also result in dividing Downham parish between two
divisions. To provide for a uniform pattern of eight singlemember divisions which provide an effective balance of the
statutory criteria would require significant changes to the
proposals received for Ely. We do not have sufficient
evidence to make such changes.
We therefore propose to confirm the draft recommendations
for these five divisions in East Cambridgeshire as final
subject to a minor change in Littleport to allow the division
boundary to run behind Millfield and along Ely Road. While
we note the views and objections of respondents to our draft

Woodditton

1

-1%

parishes. The division also
comprises parts of Littleport
and Ely parishes.

recommendations for East Cambridgeshire district, we
consider that our proposed divisions provide for the best
balance of the statutory criteria.

This division comprises
Ashley, Bottisham, Brinkley,
Burrough Green, Cheveley,
Dullingham, Kirtling, Lode,
Stetchworth, Westley
Waterless and Woodditton
parishes.

We did not receive any objections to our draft
recommendations for this division. We are satisfied
Woodditton division meets the statutory criteria and have
decided to confirm our draft recommendations as final.
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Fenland District
Number
of Cllrs
1

Variance
2021
5%

March North &
Waldersey

2

7%

March South &
Rural

1

8%

Roman Bank &
Peckover

1

8%

Division name
Chatteris

Whittlesey
North

1

-7%

Whittlesey
South

1

0%

Description

Detail

This division comprises the
whole of Chatteris parish.
This division comprises the
northern part of March
parish and the parishes of
Christchurch, Elm and part
of Wisbech St Mary parish.
This division comprises the
southern part of March
parish and the parishes of
Manea and Wimblington.
This division comprises
Gorefield, Leverington,
Newton, Parson Drove and
Tydd St Giles parishes. It
also includes parts of
Wisbech and Wisbech St
Mary parishes.
This division comprises
Bassenhally, Stonald and
part of the St Andrews area.
This division comprises the
district wards of Benwick,
Coates & Eastrea and
Lattersey and part of the St
Andrews area. It also
comprises Benwick and
Doddington parishes and
the rural part of March
parish.

We received 29 submissions relating to Fenland district. The
majority of respondents objected to the allocation of
councillors for Fenland, and our proposed two-member March
North & Waldersey division. We also received localised
objections to our proposals in Whittlesey and Wisbech St
Mary parishes.
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We received alternative proposals which were based on nine
and 10 single-member divisions. We have decided to base
our final recommendations on nine county councillors for
Fenland as we are not persuaded that sufficient evidence was
received to justify changing the allocation of councillors to the
district.
The alternative proposals for Fenland received resulted in the
creation of a division which comprised Christchurch, Elm,
Manea and Wisbech St Mary parishes. On visiting the local
area, we noted that the proposed division did not have clear
road access between communities and did not reflect local
community identities. Furthermore, it would span a large
geographical area which would combine disparate
communities that do not appear to share community identities
and interests. Indeed, to traverse the proposed division by
road, particularly between Elm parish and Christchurch parish,
requires leaving the county. Although this division results in
good electoral equality, we consider that it does not reflect
community identities or provide for effective and convenient
local government.

We also looked at whether we could propose an alternative
pattern of nine single-member divisions for Fenland district
which did not require the acceptance of the above division.
However, we were unable to find an alternative which would
adequately meet the statutory criteria.
We therefore propose that these six divisions are confirmed
as part of our final recommendations. While we note the views
and objections of respondents to our draft recommendations
for Fenland district, we are satisfied that our proposed
divisions will ensure good electoral equality and effective and
convenient local government.
Wisbech East

1

-2%

This division comprises the
district wards of Kirkgate,
Octavia Hill and Staithe.

Wisbech West

1

-1%

This division comprises the
district wards of Clarkson,
Medworth and Waterlees.
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We received an alternative division pattern for the two
Wisbech divisions which each comprised three of the six
district wards for the town. After considering this arrangement,
we are satisfied that it would better reflect the statutory criteria
in Wisbech. This division arrangement improves electoral
equality and provides for better coterminosity with the district
wards of Fenland. We also propose the divisions are named
Wisbech East and Wisbech West. We propose that these two
divisions are adopted as part of our final recommendations.

Huntingdonshire District
Number
of Cllrs
1

Variance
2021
-8%

Brampton &
Buckden

1

-3%

Godmanchester
& Huntingdon
South

1

-9%

Division name
Alconbury &
Kimbolton

Description

Detail

This division comprises
Alconbury, Alconbury Weston,
Barham & Woolley, Brington &
Molesworth, Buckworth,
Bythorn & Keyston, Catworth,
Covington, Easton, Ellington,
Great Gidding, Great
Staughton, Hail Weston,
Hamerton & Steeple Gidding,
Kimbolton, Leighton, Little
Gidding, Old Weston, Perry,
Spaldwick, Stow Longa,
Tilbrook, Upton & Coppingford
and Winwick parishes.
This division comprises
Brampton, Buckden,
Diddington, Grafham, Offord
Cluny & Offord D’Arcy and
Southoe & Midloe parishes.

We received a submission objecting to our proposed
division. We received an alternative pattern of divisions for
this part of the district. However, based on a 61-member
Council, a proposed Kimbolton division would have a
variance of greater than 10%. We consider that our
proposed division better reflects the statutory criteria and
propose that it is confirmed as final.

This division comprises
Godmanchester parish and a
part of Huntingdon parish to
the south of American Lane
and Priory Road.

We are satisfied that Godmanchester & Huntingdon South
division meets the statutory criteria. We received an
objection to include the Newtown area in our proposed
division from a local respondent. However, they did not put
forward an alternative division pattern. Therefore we
propose this division is confirmed as final.
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We received support for our proposed division from a local
councillor. We received no other responses for this division.
Brampton & Buckden division provides for good electoral
equality, reflects communities and ensures effective and
convenient local government. We propose it is confirmed
as final.

Huntingdon
North &
Hartford

1

-1%

Huntingdon
West

1

-3%

Ramsey & Bury

1

1%

Sawtry & Stilton

1

Somersham &
Earith

1

This division comprises the
north of Huntingdon parish,
including the areas of Hartford
and Sapley.
This division comprises the
centre and west of Huntingdon
parish.
This division comprises Bury
and Ramsey parishes.

We received support for our proposed divisions in
Huntingdon from a local councillor. We are satisfied that
Huntingdon North & Hartford and Huntingdon West
divisions reflect our statutory criteria and propose that both
divisions are confirmed as final.

7%

This division comprises
Alwalton, Chesterton,
Conington, Denton &
Caldecote, Elton, Folksworth &
Washingley, Glatton, Haddon,
Holme, Morborne, Sawtry,
Sibson-cum-Stibbington,
Stilton and Water Newton
parishes.

We received two submissions relating to this division. One
of the respondents objected to our draft recommendations.
A local councillor proposed our division name of Norman
Cross should be changed to Sawtry & Stilton. We are
persuaded by the councillor’s evidence that Sawtry is the
largest village in the division and is increasing in size due
to housing development. We consider the proposed name
better reflects communities in our proposed division.
Subject to this, we confirm our draft recommendations as
final.

-9%

This division comprises
Bluntisham, Broughton, Colne,
Earith, Kings Ripton, Old
Hurst, Pidley-cum-Fenton,

We received objections to our proposed division
arrangement. It was argued that Wyton-on-the-Hill parish
has little connection with the parishes of Somersham,
Earith and Bluntisham. It was proposed that Wyton-on-the-

23

We received two submissions relating to this division. One
of the respondents supported our draft recommendations.
The other submission objected to our proposals. It was
argued that Bury is a rural community with different
interests to the market town of Ramsey. We investigated
the possibility of transferring Bury parish into Warboys &
The Stukeleys division; however, this arrangement would
result in an electoral variance of 14%. We are unable to
find an alternative division pattern which would meet the
statutory criteria. We have therefore decided to confirm our
draft recommendations for this division as final.

Somersham and Woodhurst
parishes.

Hill be transferred to St Ives as it shares closer transport
and community links with the town. While such a transfer
improves electoral equality in St Ives North division, it
would result in 13% fewer electors per councillor in
Somersham & Earith division. To improve electoral equality,
we propose that Broughton and Kings Ripton parishes are
transferred to this division from our proposed Warboys &
The Stukeleys division.

St Ives North &
Wyton

1

3%

This division comprises the
north of St Ives parish and
Wyton-on-the-Hill parish.

We propose that Wyton-on-the-Hill parish is included with
this division from Somersham & Earith. We are persuaded
that Wyton-on-the-Hill has closer transport and community
links with St Ives. Our proposals also significantly improve
electoral equality in the division and provide for effective
and convenient local government.

St Ives South &
Needingworth

1

-8%

This division comprises the
south of St Ives parish and
Holywell-cum-Needingworth
parish.

We did not receive any objections to our draft
recommendations for this division. We are satisfied St Ives
South & Needingworth meets the statutory criteria and
have decided to confirm it as final.

St Neots East &
Gransden

1

0%

This division comprises part of
a new development in St
Neots, east of the railway and
Abbotsley, Great Gransden,
Great Paxton, Toseland,
Waresley-cum-Tetworth and
Yelling parishes.

We received a number of submissions objecting to our
proposed division for this area. It was argued by
councillors, local residents and parishes in the proposed
division that the Loves Farm development in St Neots town
should be included in a St Neots-based division.

24

We investigated whether it was possible to include the
housing development in one of the St Neots divisions to the
west of the railway line. However, this would result in poor
levels of electoral equality. We did not receive a viable
alternative for this area which would meet the statutory
criteria for St Neots and the adjoining rural parishes. We
have therefore decided to confirm our draft

recommendations for St Neots East & Gransden as final.
While we note the views of respondents in this area, we
consider that our proposed division provide for the best
balance of the statutory criteria.
St Neots
Eynesbury

1

-5%

This division comprises the
east of St Neots which
includes the Eynesbury area.

We received objections to our proposals to include the area
between Cambridge Street, Church Street and Fox Brook
in St Neots Eynesbury division. We do not consider that a
persuasive argument has been made to transfer this area
to St Neots Priory Park & Little Paxton division. We
consider our draft recommendations better reflect
communities as Church Meadow and adjoining roads have
access into Eynesbury over Fox Brook. We have therefore
decided to confirm our draft recommendations for this
division as final.

St Neots Priory
Park & Little
Paxton

1

2%

This division comprises the
parish of St Neots north of the
High Street and Little Paxton
parish.

We received specific comments relating to parish warding
arrangements in this area. We did not receive any
objections to our draft recommendations for this division.
We are satisfied that St Neots Priory Park & Little Paxton
meets the statutory criteria and have decided to confirm it
as final.

St Neots The
Eatons

1

-1%

This division comprises the
west of St Neots which
includes the Eaton Ford area.

We did not receive any objections to our draft
recommendations for this division. St Neots The Eatons
division provides for good electoral equality, reflects
communities and, in our view will ensure effective and
convenient local government. We have therefore decided to
confirm our draft recommendations for this division as final.

The
Hemingfords &
Fenstanton

1

-5%

This division comprises
Fenstanton, Hemingford
Abbots, Hemingford Grey,

We received responses to our proposed division which
made observations but did not provide any alternative
proposals. We are satisfied that our proposed division
provides for good electoral equality, reflects communities
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Warboys & The
Stukeleys

1

-5%

Hilton and Houghton & Wyton
parishes.

and effective and convenient local government. We have
therefore decided to confirm our draft recommendations for
this division as final.

This division comprises Abbots
Ripton, The Stukeleys,
Upwood & The Raveleys,
Warboys, Wistow and Wood
Walton parishes.

We received objections to our draft proposals in this area. It
was argued that The Stukeleys does not share strong
community identities with Warboys. It was proposed that
The Stukeleys be included with Alconbury & Kimbolton or
Brampton & Buckden divisions. This arrangement was
supported by a local parish council and local residents.
We investigated whether such an arrangement was
possible; however, this would result in electoral variances
of 28% more and 33% more electors per councillor for
Alconbury & Kimbolton and Brampton & Buckden divisions
respectively. We did not receive a suitable alternative
which would meet the statutory criteria. However, as stated
above, we have decided to amend our draft
recommendations between this division and Somersham &
Earith.

Yaxley & Farcet

1

1%

This division comprises Farcet
and Yaxley parishes.
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We received support for the draft recommendations relating
to this division. Yaxley & Farcet provides for good electoral
equality, reflects communities and effective and convenient
local government. We have therefore decided to confirm
our draft recommendations for this division as final.

South Cambridgeshire District
Number
of Cllrs
1

Variance
2021
2%

Cambourne

1

Cottenham &
Willingham

1

Division name
Bar Hill

Description

Detail

This division comprises Bar
Hill, Dry Drayton, Lolworth
and Girton parishes.

We received a submission which proposed that Lolworth
parish be transferred to Bar Hill division from Cambourne
division. It was argued that the parish is separated from
Cambourne by the A428 dual carriageway. We propose to
modify our draft recommendations to include Lolworth in Bar
Hill division. We are persuaded that Lolworth has closer links
with Bar Hill via the A14. Our proposed division also provides
for good electoral equality and reflects communities.

-10%

This division comprises
Bourn, Cambourne, Little
Gransden and Longstowe
parishes.

We received a submission which proposed that Boxworth,
Childerley, Knapwell and Lolworth parishes be transferred to
Papworth & Swavesey division from Cambourne division. On
visiting the area we discovered that Cambourne is separated
from these parishes by the A428 dual carriageway. The
parishes are also a considerable distance away from
Cambourne. We therefore propose that Boxworth, Childerley
and Knapwell parishes are included in Papworth &
Swavesey division where they share closer community
identities. To improve electoral equality in Cambourne
division we propose to include Little Gransden and
Longstowe parishes. We propose this division as part of our
final recommendations.

4%

This division comprises
Cottenham, Rampton and
Willingham parishes.

We received a submission which commented on particular
arrangements for Over and Willingham parishes. Having
considered the evidence received we are content this
division provides for good electoral equality and have
decided to confirm our draft recommendations as final.
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Duxford

1

-5%

This division comprises
Duxford, Fowlmere, Foxton,
Great & Little Chishill,
Heydon, Hinxton, Ickleton,
Pampisford, Shepreth,
Thriplow and Whittlesford
parishes.

We received three submissions relating to Duxford division.
Having considered the evidence received we propose that
Pampisford parish is included in the division. We are
satisfied with the evidence that Pampisford shares strong
community links with local parishes within the division. We
consider our proposed division reflects the statutory criteria
and confirm it as part of our final recommendations.

Fulbourn

1

6%

This division comprises the
southern part of Fen Ditton
parish. It also comprises
Fulbourn, Great Wilbraham,
Little Wilbraham, Stow-cumQuy and Teversham
parishes.

Our proposals for this division split Fen Ditton parish
between two divisions. We received an objection to this
arrangement which argued that the parish should be
included within an entire division. To propose this change
would result in poor electoral equality and the creation of a
detached division. Our proposals meet the statutory criteria
in this area and we have decided to confirm Fulbourn
division as part of our final recommendations.

Gamlingay

1

-4%

This division comprises
Abington Pigotts, Arrington,
Barrington, Croydon,
Gamlingay, Guilden Morden,
Hatley, Litlington, Orwell,
Shingay-cum-Wendy, Steeple
Morden, Tadlow and
Wimpole parishes.

We did not receive any objections to our draft proposals for
Gamlingay. However due to the transfer of Longstowe and
Little Gransden parishes to Cambourne division, Gamlingay
division would have a variance of 12% fewer electors. To
improve electoral equality we propose to include Litlington
parish.

Hardwick

1

4%

This division comprises
Barton, Caldecote,
Comberton, Coton,
Grantchester, Great
Eversden, Harlton, Hardwick,
Kingston, Little Eversden,
Madingley and Toft parishes.

We received five submissions which supported transferring
Madingley parish to Hardwick division. Having considered
the evidence received we propose to modify our draft
recommendations. We are content that Madingley parish has
strong community links with parishes in Hardwick division.
Our proposed division also provides for good electoral
equality and reflects community identities in this area.
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Histon &
Impington

1

4%

This division comprises
Histon, Impington and
Orchard Park parishes.

We received support for our draft recommendations and
consider that our proposals meet the statutory criteria. We
have therefore decided to confirm our draft
recommendations for this division as final.

Linton

1

-1%

This division comprises
Balsham, Bartlow, Carlton,
Castle Camps, Great
Abington, Hildersham,
Horseheath, Linton, Little
Abington, Shudy Camps,
Weston Colville, West
Wickham and West Wratting
parishes.

We received support for our draft recommendations and
consider that our proposals meet the statutory criteria. We
have therefore decided to confirm our draft
recommendations for this division as final.

Longstanton,
Northstowe &
Over

1

1%

This division comprises
Longstanton, Oakington &
Westwick and Over parishes.

We received three submissions in relation to this division.
Having considered the evidence received we propose to
confirm our draft recommendations for this division as final
subject to a change of division name. We are unable to
include Oakington & Westwick parish in Bar Hill division as
this would result in poor electoral equality in both divisions.
In addition, to include Over parish in a division with Fen
Drayton, Swavesey and Willingham parishes would require
significant changes in adjoining divisions for which we have
received no evidence. One of the submissions proposed that
we reflect the name Longstanton in the name of the division.
We consider that the name of Longstanton, Northstowe &
Over provides a better reflection of communities and forms
part of our final recommendations.

Melbourn &
Bassingbourn

1

-8%

This division comprises
Bassingbourn-cumKneesworth, Melbourn,

We received two submissions in relation to our proposed
division. It was argued that Shepreth parish should be
included in a division with Meldreth parish. However, to
adopt such an arrangement would result in a Duxford
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Meldreth and Whaddon
parishes.

division with 13% fewer electors per councillor. As a result of
changes in Gamlingay division we propose to transfer
Litlington parish to Gamlingay division in order to improve
electoral equality.

Papworth &
Swavesey

1

3%

This division comprises
Boxworth, Caxton,
Conington, Childerley,
Croxton, Elsworth, Eltisley,
Fen Drayton, Graveley,
Knapwell, Papworth Everard,
Papworth St Agnes and
Swavesey parishes.

We received two submissions in relation to our proposed
division. We are unable to accommodate an arrangement
which would result in Swavesey parish being included in a
division with Fen Drayton, Over and Willingham parishes as
this would require significant changes to adjoining divisions
for which we have no evidence. However, we propose to
include Boxworth, Childerley and Knapwell parishes from
Cambourne division as evidence suggests that these
parishes have stronger community links with local parishes
within our proposed division.

Sawston &
Shelford

2

-2%

This division comprises
Babraham, Great Shelford,
Harston, Haslingfield,
Hauxton, Little Shelford,
Newton, Sawston and
Stapleford parishes.

We received submissions from local respondents which
proposed that Great Shelford, Little Shelford and Stapleford
parishes be included in the same division. It was argued that
the parishes share close community links and facilities.
While it is possible to include both parishes in a singlemember division, it would require significant changes across
the district in order to provide for divisions which meet the
statutory criteria. Therefore, we propose to create a twomember division from our proposed Shelford and Sawston
divisions. This will ensure both parishes are not divided
between divisions. We also propose to transfer Pampisford
parish to Duxford division where, it was argued, it shares
closer community identity with local parishes.
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Waterbeach

1

-5%

This division comprises the
northern part of Fen Ditton
parish. It also comprises
Horningsea, Landbeach,
Milton and Waterbeach
parishes.
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We received two submissions for Waterbeach division.
Having considered the evidence received, we propose to
confirm our draft recommendations for Waterbeach division
as final. We consider this division provides for the best
balance of statutory criteria.

Conclusions
36 Table 1 shows the impact of our final recommendations on electoral equality,
based on 2014 and 2021 electorate figures.
Table 1: Summary of electoral arrangements
Final recommendations
2014

2021

Number of councillors

61

61

Number of electoral divisions

56

56

Average number of electors per councillor

7,851

8,547

Number of divisions with a variance more
than 10% from the average

20

1

Number of divisions with a variance more
than 20% from the average

3

0

Final recommendation
Cambridgeshire County Council should comprise 61 councillors serving 51 singlemember divisions and five two-member divisions. The details and names are shown
in Table A1 and illustrated on the large maps accompanying this report.
Mapping
Sheet 1, Map 1 illustrates in outline form the proposed divisions for Cambridgeshire.
You can also view our final recommendations for Cambridgeshire on our
interactive maps at http://consultation.lgbce.org.uk

Parish electoral arrangements
37 As part of an electoral review, we are required to have regard to the statutory
criteria set out in Schedule 2 to the Local Democracy, Economic Development and
Construction Act 2009 (the 2009 Act). The Schedule provides that if a parish is to be
divided between different divisions it must also be divided into parish wards, so that
each parish ward lies wholly within a single ward. We cannot recommend changes to
the external boundaries of parishes as part of an electoral review.
38 Under the 2009 Act we only have the power to make changes to parish electoral
arrangements where these are as a direct consequence of our recommendations for
principal authority division arrangements. However, the district councils in
Cambridgeshire have powers under the Local Government and Public Involvement in
Health Act 2007 to conduct community governance reviews to effect changes to
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parish electoral arrangements.
39 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Ely, Fen Ditton, Huntingdon, Littleport, March, Soham, St
Neots, St Ives, Whittlesey and Wisbech St Mary parishes.
40 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Ely parish.
Final recommendation
City of Ely Council should retain 15 town councillors, representing six wards:
Chettisham (returning one member), Ely East (returning three members), Ely North
(returning three members), Ely West (returning six members), Prickwillow (returning
one member) and Stuntney (returning one member). The proposed parish ward
boundaries are illustrated and named on Map 1.
41 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Fen Ditton parish.
Final recommendation
Fen Ditton Parish Council should return nine parish councillors, as at present,
representing two wards: West (returning three members) and East (returning six
members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated and named on Map
1.
42 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Huntingdon parish.
Final recommendation
Huntingdon Town Council should return 19 town councillors, as at present,
representing five wards: Central (returning two members), East (returning four
members), North East (returning four members), South (returning two members)
and West (returning seven members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are
illustrated and named on Map 1.
43 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Littleport parish.
Final recommendation
Littleport Parish Council should return 15 parish councillors, as at present,
representing two wards: Littleport East (returning eight members) and Littleport
West (returning seven members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are
illustrated and named on Map 1.
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44 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for March parish.
Final recommendation
March Town Council should return 12 town councillors, as at present, representing
seven wards: Central (returning one member), East (returning three members),
Eastwood (returning one member), North (returning three members), Rural North
(returning one member), Rural South (returning one member) and South (returning
two members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated and named on
Map 1.
45 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Soham parish.
Final recommendation
Soham Town Council should comprise 14 town councillors, as at present,
representing three wards: Soham Central (returning one member), Soham North
(returning six members) and Soham South (returning seven members). The
proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated and named on Map 1.
46 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for St Neots parish.
Final recommendation
St Neots Town Council should return 21 town councillors, as at present,
representing seven wards: Church (returning one member), Crosshall (returning one
member), East (returning four members), Eaton Ford (returning three members),
Eaton Socon (returning three members), Eynesbury (returning six members) and
Priory Park (returning three members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are
illustrated and named on Map 1.
47 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for St Ives parish.
Final recommendation
St Ives Town Council should return 17 town councillors, as at present, representing
four wards: Beech (returning one member), North (returning seven members), South
(returning seven members) and West (returning two members). The proposed
parish ward boundaries are illustrated and named on Map 1.
48 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Whittlesey parish.
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Final recommendation
Whittlesey Town Council should return 14 town councillors, as at present,
representing nine wards: Bassenhally (returning three members), Coates & Eastrea
(returning three members), Delph (returning one member), Elm (returning one
member), Lattersey (returning two members), St Andrews (returning one member),
St Marys North (returning one member), St Marys South (returning one member)
and Stonald (returning one member). The proposed parish ward boundaries are
illustrated and named on Map 1.
49 As a result of our proposed ward boundaries and having regard to the statutory
criteria set out in schedule 2 to the 2009 Act, we are providing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Wisbech St Mary parish.
Final recommendation
Wisbech St Mary Parish Council should return 11 parish councillors, as at present,
representing two wards: Murrow (returning three members) and Wisbech St Mary
(returning eight members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated and
named on Map 1.
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3

What happens next?

50 We have now completed our review of Cambridgeshire County Council. The
recommendations must now be approved by Parliament. A draft Order – the legal
document which brings into force our recommendations – will be laid in Parliament.
Subject to parliamentary scrutiny, the new electoral arrangements will come into force
at the local elections in 2017.

Equalities
51 This report has been screened for impact on equalities; with due regard being
given to the general equalities duties as set out in section 149 of the Equality Act
2010. As no potential negative impacts were identified, a full equality impact analysis
is not required.
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Appendix A
Table A1: Final recommendations for Cambridgeshire County Council

Division name

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2014)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2021)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Cambridge City
1

Abbey

1

7,649

7,649

-3%

7,794

7,794

-9%

2

Arbury

1

7,382

7,382

-6%

8,404

8,404

-2%

3

Castle

1

6,366

6,366

-19%

8,327

8,327

-3%

4

Cherry Hinton

1

8,750

8,750

11%

8,945

8,945

5%

5

Chesterton

1

8,679

8,679

11%

8,977

8,977

5%

6

King’s Hedges

1

9,029

9,029

15%

8,996

8,996

5%

7

Market

1

7,839

7,839

0%

8,361

8,361

-2%

8

Newnham

1

7,502

7,502

-5%

7,545

7,545

-12%

9

Petersfield

1

8,267

8,267

5%

8,618

8,618

1%

10

Romsey

1

8,981

8,981

14%

9,328

9,328

9%

11

Trumpington &
Queen Edith’s

2

12,715

6,358

-19%

16,455

8,228

-4%
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Table A1 (cont.): Final recommendations for Cambridgeshire County Council

Division name

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2014)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2021)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

East Cambridgeshire District
12

Ely East

1

6,914

6,914

-12%

8,960

8,960

5%

13

Ely West

1

7,581

7,581

-3%

7,960

7,960

-7%

2

16,514

8,257

5%

18,489

9,245

8%

1

8,957

8,957

14%

9,132

9,132

7%

14
15

Fordham Villages
& Soham South
Littleport East &
Soham North

16

Littleport West

2

17,456

8,728

11%

18,649

9,325

9%

17

Woodditton

1

8,108

8,108

3%

8,460

8,460

-1%

1

8,115

8,115

3%

8,975

8,975

5%

2

17,889

8,945

14%

18,351

9,176

7%

1

7,909

7,909

1%

9,234

9,234

8%

1

8,992

8,992

15%

9,250

9,250

8%

Fenland District
18
19
20
21

Chatteris
March North &
Waldersey
March South &
Rural
Roman Bank &
Peckover
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Table A1 (cont.): Final recommendations for Cambridgeshire County Council

Division name

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2014)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2021)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

22

Whittlesey North

1

7,565

7,565

-4%

7,910

7,910

-7%

23

Whittlesey South

1

8,436

8,436

7%

8,530

8,530

0%

24

Wisbech East

1

8,025

8,025

2%

8,397

8,397

-2%

25

Wisbech West

1

7,944

7,944

1%

8,453

8,453

-1%

1

7,866

7,866

0%

7,890

7,890

-8%

1

8,013

8,013

2%

8,320

8,320

-3%

1

6,834

6,834

-13%

7,813

7,813

-9%

1

8,500

8,500

8%

8,497

8,497

-1%

Huntingdonshire District
26
27
28
29

Alconbury &
Kimbolton
Brampton &
Buckden
Godmanchester &
Huntingdon South
Huntingdon North
& Hartford

30

Huntingdon West

1

6,788

6,788

-14%

8,310

8,310

-3%

31

Ramsey & Bury

1

8,179

8,179

4%

8,670

8,670

1%

1

8,340

8,340

6%

8,785

8,785

3%

1

7,790

7,790

-1%

7,845

7,845

-8%

1

4,669

4,669

-41%

8,560

8,560

0%

32
33
34

St Ives North &
Wyton
St Ives South &
Needingworth
St Neots East &
Gransden
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Table A1 (cont.): Final recommendations for Cambridgeshire County Council

Division name
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2014)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2021)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

1

7,960

7,960

1%

8,111

8,111

-5%

1

8,504

8,504

8%

8,723

8,723

2%

1

8,687

8,687

11%

8,466

8,466

-1%

1

9,077

9,077

16%

9,110

9,110

7%

1

7,692

7,692

-2%

7,790

7,790

-9%

1

7,628

7,628

-3%

8,100

8,100

-5%

1

5,751

5,751

-27%

8,140

8,140

-5%

1

8,479

8,479

8%

8,650

8,650

1%

St Neots
Eynesbury
St Neots Priory
Park & Little
Paxton
St Neots The
Eatons
Sawtry & Stilton
Somersham &
Earith
The Hemingfords
& Fenstanton
Warboys & The
Stukeleys
Yaxley & Farcet

South Cambridgeshire District
43

Bar Hill

1

7,337

7,337

-7%

8,760

8,760

2%

44

Cambourne

1

7,224

7,224

-8%

7,720

7,720

-10%

45

Cottenham &
Willingham

1

8,163

8,163

4%

8,900

8,900

4%

46

Duxford

1

8,130

8,130

4%

8,140

8,140

-5%
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Table A1 (cont.): Final recommendations for Cambridgeshire County Council

Division name

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2014)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2021)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance from
average
%

47

Fulbourn

1

7,086

7,086

-10%

9,069

9,069

6%

48

Gamlingay

1

8,070

8,070

3%

8,230

8,230

-4%

49

Hardwick

1

8,718

8,718

11%

8,920

8,920

4%

50

Histon &
Impington

1

7,986

7,986

2%

8,850

8,850

4%

51

Linton

1

8,420

8,420

7%

8,440

8,440

-1%

1

5,888

5,888

-25%

8,590

8,590

1%

1

7,836

7,836

0%

7,870

7,870

-8%

1

7,010

7,010

-11%

8,830

8,830

3%

2

14,810

7,405

-6%

16,690

8,345

-2%

Waterbeach

1

7,909

7,909

1%

8,091

8,091

-5%

Totals

61

478,908

–

–

521,380

–

–

Averages

–

–

7,851

–

–

8,547

–

52
53
54
55
56

Longstanton,
Northstowe &
Over
Melbourn &
Bassingbourn
Papworth &
Swavesey
Sawston &
Shelford

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


Cambridgeshire County Council

District Councils





Cambridge City Council
East Cambridgeshire District Council
Fenland District Council
Huntingdonshire District Council

Political Groups







Cambridge City Liberal Democrat Group
Cambridge Green Party
Cambridgeshire County Council Liberal Democrat Group
Cambridgeshire County Council Labour Group
North East Cambridgeshire Conservative Association
South East Cambridgeshire Conservative Association

Councillors (County, District and Parish)

















Councillor A. Bailey (Cambridge County Council & East Cambridgeshire District
Council)
Councillor A. Riley (South Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor A. Taylor (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor B. Hunt (East Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor B. Waters (South Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor B. Boddington (Huntingdonshire District Council)
Councillors C. Ambrose Smith and D. Ambrose Smith (East Cambridgeshire
District Council)
Councillor C. Boden (Fenland District Council)
Councillor C. Boden (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor C. Saunderson (Fenstanton Parish Council)
Councillor D. Harty (Huntingdonshire District Council)
Councillor D. Baigent (Cambridge City Council)
Councillor D. Mason (Fenland District Council)
Councillor D. Brown (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor D. Laws (Fenland District Council)
Councillor E. Dorling (Fenland District Council)
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Councillor F. Burkitt (South Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor F. Yeulett (Fenland District Council)
Councillor G. Booth (Fenland District Council)
Councillor J. Chitty (Brampton Parish Council)
Councillor J. Webber (East Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor J. Windle (Whittlesey Town Council)
Councillor J. Wisson (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor K. Owen (Fenland District Council)
Councillor K. Mayor (Fenland District Council)
Councillor L. Harford (South Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor L. Dupré (East Cambridgeshire District Council)
Councillor M. Shellens (Huntingdonshire District Council)
Councillor P. Downes (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor P. Clapp (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor S. Bywater (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor S. Bligh (Fenland District Council)
Councillor S. Hoy (Cambridgeshire County Council and Fenland District
Council)
Councillor S. King (Fenland District Council)
Councillor S. Count (Fenland District Council)
Councillor T. Sanderson (Huntingdonshire District Council)
Councillor V. Sanders (Cambridge City Council)

Local Organisations






Christ’s Pieces Residents’ Association
South Petersfield Residents’ Association
Trumpington Residents’ Association
Windsor Road Residents’ Association
North East Cambridgeshire Conservative Association (Whittlesey Branch)

Members of Parliament


Stephen Barclay MP (North East Cambridgeshire)

Parish and town councils










Barton Parish Council
Burwell Parish Council
Bury Parish Council
Cambourne Parish Council
Catworth Parish Council
Caxton Parish Council
Chatteris Town Council
City of Ely Council
Doddington Parish Council
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Dullingham Parish Council
Elton Parish Council
Farcet Parish Council
Fen Ditton Parish Council
Foxton Parish Council
Grantchester Parish Council
Great Gransden Parish Council
Great Paxton Parish Council
Great Shelford Parish Council
Haddenham Parish Council
Hail Weston Parish Council
Histon & Impington Parish Council
Little Abington Parish Council
Little Downham Parish Council
Littleport Parish Council
Lolworth Parish Meeting
Longstanton Parish Council
Madingley Parish Council
Meldreth Parish Council
Oakington & Westwick Parish Council
Over Parish Council
Pampisford Parish Council
Parson Drove Parish Council
Reach Parish Council
St Ives Town Council
St Neots Town Council
Stetchworth Parish Council
Stukeleys Parish Council
Sutton Parish Council
Swavesey Parish Council
Warboys Parish Council
Waterbeach Parish Council
Whaddon Parish Council
Whittlesey Town Council
Willingham Parish Council
Wisbech Town Council
Witcham Parish Council
Witchford Parish Council
Yelling Parish Council

Local residents


151 local residents
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Further limited consultation in Cambridge
All submissions received can also be viewed on our website at
http://www.lgbce.org.uk/current-reviews/eastern/cambridgeshire/cambridgeshirecounty-council
County Council


Cambridgeshire County Council

Political Groups





Cambridgeshire County Council Labour Group
Cambridge Liberal Democrat Group
Newnham Labour Party
Newnham Liberal Democrats

Local Organisations






Bentley Road & Newton Road Residents' Association
South Acre, Latham & Chaucer Road Residents' Association
South Petersfield Residents’ Association
Trumpington Residents’ Association
Windsor Road Residents’ Association

Councillors









Councillor A. Bailey (Cambridge City Council)
Councillor C. Boden (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillors J. Hipkin (Cambridgeshire County Council and Cambridge City
Council) and M-L. Holland (Cambridge City Council)
Councillor B. Hunt (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor I. Manning (Cambridgeshire County Council)
Councillor S. Meftah (Cambridge City Council)
Councillor C. O’Reilly (Cambridge City Council)
Councillor C. Smart (Cambridge City Council)

Local residents


96 local residents
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Appendix C
Glossary and abbreviations
Council size

The number of councillors elected to
serve on a council

Electoral Change Order (or Order)

A legal document which implements
changes to the electoral
arrangements of a local authority

Division

A specific area of a county, defined
for electoral, administrative and
representational purposes. Eligible
electors can vote in whichever
division they are registered for the
candidate or candidates they wish to
represent them on the county council

Electoral fairness

When one elector’s vote is worth the
same as another’s

Electoral inequality

Where there is a difference between
the number of electors represented
by a councillor and the average for
the local authority

Electorate

People in the authority who are
registered to vote in elections. For the
purposes of this report, we refer
specifically to the electorate for local
government elections

Number of electors per councillor

The total number of electors in a local
authority divided by the number of
councillors

Over-represented

Where there are fewer electors per
councillor in a ward or division than
the average
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Parish

A specific and defined area of land
within a single local authority
enclosed within a parish boundary.
There are over 10,000 parishes in
England, which provide the first tier of
representation to their local residents

Parish council

A body elected by electors in the
parish which serves and represents
the area defined by the parish
boundaries. See also ‘Town council’

Parish (or Town) council electoral
arrangements

The total number of councillors on
any one parish or town council; the
number, names and boundaries of
parish wards; and the number of
councillors for each ward

Parish ward

A particular area of a parish, defined
for electoral, administrative and
representational purposes. Eligible
electors vote in whichever parish
ward they live for candidate or
candidates they wish to represent
them on the parish council

Town council

A parish council which has been
given ceremonial ‘town’ status. More
information on achieving such status
can be found at www.nalc.gov.uk

Under-represented

Where there are more electors per
councillor in a ward or division than
the average

Variance (or electoral variance)

How far the number of electors per
councillor in a ward or division varies
in percentage terms from the average

Ward

A specific area of a district or
borough, defined for electoral,
administrative and representational
purposes. Eligible electors can vote in
whichever ward they are registered
for the candidate or candidates they
wish to represent them on the district
or borough council
47

48

LGBCE(16)
Cambridgeshire County Council
Appendix B: Draft recommendations submissions
Organisation

Position

Comments

Area

Local Authority
1

Cambridgeshire County
Council

Research and
Performance

County-wide submission

Cambridgeshire

District Councils
2

Cambridge City Council

Democratic
Services Manager

Broadly agree with the draft recommendations for Cambridge. The City Council
strongly opposes the two-member division Castle & Newnham and considers
that Castle and Newnham areas should be separate. City Council requests that
the proposed name of Barnwell is replaced with Abbey

West and East
Cambridge

The Council is concerned that a lot of the divisions and wards will no longer be
coterminous. In particular the district council are concerned with proposals in
March which is divided three ways. The Council also has concerned about
proposals for Whittlesey in particular Whittlesey South division which takes in
part of March parish. They are also concerned about the increase in parish
wards in Whittlesey. Concerns about two-member divisions in March. The
Council also object to dividing the parish of Wisbech St Mary between divisions.

All of Fenland

3

Fenland District Council
officers

Corporate Director

4

East Cambridgeshire
District Council

Projects Officer

District-wide scheme for East Cambridgeshire

East
Cambridgeshire

5

Huntingdonshire District
Council

Corporate Team
Manager

District-wide comments on Huntingdonshire

Huntingdonshire

NE Conservative
Association
Cambridgeshire County
Council Liberal
Democrat Group
Cambridge City Liberal
Democrat Group

Organising
Secretary

6
7
8

Political Groups
District-wide scheme for Fenland

Fenland

Cllr

District-wide scheme for Fenland, East Cambridgeshire and Cambridge

District-wide

Cllr

District-wide scheme for Cambridge

District-wide

9

SE Conservative
Association

SECCA

10

Cambridge Green Party

Co-Coordinator

11

Cambridgeshire Labour
Group

Leader

District-wide scheme for East Cambridgeshire

District-wide

District-wide comments for Cambridge

District-wide

County-wide comments for Cambridgeshire

County-wide

Local organisations
Windsor Road
Residents' Association

The Committee of the Windsor Road RA request that Windsor Road be moved
from the current Castle Division to Arbury division. There is a strong sense of
identity in Windsor Road with other road that are proposed to remain in
Castle/Newnham. The residents associations of Windsor, Oxford and Richmond
Roads have worked closely together on various issues over a number of years.

13

Christ's Pieces
Residents' Association

Opposes the recommendations for St Matthews and St Pauls divisions.
Petersfield is united by Mill Road. East Road is a divider between communities
with communities looking away from each other. Preference for divisions to
remain as they are.

14

Trumpington Residents'
Association

Objects to proposals for Trumpington division.

15

South Petersfield
Residents' Association

Chair

Does not support the proposed St Paul's division which would include the area
of Petersfield. Petersfield division should be retained.

Petersfield

16

Whittlesey Branch NE
Cambridgeshire
Conservative
Association

Chairman

Supports submission of CC that number of councillor be reduced from 69 to 63.
Single member wards and supports proposals of NECA

Fenland

12

17

Lolworth Parish Meeting

Arbury and
Castle

St Matthew's and
St Paul's
Trumpington

Parish and Town Councils
Clerk

Lolworth feels strongly that it should remain Bar Hill rather than moved to
Cambourne. The current warding pattern reflects the community interest far
more than moving Lolworth to Cambourne. Bar Hill is the nearest settlement to
Lolworth. Access to Cambourne is on the other of the A428.

Lolworth

Does not agree with the proposal to merge the existing Haddenham and
Littleport West division to create a single Littleport West division. It is a
meaningless geographical division which will not reflect communities

18

Witchford Parish
Council

Clerk

19

Chatteris Town Council

Clerk

20

Over Parish Council

Clerk

21

Haddenham Parish
Council

Clerk

22

Yelling Parish Council

Chairman

23

Dullingham Parish
Council

Clerk

No objections to reducing council size from 69 to 61.

24

Little Downham Parish
Council

Clerk

The new super division is too large and councillors inside would have difficulty in
providing a service to support and represent different issues across the division.
The division should be divided into two.

25

Whaddon Parish
Council

Clerk

Supports the draft recommendations and the electoral district Whaddon will be
in.

Foxton

St Ives

Supports the draft recommendations for Chatteris
Objects to Northstowe and Over division and consider the Swavesey parish
council proposals
Haddenham does not agree with the proposed creation of Littleport West
division. It would be unrealistic to have two councillors serving 19 villages. It
would be impossible to maintain regular contact within a large division.
Considering should be given to the demands of a growing population.
Wentworth should be transferred from the Haddenham division to Sutton
Division. Consideration should also be given to dividing the area with
Haddenham/Sutton on one side and Littleport/Ely on the other. The Parish
supports the views of Cllr Bill Hunt.
Yelling Parish Council opposes the division arrangement which puts it with the
Loves Farm development.

26

Foxton Parish Council

Clerk

The proposals changes to Melbourn & Bassingbourn division isolate Foxton
from Melbourn which is an essential local centre for community services. Foxton
also shares with Melbourn a strong association to the A10 and rail transport
corridor. The parish supports an extension of the existing Melbourn area to
include Foxton, Thirplow and Fowlmere.

27

St Ives Town Council

Clerk

The Council objects to the introduction of a fourth ward in St Ives on the grounds
that it does not affect the democratic representation of the town in a positive
manner but will increase election costs.

Witchford
Chatteris
Over

Haddenham

Yelling
Dullingham
Little Downham
Whaddon

28

Barton Parish Council

Clerk

The Commission should reconsider its draft proposals for Madingley. Madingley
is currently grouped together with Barton, Coton and Grantchester. Placing
Madingley in Bar Hill would mean it is no longer grouped with the current
villages it is in. Madingley should remain in Hardwick division.

29

Warboys Parish Council

Clerk

The Council note that Stukeleys Parish Council also objected to the composition
of the proposed Warboys and The Stukeleys division. The Parish Council
maintains its objection.

30

Caxton Parish Council

Clerk

Narrowly supports the proposals for the division in which Caxton is in.

31

Stukeleys Parish
Council

Clerk

Objects to the Warboys and The Stukeleys division. Stukeleys natural affinity
lies with the Alconburys and Brampton who are the parish's nearest neighbours
and who the parish shares many common interests. Stukeleys in this division
would be seen as an outlining village

Stukeleys

32

Sutton Parish Council

Assistant Clerk

The Council prefer a single number division with fewer parish councils and a
smaller geographical area. Sutton identities with its neighbouring rural villages,
rather than with Littleport and Ely.

Sutton

33

Doddington Parish
Council

Clerk

34

Pampisford Parish
Council

Clerk

35

Swavesey Parish
Council

Clerk

Object to the proposals for Swavesey and prefers to be in a division with
Willingham, Over and Fen Drayton. Ask that we gives their proposals serious
consideration.

Swavesey

Clerk

Fen Ditton parish does not support the splitting of its parish between
Waterbeach division and Fulbourn division which will include the new proposed
WING development. Also the number of properties forecasted to be in the WING
development is a lot lower than that forecasted by the Council. The parish
council proposes that Fen Ditton is keep together within Fulbourn division.

Fen Ditton

36

Fen Ditton Parish
Council

Doddington Parish Council has close links with March and the neighbouring
village of Wimblington. The draft recommendations means that Doddington and
Wimblington would be in different areas. Doddington wishes to remain with its
neighbouring village of Wimblington in March South & Rural
Pampisford object to being joined with Sawston and being represented by one
councillor. Sawston is an expanding small town and a much bigger community
than Pampisford. The representation of the population would be
disproportionate. Prefer to stay in surrounding villages of Hinxton, Whittlesford
and Duxford.

Madingley

Warboys
Caxton

Doddington

Pampisford

37

Catworth Parish Council

Clerk

Catworth Parish Council noted the recommendations

Brampton

38

Littleport Parish Council

Clerk

Objects to the splitting of Littleport between two divisions. The whole of the
parish should be grouped together in a division and also a district ward.

Littleport

39

Little Abington Parish
Council

Clerk

LAPC supports the proposed boundary change moving it from Duxford to Linton

40

Wisbech Town Council

Clerk

The Town Council prefer the status quo to be maintained.

Little Abington
Wisbech

41

Parson Drove Parish
Council

Clerk

Fenland DC wards should be split for the county council wards. The proposal to
combine Waldersey with March North results in a very large division. The
division should be smaller. The DC ward of Parson Drove and Wisbech St Mary
should be combined with the Roman Bank ward with one county councillor.

42

Stetchworth Parish
Council

Clerk

No objections to the draft recommendations

43

Great Gransden Parish
Council

Clerk

Objects to the parish being including with the Loves Farm development which is
part of St Neots. The parish and other rural parishes have separate concerns
and should be in a separate division to Loves Farm.

44

Witcham Parish Council

Clerk

Witcham Parish objects to the proposals to enlarge and combine Sutton and
Haddenham with parts of Littleport and Ely. They also object to it being a twomember division and that it would be called Littleport West.

45

Reach Parish Council

Clerk

The division to which Reach Parish Council is in is too large. They are also
concerned that they will not have a single representative.

46

Oakington and
Westwick Parish
Council

Clerk

Objects to proposals to be included in Northstowe and Over division. Prefers
that the parish in included in Bar Hill division along with Gritton.

Oakington

Whittlesey

47

Whittlesey Town
Council

Clerk

Whittlesey object to the proposals for Whittlesey Town. They do not agree to the
split of St Marys parish ward and the inclusion of part of March with Whittlesey
South division. The town council also opposes a council size of 61 members.
Alternative proposal for Whittlesey included at paragraph 10.

48

Grantchester Parish
Council

Chair

Prefers Madingley parish council is included in Hardwick division.

Parson Drove

Stetchworth
Great Gransden

Witcham
Reach

Grantchester

49

Hail Weston Parish
Council

Clerk

The parish council are disappointed with the proposal of Alconbury and
Kimbolton division as it is felt that it is a large division. Does not support the
reduction in council size from 69 to 61.

50

Bury Parish Council

Clerk

Objects to Bury being included in a division with Ramsey. Ramsey is a market
town. Also objects to Warboys and The Stukeleys division.

51

Burwell Parish Council

Clerk

Objects to the proposed Fordham Villages and Soham South as they are two
very separate communities. Burwell parish also prefers single-member divisions.

Burwell

52

Shelford Parish Council

Vice-Chair

Shelford and Stapleford have many common links and should not be split
between two divisions. A preference to be in the same division.

Shelford

53

Madingley Parish
Council

Clerk

The parish council prefers to be in a division with Hardwick, Coton, Barton and
Grantchester not Bar Hill and Girton.

Madingley

54

Histon & Impington
Parish Council

Clerk

The parish support the concept of a single-member Histon & Impington division

Histon and
Impington

55

Ely Town Council

Clerk

The Council notes the recommendations. Does not agree with the boundaries
because they think it is at the expenses of electoral equality. Does not agree
with the creation of more parish wards in Ely.

Ely

56

St Neots Town Council

Cllr

Comments to the parish warding arrangement for St Neots Town Council and
the division boundaries.

St Neots

57

Waterbeach Parish
Council

Clerk

Councillors have asked to raise the question of accuracy of the population
figures because of the development which will take place on the old barracks
site.

Waterbeach

58

Cambourne Parish
Council

Clerk

Concerned about the figures for South Cambridgeshire that they are out of date.
Cambourne has a series of developments being built.

Cambourne

The proposal to change the division of Buckden, Gransden and the Offords St
Neots East and Great Gransden will not reflect the residents in the division. The
rural community has different needs and challenges to the large urban area of
the town.

Great Paxton

59

Great Paxton Parish
Council

Chairman

60

Farcet Parish Council

Clerk

Supports the draft recommendations for Yaxley and Farcet division.

Hail Weston

Bury

Farcet

61

Longstanton Parish
Council

Clerk

The division Northstowe and Over should be renamed Longstanton, Northstowe
& Oakington

Longstanton

62

Meldreth Parish Council

Clerk

Meldreth Parish Council is against the changes to the current Melbourn division.

Meldreth

63

Elton Parish Council

Clerk

Does agree with the draft recommendations

64

Willingham Parish
Council

Clerk

Notes that Willingham would be grouped with Cottenham and Rampton. Whilst it
does not have an issue being grouped with these parishes it does have
concerns regarding the implications of the change. The Over area is at the edge
of large scale development.
MP, Councillors (all types)

Elton
Willingham

65

East Cambridgeshire
District Council

Cllr

Supports the reduction of council size of 69 to 61. However he does not support
the proposals which combine Littleport, Sutton and Haddenham into one twomember division. Littleport has no connection with those from Haddenham. He
also does not support a two-member division in this area.

66

Huntingdonshire District
Council

Cllr

Supports the proposals for Huntingdon Town. Asks a question about whether
the proposed Huntingdon West division boundaries will be the same as the
current district ward boundaries.

Huntingdon

67

Cambridgeshire County
Council

Cllr

Does not feel the name Norman Cross is right and should be changed. The new
division should have reference to the name Sawtry which is the largest village in
the division. Proposes the name Sawtry and Stilton division.

Sawtry and
Ellington

68

Huntingdonshire District
Council

Cllr

Does not support a reduction in council size for the county as this would lead to
an excessive workload.

Huntingdon

69

Brampton Parish
Council

Cllr

The Buckden, Grafham, Offord Darcy is a logical division. But is concerned by
the reduction in council size.

Cllr

Has support of Madingley Parish Council. Under our proposals Madingley would
no longer be grouped with Barton, Coton and Grantchester and Hardwick.
Madingley should remain within a Hardwick division. As it has strong community
ties with its surrounding parishes. Madingley can be moved from Bar Hill which
would remain within acceptable variances.

Brampton and
surrounding
areas

70

South Cambridgeshire
District Council

Haddenham

Madingley

71

Huntingdonshire District
Council

Cllr

Agrees with bringing together two divisions to form the Eatons. Does not agree
with 4 x 2 member divisions. Objects to Crosshall Road being taken out of
Eatons division and running behind properties on Milton Avenue. Agrees with
the changes at Church Meadow, Church Street, Cambridge Street and Hen
Brook

72

Cambridge City Council

Cllr

Romsey has been a distinct ward and has a distinct community. Splitting the
areas between Barnwell divisions does not make sense as it divided the
community.

73

Fenland District Council

Cllr

Objects to proposals to split Wisbech St Mary parish between two divisions. The
division not be conducive to effective and convenient local government. The
County Council's proposals of 63 is preferable to the proposal of 61.

74

Fenland District Council

Cllr

75

Cambridgeshire CC and
Fenland DC

Cllr

Draft recommendations do not address the urban and rural situation in March. In
favour of single member wards. The proposal to include March in Whittlesey in
illogical
Does not agree with the reduction in council size to 61. All County Councillors
should be elected in single-member division. Supports proposals of SE
Conservative Association for East Cambridgeshire based on 63 members
(nine for East Cambs) and North East Cambridgeshire Conservative
Association for Fenland.

St Neots

Romsey

Wisbech St Mary
March and
Whittlesey
East
Cambridgeshire
and Fenland
(Littleport)

Cllr

Does not agree with the reduction in council size to 61. All County Councillors
should be elected in single-member division. Supports proposals of SE
Conservative Association for East Cambridgeshire based on 63 member (9 for
East Cambs).

East
Cambridgeshire
and Fenland
(Littleport)

77

East Cambridgeshire
District Council

Cllrs

Does not agree with the reduction in council size to 61. All County Councillors
should be elected in single-member division. Supports proposals of SE
Conservative Association for East Cambridgeshire based on 63 members
(nine for East Cambs) and North East Cambridgeshire Conservative
Association for Fenland. Alternative proposal included

East
Cambridgeshire
and Fenland
(Littleport)

78

South Cambridgeshire
District Council

Cllr

Proposals that Madingley Parish be removed from Bar Hill into Hardwick.
Boxworth, Lolworth and Childerley to be removed from Cambourne and to join
Bar Hill. Alternative division pattern included.

West South
Cambridgeshire

76

Cambridgeshire CC and
Fenland DC

79

South Cambridgeshire
District Council

Cllr

Supports submissions of Cllr Burkitt and John Houlton Lolworth Parish Council.
Boxworth and Lolworth parish should remain in Bar Hill division. Also proposes
Childerley is also included. Madingley should also remain in the Hardwick
division.

80

Cambridge City Council

Cllr

Objects to the proposals for Queen Edith's division. Does not support the
proposals to put the Worts Causeway area in Trumpington division. Supports
the Lib Dem proposal for 63 members.

Queen Edith's

Cllr

Does not agree with the reduction in council size to 61. All County Councillors
should be elected in single-member division. Supports proposals of SE
Conservative Association for East Cambridgeshire based on 63 members
(nine for East Cambs) and North East Cambridgeshire Conservative
Association for Fenland. Alternative proposal included

East
Cambridgeshire
and Fenland
(March and
Whittlesey)

Fenland

Fenland

81

Fenland District Council

Bar Hill

82

Fenland District Council

Cllr

Does not agree with the reduction in council size to 61. All County Councillors
should be elected in single-member division. Supports proposals of SE
Conservative Association for East Cambridgeshire based on 63 members
(nine for East Cambs) and North East Cambridgeshire Conservative
Association for Fenland.

83

Fenland District Council

Cllr

Objects to the proposals for Fenland

Cllr

Does not agree with the reduction in council size to 61. All County Councillors
should be elected in single-member division. Supports proposals of SE
Conservative Association for East Cambridgeshire based on 63 members
(nine for East Cambs) and North East Cambridgeshire Conservative
Association for Fenland.

East
Cambridgeshire
and Fenland
(March and
Whittlesey)

Cllr

Does not agree with the reduction in council size to 61. All County Councillors
should be elected in single-member division. Supports proposals of SE
Conservative Association for East Cambridgeshire based on 63 members
(nine for East Cambs) and North East Cambridgeshire Conservative
Association for Fenland.

East
Cambridgeshire
and Fenland
(Littleport)

84

85

Fenland District Council

East Cambridgeshire
District Council

86

Cambridgeshire County
Council

Cllr

Supports Lib Dem proposal for Cambridge. Objects to the proposals for Queen
Edith's division.

Queen Edith’s

87

East Cambridgeshire
District Council

Cllr

Objects to the proposed Littleport West ward which includes the parish of
Sutton. The proposed two-member division is too big and doesn't represent the
interests of communities.

Sutton

Fenland

88

Fenland District Council

Cllr

Does not support two-member divisions. Division boundaries should be created
from district wards. Does not support proposals for March North and Waldersey.
Wisbech divisions should include Peckover. The remaining divisions in Fenland
should be accepted.

89

South Cambridgeshire
District Council

Cllr

Prefers that Lolworth, Boxworth and Dry Drayton are in the same division (Bar
Hill)

Bar Hill

90

Fenland District Council

Cllr

District-wide comments for Fenland

Fenland

91

Cambridgeshire County
Council

Cllr

Does not agree with the draft recommendations for the whole county. Support a
reduction of council size from 69 to 63. However supports 62 as well. Believes
that the whole county should be single-member divisions.

Cambridgeshire

East
Cambridgeshire
and Fenland

92

Fenland District Council

Cllr

Does not agree with the reduction in council size to 61. All County Councillors
should be elected in single-member division. Supports proposals of SE
Conservative Association for East Cambridgeshire based on 63 members
(nine for East Cambs) and North East Cambridgeshire Conservative
Association for Fenland.

93

Fenland District Council

Cllr

Does not support the reduction in council size to 61. Also supports singlemember divisions and not two-member divisions. Supports the proposals of the
NECCA and the SECCA. Does not support the proposals for March.

94

Member of Parliament
for NE Cambridgeshire

MP

Opposes the draft recommendations particularly for Fenland and East
Cambridgeshire including Wisbech St Mary March, Littleport and Soham.

Fenland and East
Cambridgeshire

95

Cambridgeshire County
Council

Cllr

Supports the proposals of the SECCA.

Fenland and East
Cambridgeshire

Fenland

Cllr

Does not agree with the draft recommendations in respect of the split to St
Marys Town ward between Whittlesey South and Whittlesey North divisions.
Supports the alternative schemes proposed by the SECCA and NECCA. Also
writes to us as the chairman of the NECCA.

Whittlesey

Fenstanton Parish
Council

Cllr

Opposes the draft recommendations in Houghton, Hemingford’s and Fenstanton
and St Ives

Fenstanton

98

Cambridgeshire County
Council

Cllr

Objects to the inclusion of Loves Farm development in St Neots with six rural
parishes which make up St Neots East and Gransden division. The development
should be part of St Neots. The communities have separate interests.

Gransden

99

Cambridgeshire County
Council

Cllr

Objects to the reduction in council size for Cambridgeshire as this will lead to an
increase in workload for councillors.

Cambridgeshire

Cllr

Does not agree with the reduction in council size to 61. All County Councillors
should be elected in single-member division. Supports proposals of SE
Conservative Association for East Cambridgeshire based on 63 members
(nine for East Cambs) and North East Cambridgeshire Conservative
Association for Fenland.

East
Cambridgeshire
and Fenland

Gransden

Wisbech

96

Whittlesey Town
Council

97

100

Fenland District Council

101

Huntingdonshire District
Council

Cllr

The proposal to change the division of Buckden, Gransden and the Offords St
Neots East and Great Gransden will not reflect the residents in the division. The
rural community has different needs and challenges to the large urban area of
the town.

102

Cambridgeshire County
Council

Cllr

Objects to proposals for Wisbech divisions
Local residents

103

104

Local resident

Comments on the proposals to move Windsor Road and the McManus Estate
from Castle division to Arbury. Does not support separating Windsor Road from
Oxford Road, Richmond Road and Halifax Road as they all form a cohesive
community. Windsor Road should remain in Castle division

Arbury and
Castle

Local resident

Does not agree with putting Wimblington in March South and Rural division and
Doddington in Whittlesey South. Wimblington and Doddington have always
been considered together and belong in March South and Rural division

Wimblington and
Doddington

105

Local resident

Romsey being subsumed by Barnwell does not make any sense. The needs of
Barnwell are very different to the needs of Romsey The boundary between
Romsey and Barnwell should follow Coldham's Lane

Barnwell

106

Local resident

Concerned about changes for Waldersey division. Combining the division with
March would create a two-member division with two very distinct and different
communities. The town could overshadow the rural areas.

Waldersey

107

Local resident

Would like to see Welney included in Cambridgeshire.

Welney, Norfolk

108

Local resident

The division between Romsey and Barnwell is not appropriate. Romsey should
be contained within its own division. Coldham common should be the natural
boundary between the two areas. The division boundaries should follow straight
roads. The boundary between Cherry Hinton and Romsey does not make sense

Barnwell, Cherry
Hinton and
Romsey

109

Local resident

The division will change from south to north. Doesn't make it will make much of
a difference

Wisbech

110

Local resident

111

Local resident

112

Local resident

Objects to transferring Worts Causeway into Trumpington division. The Worts
Causeway area residents use the Queen Edith's pub, doctors, church, shops
and schools. There is no link to Trumpington and the Trumpington councillor
does not serve their interests
Does not think two-member divisions for Cambridgeshire are a good idea. There
is a case in Cambridge. Larger divisions will result in less communication.
Confusion if district and divisions have same names but different boundaries.
Proposals that housing development which borders the south Cambridgeshire
and Cambridge City boundary will form part of the urban area of Cambridge and
shouldn’t fall into South Cambridgeshire. Orchard Park parish should be part of
the city. This also goes for the Cambridge Science Park and areas of
development near Cherry Hinton division.

113

Local resident

Histon Road is a much greater NW-SE boundary than Huntingdon Road.
Windsor Road belongs naturally with Halifax, Richmond and Oxford Roads.
Windsor Road has little common interest with Warwick Road and other roads
north-west of Warwick Road.

114

Local resident

The division boundary between Romsey and Barnwell should go around
Coldham Common

Queen Edith’s
Castle and
Newnham
Castle,
Newnham,
Arbury, Kings
Hedges and
Chery Hinton
Arbury and
Castle
Barnwell and
Romsey

Local resident

Does not support the proposed changes between Trumpington division and
Queen Edith's division, particularly the area around Worts Causeway. The
proposed changes do not reflect community identity and could affect planning
applications.

Queen Edith’s

116

Local resident

The proposed changes between Queen Edith's and Trumpington ward
misunderstand the make-up of the local community. Unfortunate that Luard and
Sedley Taylor Roads are proposed to be included in Trumpington division. Does
not support Worts causeway going into Trumpington division.

Queen Edith’s

117

Local resident

Does not support the proposed changes between Trumpington division and
Queen Edith's division, particularly the area around Worts Causeway. Netherhall
Farm should not be in Trumpington division

Queen Edith’s

118

Local resident

Orchard Park including in Milton Parish, the district and county division
boundaries were not brought in line with those parish boundaries. They should
be coincident

Orchard Park

119

Local resident

Objects to boundary changes between Queen Edith and Trumpington divisions.
The Babraham area is centred around Wolfson and not Trumpington

Queen Edith’s

120

Local resident

It would not be acceptable to have Abbotsley, Waresley, Yelling and Toseland in
the same boundary as Loves Farm, St Neots. The parishes have different needs
and requirements to St Neots. The local councillor Barbarba Boddington would
not appreciate it and is against Loves Farm being in a division with the parishes.

Loves Farm and
rural areas

121

Local resident

Supports the proposals in boundaries in Whaddon as we links with both
Bassingbourn and Melbourn

Whaddon

122

Local resident

Shepreth needs to be in the same division as Melbourn and Meldreth as the
villages form a natural cluster

Shepreth

123

Local resident

The reduction in councillors is a good thing

Local resident

Divisions should be more logical. Rather than Swavesey and Papworth, it should
be Swavesey and Over. Willingham and Cottenham makes sense but reduce
boundary on north side so that houses at Earith Lock are part of Earith and
extend boundary towards Over so that properties such as Highgate store are
part of Willingham.

115

124

None
Swavesey and
surrounding
areas

125

Local resident

Objects to the division arrangement between Trumpington division and Queen
Edith's division. Sedley Taylor/Long Road should be in Trumpington and Worts
Causeway and Babraham Road should be in Queen Edith's. Agrees with
removing Newtown from Trumpington is a sensible move.

126

Local resident

Happy with the proposed changes in Horningsea but do not agree with the
reduction in council size

127

Local resident

Does not agree with the proposed changes that put the north of Romsey with
Barnwell as it would divide the community. The existing boundary should be
retained.

Romsey

128

Local resident

The proposed changes in Petersfield do not reflect the interests of local
community. Mill Road is a cohesive community with strong community links by
the road. The changes to make Mill Road the ward boundary north-west of the
rail bridge would divide the community. Station Road is wider and creates a
stronger sense of separation. The area beyond these roads are not part of the
community around Mill Road.

Petersfield

129

Local resident

Objects to the redrawing of St Neots East & Gransden boundaries to include the
Loves Farm development. The interests and views of local parishes would be
diluted if put in a division with the new development.

Gransden

130

Local resident

The proposal to change the division of Buckden, Gransden and the Offords St
Neots East and Great Gransden will not reflect the residents in the division. The
rural community has different needs and challenges to the large urban area of
the town.

Gransden

131

Local resident

Does not understand why part of Soham is going in with Littleport with whom
Soham has no dealings with and the other half with Fordham.

Local resident

Proposal for St Neots East and Great Gransden is flawed. It will not reflect
community identity or effective and convenient local government. Remove Loves
Farm and include Little Gransden and Gamlingay, probably Caxton and Croxton
too.

Gransden

Local resident

Does not agree St Neots East and Great Gransden division as it includes the
Loves Farm development with the rural parishes of Great Gransden, Paxton,
Toseland, Yelling, Waresley and Abbotsley.

Gransden

132

133

Queen Edith’s

Horningsea

Soham

Local resident

Objects to the proposals which put Worts Causeway in Trumpington division.
The areas looks towards Queen Edith’s and not Trumpington and it has no
community identity with Trumpington.

Queen Edith’s

135

Local resident

The proposed St Neots East and Gransden is a bad idea as it puts the Loves
Farm development with the rural parishes. The rural areas would be
underrepresented. Loves Farm should be merged with St Neots.

Gransden

136

Local resident

Romsey is a well-defined area and cohesive part of Cambridge. Do not split
Romsey between Barnwell

Romsey

137

Local resident

Currently a Romsey resident, if the boundaries change she will become a
Barnwell resident. Does not agree with the changes in this area. Romsey area
should not be split and the northern part included Barnwell division.

Romsey

138

Local resident

The Loves Farm development should not be included in a division with the rural
villages. The services and the needs of the rural areas differ from that of Loves
Farm.

Loves Farm and
rural areas

139

Local resident

The needs of St Neots are different to those of the surrounding villages and
therefore should be in separate divisions

Loves Farm and
rural areas

140

Local resident

Opposes the changes to the division which encompasses the parish of
Waresley-cum-Tetworth which would be included in the Loves Farm
development. The needs of the town are different from those of the rural areas

Loves Farm and
rural areas

141

Local resident

Opposes the St Neots East and Gransden division as this will mix two
completely separate communities together in one division.

Loves Farm and
rural areas

142

Local resident

Opposes the changes for St Neots and Gransden division as this would mix two
completely different communities together in one division

Loves Farm and
rural areas

134

143

Local resident

Respondent is not convinced on the reduction in council size. Agrees with the
allocation for Cambridge. Does not agree with a two-member Castle &
Newnham ward. Questions the naming of St Paul's and St Matthew's The
existing Market division should be named Petersfield or Newtown. Agrees with
the division for Barnwell and Romsey. Trumpington division needs to change.
Some parts are in Trumpington from Queen Edith’s and vice versa. In South
Cambs Great and Little Abington should go to Linton division from Duxford and
not Sawston. Stapleford could go into Shelford. Duxford includes Whittlesford,
Fowlmere and Foxton but not Great and Little Abington.

144

Local resident

Opposes the draft recommendations for Romsey division. Romsey is a distinct
area with a strong sense of community identity. Romsey should be kept in one
place.

145

Local resident

Proposes new boundaries between Trumpington division and Queen Edith's
division as she opposes the draft recommendations in this area. It does not
reflect community identity.

146

Local resident

Does not wish to become part of Abbey ward in Cambridge, rather than remain
in Romsey a Town.

147

Local resident

Strongly in favour of keeping the existing ward boundaries in Cambridge. In
particular keeping the existing boundaries of Romsey

Romsey

148

Local resident

Objects to the boundaries being changed in Romsey. Romsey has a distinct
character within the city of Cambridge

Romsey

149

Local resident

Stapleford is an integral part of Great Shelford and should not be in a separate
division. It uses the same facilities as Shelford.

Stapleford

150

Local resident

Coldhams lane provides a natural division between the wards. Splitting Romsey
would not serve the interests of the community in Romsey.

Romsey

151

Local resident

Objects to the proposals to change the present division of Buckden, Gransden
and the Offords to St Neots East and Great Gransden which includes the Loves
Farm development.

Buckden

152

Local resident

Opposes the splitting of part of Romsey into Barnwell division. Dividing the area
between two divisions would divide the community in half.

Romsey

153

Local resident

Objects to the splitting of Romsey into Barnwell division. The current border
through Coldham's Common is distinct.

Romsey

Cambridge and
parts of South
Cambs

Romsey
Queen Edith’s
Abbey

154

Local resident

Opposes the new proposed boundary between Romsey and Abbey (Barnwell
division). It does not reflect the interests of communities. The Commission
should consider moving the boundary between Romsey and Coleridge towards.
Mill Road is a natural boundary.

155

Local resident

Lives on Cromwell Road and opposes the proposed boundary between Romsey
and Barnwell division. The two areas are divided by common land and the
railway line. The two areas have their own separate community interests.

Romsey

156

Local resident

Objects to splitting of Romsey into Barnwell division. There is strong community
in Romsey.

Romsey

157

Local resident

Objects to the splitting of Romsey into Barnwell division. The current border
through Coldham's Common is distinct.

Romsey

Local resident

Linking the six rural villages, including Great Gransden with Loves Farm will
dilute the representation of the rural village. The Loves Farm development has
no links with the rural parishes

Gransden

159

Local resident

When Loves Farm development is completed six rural villages will be part of
what will be a majorly urban division. The identities and needs of this minority of
rural communities will be over-run by the Loves Farm development. The current
grouping should be retained.

Gransden

160

Local resident

They believe the proposal to create the new division of St Neots East &
Gransden is flawed. Waresley and associated villages are rural with very
different needs to the urban areas of St Neots.

Gransden

161

Local resident

Concerned about proposed electoral changes for Great Gransden and making
the new division includes Loves Farm in St Neots with six rural communities.
Grouping them all together will be detrimental to the villages in the division.

Gransden

162

Local resident

163

Local resident

164

Local resident

158

Against losing Coldham's Lane and the street immediately west of it to Barnwell
because they are so separate from the rest of the ward.
Objects to the new group of Great Paxton, Gt Gransden, Waresley, Abbotsley,
Yelling, Toseland with Loves Farm development.
Objects to the reduction in council size and the proposed divisions of Duxford
and Melbourn & Bassingbourn.

Romsey

Romsey
Great Paxton
Melbourn and
Bassingbourn

165

Local resident

Objects to the division between Barnwell and Romsey divisions as it will divide
the community in these areas

166

Local resident

Windsor Road should stay in Castle and Newnham division for reasons of
community. Windsor Road shares a common community identity with Oxford
Road, Richmond Road, Eachard Road, Hoadly Road and Woodlark Road.

Castle and
Newnham

167

Local resident

Windsor Road should stay in Castle and Newnham division for reasons of
community. Windsor Road shares a common community identity with Oxford
Road, Richmond Road, Eachard Road, Hoadly Road and Woodlark Road.

Castle and
Newnham

168

Local resident

Windsor Road should stay in Castle and Newnham division for reasons of
community. Windsor Road shares a common community identity with Oxford
Road, Richmond Road, Eachard Road, Hoadly Road and Woodlark Road.

Castle and
Newnham

169

Local resident

Windsor Road should stay in Castle and Newnham division for reasons of
community. Windsor Road shares a common community identity with Oxford
Road, Richmond Road, Eachard Road, Hoadly Road and Woodlark Road.

Castle and
Newnham

170

Local resident

Windsor Road should stay in Castle and Newnham division for reasons of
community. Windsor Road shares a common community identity with Oxford
Road, Richmond Road, Eachard Road, Hoadly Road and Woodlark Road.

Castle and
Newnham

171

Local resident

Windsor Road should stay in Castle and Newnham division for reasons of
community. Windsor Road shares a common community identity with Oxford
Road, Richmond Road, Eachard Road, Hoadly Road and Woodlark Road.

Castle and
Newnham

172

Local resident

173

Local resident

Objects to the proposals to divide Romsey division and Barnwell division south.
The natural boundary of Coldhams Lane should be used.
Windsor Road should stay in Castle and Newnham division for reasons of
community. Windsor Road shares a common community identity with Oxford
Road, Richmond Road, Eachard Road, Hoadly Road and Woodlark Road.

174

Local resident

Windsor Road should stay in Castle and Newnham division for reasons of
community. Windsor Road shares a common community identity with Oxford
Road, Richmond Road, Eachard Road, Hoadly Road and Woodlark Road.

175

Local resident

Windsor Road should stay in Castle and Newnham division for reasons of
community. Windsor Road shares a common community identity with Oxford
Road, Richmond Road, Eachard Road, Hoadly Road and Woodlark Road.

Romsey

Romsey
Castle and
Newnham
Castle and
Newnham
Castle and
Newnham

176

Local resident

177

Local resident

Objects to Brampton Road being included in Abbey (Barnwell division) rather
than being kept in Romsey. Coldhams Lane should be used as the boundary
between the two areas.
Opposes the new proposed boundary between Romsey and Abbey (Barnwell
division). It does not reflect the interests of communities. The Commission
should consider moving the boundary between Romsey and Coleridge towards.
Mill Road is a natural boundary.

Romsey

Romsey

178

Local resident

The parish object to the division arrangement which puts them in the Loves
Farm development in St Neots and Gransden division. Proposes that St Neots is
divided into 2 divisions and place the rural areas which surround St Neots in its
own separate division.

179

Local resident

Objects to proposals to move northern Romsey into the Abbey area as the
community have separate concerns and identities.

Romsey

180

Local resident

Supports the recommendations for Chatteris division

Chatteris

181

Local resident

Objects to the inclusion of northern Romsey in the Abbey area of Cambridge
(Barnwell division)

Romsey

182

Local resident

Objects to the inclusion of northern Romsey in the Abbey area of Cambridge
(Barnwell division)

Romsey

183

Local resident

Objects to the inclusion of northern Romsey in the Abbey area of Cambridge
(Barnwell division)

Romsey

184

Local resident

Objects to the inclusion of northern Romsey in the Abbey area of Cambridge
(Barnwell division)

Romsey

185

Local resident

Objects to the inclusion of northern Romsey in the Abbey area of Cambridge
(Barnwell division)

Romsey

Local resident

Does not agree with the reduction in council size to 61. All County Councillors
should be elected in single-member division. Supports proposals of SE
Conservative Association for East Cambridgeshire based on 63 members
(nine for East Cambs) and North East Cambridgeshire Conservative
Association for Fenland.

East
Cambridgeshire
and Fenland
(Littleport)

Local resident

Does not agree with the reduction in council size to 61. All County Councillors
should be elected in single-member division. Supports proposals of SE
Conservative Association for East Cambridgeshire based on 63 members
(nine for East Cambs) and North East Cambridgeshire Conservative
Association for Fenland.

East
Cambridgeshire
and Fenland

186

187

Great Gransden

Does not agree with the reduction in council size to 61. All County Councillors
should be elected in single-member division. Supports proposals of SE
Conservative Association for East Cambridgeshire based on 63 members
(nine for East Cambs) and North East Cambridgeshire Conservative
Association for Fenland.
Objects to the inclusion of northern Romsey in the Abbey area of Cambridge
(Barnwell division)

East
Cambridgeshire
and Fenland

188

Local resident

189

Local resident

190

Local resident

Objects to the inclusion of northern Romsey in the Abbey area of Cambridge
(Barnwell division)

Romsey

191

Local resident

Objects to the Great Paxton and rural parishes being included with the Loves
Farm development in St Neots. The communities are very different.

Great Paxton

192

Local resident

193

Local resident

194
195

Local resident
Local resident

196

Local resident

Objects to the inclusion of northern Romsey in the Abbey area of Cambridge
(Barnwell division)

Romsey

197

Local resident

Objects to the inclusion of northern Romsey in the Abbey area of Cambridge
(Barnwell division)

Romsey

198

Local resident

Objects to the inclusion of northern Romsey in the Abbey area of Cambridge
(Barnwell division)

Romsey

199

Local resident

Objects to the inclusion of northern Romsey in the Abbey area of Cambridge
(Barnwell division)

Romsey

200

Local resident

Sutton has a strong sense of community and should not be divided in two. Also
prefers single-member divisions

201

Local resident

202

Local resident

Objects to the inclusion of northern Romsey in the Abbey area of Cambridge
(Barnwell division)
Does not agree with the proposals for Fenland. Supports the proposals for
Burwell.
District-wide scheme for Cambridge
Support K Edkins submission for Cambridge

Objects to the inclusion of Loves Farm development in St Neots with six rural
parishes which make up St Neots East and Gransden division. The development
should be part of St Neots. The communities have separate interests.
Objects to the inclusion of northern Romsey in the Abbey area of Cambridge
(Barnwell division)

Romsey

Romsey
Fenland and East
Cambridgeshire
Cambridge
Cambridge

Sutton
Gransden
Romsey

203

Local resident

Objects to the inclusion of northern Romsey in the Abbey area of Cambridge
(Barnwell division)

Romsey and
Cherry Hinton

204

Local resident

Objects to the inclusion of northern Romsey in the Abbey area of Cambridge
(Barnwell division)

Romsey

205

Local resident

206

Local resident

207

Local resident

208

Local resident

Objects to the inclusion of northern Romsey in the Abbey area of Cambridge
(Barnwell division)

209

Local resident

Objects to the inclusion of Loves Farm development in St Neots with six rural
parishes which make up St Neots East and Gransden division. The development
should be part of St Neots. The communities have separate interests.

210

Local resident

Objects to the inclusion of northern Romsey in the Abbey area of Cambridge
(Barnwell division)

211

Local resident

212

Local resident

213

Local resident

Splitting the villages of Great Shelford and Stapleford divides the community
between two divisions. The communities are linked and should be represented
by one councillor.

214

Local resident

Windsor Road should stay in Castle and Newnham division for reasons of
community. Windsor Road shares a common community identity with Oxford
Road, Richmond Road, Eachard Road, Hoadly Road and Woodlark Road.

215

Local resident

Does not agree with the proposals for Littleport. The division of Littleport is
problematic. It is linked with areas to which Littleport has no affiliation. Also
prefers single-member divisions.

Littleport

216

Local resident

Objects to the inclusion of northern Romsey in the Abbey area of Cambridge
(Barnwell division)

Romsey

Opposes the Warboys and The Stukeleys division as the two areas are several
miles apart
Objects to the reduction in council size and the proposed divisions of Duxford
and Melbourn & Bassingbourn.
Objects to the inclusion of northern Romsey in the Abbey area of Cambridge
(Barnwell division)

Objects to the inclusion of Loves Farm development in St Neots with six rural
parishes which make up St Neots East and Gransden division. The development
should be part of St Neots. The communities have separate interests.
Windsor Road should stay in Castle and Newnham division for reasons of
community. Windsor Road shares a common community identity with Oxford
Road, Richmond Road, Eachard Road, Hoadly Road and Woodlark Road.

The Stukeleys
Melbourn and
Bassingbourn
Romsey
Romsey
Gransden
Romsey
Great Gransden
Arbury and
Castle
Shelford and
Stapleford
Arbury and
Castle

217

Local resident

N/A

218

Local resident

Objects to the inclusion of northern Romsey in the Abbey area of Cambridge
(Barnwell division)

Romsey

219

Local resident

Objects to the inclusion of northern Romsey in the Abbey area of Cambridge
(Barnwell division)

Romsey

220

Local resident

Does not agree with the proposals to divide Sutton between two divisions.

221

Local resident

222

Local resident

223

Local resident

224

Local resident

225

Local resident

226

Local resident

227

Local resident

Objects to proposals to be moved from Queen Edith's to Trumpington division.

Queen Edith’s

228

Local resident

Objects to proposals to be moved from Queen Edith's to Trumpington division.

Queen Edith’s

229

Local resident

230

Local resident

231

Local resident

232

Local resident

233

Local resident

District-wide scheme for Cambridge. Particularly in the south-east part of the
city.
Agrees with Cllr Dupré's comments on proposed boundary changes, Sutton
should be not split but combined with Witcham, Mepal which they have a
connection with and other villages such as Wentworth and Witchford.
Agrees with Cllr Dupre's comments on proposed boundary changes, Sutton
should be not split but combined with Witcham, Mepal which they have a
connection with and other villages such as Wentworth and Witchford.
Objects to the inclusion of northern Romsey in the Abbey area of Cambridge
(Barnwell division)
Objects to proposals for Sutton parish
Does not agree with the splitting of Shelford and Stapleford with are in separate
divisions. They belong in the same division and should be represented by the
same county councillor.

Objects to the inclusion of northern Romsey in the Abbey area of Cambridge
(Barnwell division)
Objects to the inclusion of northern Romsey in the Abbey area of Cambridge
(Barnwell division)
Objects to the proposed Littleport West division which includes Sutton. The
proposed two-member division is too big and not represent the interests of
communities.
Objects to the inclusion of northern Romsey in the Abbey area of Cambridge
(Barnwell division)
Objects to proposals for Queen Edith's division.

None

Sutton
Cambridge
Sutton
Sutton
Romsey
Sutton
Shelford and
Stapleford

Queen Edith’s
Romsey
Sutton
Romsey
Queen Edith’s

234

Local resident

Objects to the inclusion of northern Romsey in the Abbey area of Cambridge
(Barnwell division)

235

Local resident

Objects to the proposals for St Matthews’s division. The position of Jesus Green
is also a major concern.

Market

236

Local resident

Objects to the draft recommendations for Whittlesey. The split of St Mary's Town
ward between two divisions will cause confusion and is unnecessary.

Whittlesey

237

Local resident

Does not agree with the splitting of Shelford and Stapleford with are in separate
divisions. They belong in the same division and should be represented by the
same county councillor.

Stapleford

238

Local resident

Objects to the inclusion of northern Romsey in the Abbey area of Cambridge
(Barnwell division)

239

Local resident

Objects to the inclusion of northern Romsey in the Abbey area of Cambridge
(Barnwell division)
Does not agree with the reduction in council size to 61. All County Councillors
should be elected in single-member division. Supports proposals of SE
Conservative Association for East Cambridgeshire based on 63 members
(nine for East Cambs) and North East Cambridgeshire Conservative
Association for Fenland.

Romsey

Romsey
Romsey
East
Cambridgeshire
and Fenland

240

Local resident

241

Local resident

242

Local resident

243

Local resident

244

Local resident

245

Local resident

Objects to the Great Paxton and rural parishes being included with the Loves
Farm development in St Neots. The communities are very different.

Gransden

246

Local resident

Objects to the draft recommendations proposals for Queen Edith's division in
Cambridge.

Queen Edith’s

247

Local resident

Objects to the inclusion of northern Romsey in the Abbey area of Cambridge
(Barnwell division)

Romsey

Deputy Chairman
SECCA

Supports the proposals of SECCA
Does not support the proposals for St Paul's division in Cambridge.
Concerned by the news that Sutton will be shared between two councillors.
Sutton is small close knit community.
A resident of Stukeleys and feels that the area has more of an association with
Alconbury rather than Warboys. Stukeleys should be included in Alconbury and
Kimbolton.

East
Cambridgeshire
Market
Sutton
Stukeleys

248

Local resident

249

Local resident

250

Local resident

251

Local resident

252

Local resident

253

Local resident

Does not support the draft recommendations for Wisbech South division and
Wisbech North division.
Objects to the inclusion of northern Romsey in the Abbey area of Cambridge
(Barnwell division)
Objects to the inclusion of northern Romsey in the Abbey area of Cambridge
(Barnwell division)
Objects to the inclusion of northern Romsey in the Abbey area of Cambridge
(Barnwell division)
Objects to the inclusion of northern Romsey in the Abbey area of Cambridge
(Barnwell division)
Objects to the inclusion of northern Romsey in the Abbey area of Cambridge
(Barnwell division)

Wisbech
Romsey
Romsey
Romsey
Romsey
Romsey
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Appendix C: Further limited consultation submissions
Organisation

1

2

3
4
5
6

7

8

Cambridge County
Council

Position

Comments
Local Authority

Area

Research Group
Manager

The County Council's preference for single-member divisions in
Cambridge. The Council does not have a preference on options A and B.

Cambridge Liberal
Democrat Group

Leader

Political Groups
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. However does
not support the proposed two two-member divisions in Cambridge.

Cambridgeshire
County Council
Labour Group

Leader

Supports the proposals for Abbey, Cherry Hinton, Chesterton, Kings
Hedges and Market. Opposes two-member divisions in Cambridge.
Suggests minor changes to Arbury and Petersfield divisions.

Newnham Labour
Party
Newnham Liberal
Democrats

Secretary

Castle &
Newnham
Castle &
Newnham

Windsor Road
Residents'
Association
Trumpington
Residents'
Association
South Acre, Latham
and Chaucer Road
Residents'
Association

Chair

A submissions against the two-member Castle & Newnham division.
Provided detailed evidence against the proposal.
A submissions against the two-member Castle & Newnham division.
Provided detailed evidence against the proposal.
Local Organisations
Requests that Windsor Road is moved to Castle & Newnham division.

Secretary

Against proposals to create a two-member Trumpington and Queen
Edith's division.

Chair

Against proposals to create a two-member Trumpington and Queen
Edith's division.

Trumpington
and Queen
Edith's
Trumpington
and Queen
Edith's

Chair

Cambridge

Castle,
Newnham,
Trumpington
and Queen
Edith's
City-wide

Windsor Road

9

10

11
12
13
14

15

16

17

South Petersfield
Residents'
Association
Bentley Road and
Newton Road
Residents'
Association

Chair

Cambridge City
Council

Councillor

Cambridgeshire
County Council
Cambridgeshire
County Council and
Cambridge City
Council
Cambridgeshire
County Council
Cambridgeshire
County Council/East
Cambridgeshire
District Council

Councillor

Cambridgeshire
County Council

Councillor

Does not support two-member divisions for Cambridge (Castle &
Newnham and Trumpington & Queen Edith's).

Cambridge City
Council

Councillor

Supports the proposals of the Cambridgeshire Labour Group.

Chair

Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Petersfield Division and maintaining community around Mill
Road. Suggest a division name change to Petersfield & Newtown.
Against proposals to create a two-member Trumpington and Queen
Edith's division.
Councillors, MPs
The current draft recommendations should be reviewed at the point
where several streets on the north side of Victoria Road are separated
into Castle and Newnham. They belong in West Chesterton and Arbury.
Does not support two-member divisions for Cambridge.
Single-member divisions for East Cambridgeshire

Councillors

Do not support the division arrangements for Castle and Newnham
division. In particular the arrangements that include Windsor Road in
Arbury division.

Councillor

Suggest changes to division boundaries in Chesterton. Has justified it
along the statutory criteria. Proposes some changes.
Does not support two-member divisions for Cambridge (Castle &
Newnham and Trumpington & Queen Edith's).

Councillor

Petersfield
Trumpington
and Queen
Edith's
Castle and
Newnham
areas
East
Cambridgeshire
Castle and
Newnham
areas and
Windsor Road
Chesterton
Castle,
Newnham,
Trumpington
and Queen
Edith's
Castle,
Newnham,
Trumpington
and Queen
Edith's
City-wide

18

19
20
21
22

Cambridge City
Council

Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident

23

24
25
26
27
28

Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident

Councillor

Supports the views of Tim Bick's submission. Supports Map B for
Romsey and Market and Petersfield.
Local residents
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Petersfield Division and maintaining community around Mill
Road.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Romsey Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Romsey Division.
Partially supports Map B but proposes the railway line should be used at
the division boundary between Queen Edith's and Trumpington

Romsey,
Market and
Petersfield
Petersfield
Romsey
Romsey

Queen Edith's
and
Trumpington
Does not support two-member divisions for Cambridge (Castle &
Castle,
Newnham and Trumpington & Queen Edith's).
Newnham,
Trumpington
and Queen
Edith's
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
Market and
proposals for Market and Petersfield divisions and maintaining community Petersfield
around Mill Road.
Does not support the draft recommendations. Partially agrees Map B but
Queen Edith's
is not clear on how two-members can effectively represent Trumpington
and
and Queen Edith's.
Trumpington
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
Romsey
proposals for Romsey Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Romsey Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Romsey Division.

Romsey
Romsey

Local resident

Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Romsey Division.

Romsey

Local resident

Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B.

Unknown

Local resident

Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Petersfield Division and maintaining community around Mill
Road.

Petersfield

Local resident

Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Market Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Romsey Division.

Market

Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Market Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Romsey Division.

Market

Local resident

Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Market Division.

Market

Local resident

Supports the draft recommendations boundaries in Map A. St Matthews
is the centre of the community rather than Mill Road in Map B.

St Matthews

Local resident

Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Petersfield Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Petersfield Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Petersfield Division and maintaining community around Mill
Road.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Romsey Division.

Petersfield

29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36

University of
Cambridge
Local resident
Local resident

37
38
39
40
41

Local resident
Local resident
Local resident

Romsey

Romsey

Petersfield
Petersfield
Romsey

42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56

Local resident

Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Market, Romsey and Petersfield divisions.

Local resident

Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Romsey Division.

Local resident

Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Market Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B.

Market

Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Romsey Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Petersfield Division and maintaining community around Mill
Road.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Romsey Division.

Romsey

Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Romsey Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Petersfield Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Market Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Romsey Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Market Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Market Division.

Romsey

Local resident

Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Market Division.

Market

Local resident

Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Romsey Division.

Romsey

Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident

Romsey,
Market and
Petersfield
Romsey

Unknown

Petersfield
Romsey

Petersfield
Market
Romsey
Market
Market

57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72

Local resident

Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Market Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Market Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Romsey Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Market Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Romsey Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Market Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Market Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Romsey Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Market and Petersfield divisions.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Romsey Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Romsey Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Romsey Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Market Division.

Market

Local resident

Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Romsey Division.

Romsey

Local resident

Alternative proposals for the south of Cambridge.

Local resident

Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B.

Queen Edith's
and
Trumpington
Cherry Hinton

Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident

Market
Romsey
Market
Romsey
Market
Market
Romsey
Market and
Petersfield
Romsey
Romsey
Romsey
Market

73

Local resident
Local resident

74

75
76

Local resident
Local resident
Local resident

77

78
79
80

Local resident
Local resident
Local resident

Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Romsey Division.
Broadly welcomes the revised proposals for Cambridge. However does
not support the proposed two two-member divisions in Cambridge. He
has proposed alternative patterns.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Market Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Market Division.
Supports the submission of K Edkins. Does not support the two twomember divisions in Cambridge.

Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Romsey Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Romsey Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Romsey Division.

Local resident

Objects to the two-member divisions in Cambridge.

Local resident

Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Petersfield Division and maintaining community around Mill
Road.

Local resident

Windsor Road should be included in Castle & Newnham division. The
Residents' Association of Windsor, Oxford and Richmond road campaign
together on local issues.

81

82
83

Romsey
Castle,
Newnham,
Trumpington
and Queen
Edith's
Market
Market
Castle,
Newnham,
Trumpington
and Queen
Edith's
Romsey
Romsey
Romsey
Castle,
Newnham,
Trumpington
and Queen
Edith's
Petersfield

Windsor Road

84
85

Local resident

Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Market and Petersfield divisions.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Romsey Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Does not support
two-member divisions. We should reconsider the boundary proposed
between Castle & Newnham and Arbury. Histon Road should be treated
as the boundary. Also logical to transfer more of the enclave between
Gilbert Road and Chesterton Road into Arbury.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Petersfield Division and maintaining community around Mill
Road.

Market and
Petersfield
Romsey

Local resident

Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Market Division.

Market

Local resident

Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
Petersfield division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Romsey Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Market Division.

Petersfield

Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Romsey Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Market Division.

Romsey

Local resident

Happy with proposed changes

Unknown

Local resident

Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Market Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Market Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
Petersfield division.

Market

Local resident
Local resident

86

87
88
89
90
91
92
93
94
95
96
97

Local resident

Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident

Local resident
Local resident

Castle,
Newnham,
Trumpington
and Queen
Edith's
Petersfield

Romsey
Market

Market

Market
Petersfield

98
99
100
101
102
103
104
105
106
107

Local resident

Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Market Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Market Division.

Market

Market

Local resident

Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Market Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Market Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Market Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Market Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Market Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Romsey Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Market Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Market Division.
Against two member divisions for Cambridge.

Local resident

Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B.

Local resident

Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Market Division.
Against two member divisions for Cambridge.

Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident
Local resident

108

109
110

Local resident
111

Market

Market
Market
Market
Market
Romsey
Market
Market
Castle,
Newnham,
Trumpington
and Queen
Edith's
Unknown
Market
Castle,
Newnham,
Trumpington
and Queen
Edith's

112
113

Local resident
Local resident
Local resident

114

Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Market Division.
Supports the proposed division arrangements in Map B. Supports
proposals for Romsey Division.

Market

Against two member divisions for Cambridge.

Castle,
Newnham,
Trumpington
and Queen
Edith's

Romsey

LGBCE (16)01 Meeting
Minutes of meeting held on Tuesday 19th January, at 9.30 am, in Meeting Room, 29th
Floor, Millbank Tower, Millbank, London, SW1P 4QP
Commissioners Present
Professor Colin Mellors (Chair)
Alison Lowton
Peter Maddison
Sir Tony Redmond
Professor Paul Wiles CB
LGBCE Officers Present:
Jolyon Jackson CBE
Lynn Ingram
Marcus Bowell
Tim Bowden
Richard Buck
Jo Porter
Lucy Ward
David Owen
Alex Hinds
Karen Cleverly

Chief Executive
Finance Director
Director of Strategy and Communications
Review Manager
Review Manager
Review Manager
Review Officer (item 5)
Review Officer (item 7)
Review Officer (item 6)
Business Support Officer (minutes)

Apologies for Absence
There were no apologies for absence.

Declarations of interest
Peter Maddison declared an interest in Cambridgeshire, Jo Porter and Tim Bowden
declared an interest in Chichester and Richard Buck declared an interest in
Southwark. They took no part in the discussions of those items.
Additionally, Professor Colin Mellors noted that, as he was the lead Commissioner
on the electoral reviews of Southwark and Cambridgeshire, those items would be
chaired by Professor Paul Wiles.
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Minutes of LGBCE’s meeting on 15 December 2015
The minutes were agreed as a correct record, and were signed by the Chair.

Matters Arising
There were no matters arising.

1.

Operational Report - LGBCE (16)01

The Chief Executive presented the Operational Report for January and the
Commission noted its content.
He indicated explained that, in order to facilitate planning and diary management.
Commissioners would now be allocated to reviews when the latter were added to the
potential review programme.
He reported on meetings held including with Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly. The
former was an agenda item and, in respect of the Isles of Scilly, the Commission
would wait for further feedback before considering, in the summer whether to carry
out an electoral review.
The Director of Strategy and Communications noted that from February, a broader
set of equalities data would be included in pen portraits. He expected a first draft of
the report by De Montfort University by the end of January and he noted that the
Devolution Bill was about to receive Royal Assent after various amendments.
The Review Manager gave an update on the work being carried out by Southampton
University. There would be a further update in February.
The forecasting methodology developed by the Policy & Research Officer was in the
process of being peer reviewed and this would be concluded by the end of the
month. The methodology was currently being tested.
The Finance Director had highlighted some initial findings of the process review at
the last policy workshop. She would circulate the final proposed process after
discussion with staff during February. It was agreed that the process review meeting
would be held on 14 March at 1pm replacing the policy workshop in February. This
would be confirmed with Commissioners, along with dates of policy workshops.
In future, it was envisaged that there would only be one Commission dinner each
year, with DCLG. The tentative date for the 2016 dinner was confirmed as May.
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It was agreed that, at the outset of a review, Lead Commissioners would receive
three pieces of information; the pen portrait, an initial meeting proforma, and a
review timetable.

2.

Harrogate Council Size - LGBCE (16)02

It had been agreed to review Harrogate Borough Council due to electoral imbalance.
According to the latest available electoral figures, 31 per cent of wards had variances
greater than 10 per cent.
The current size of the Council is 54 members.
Following receipt of information about future governance and representational
arrangements, it was recommended by LGBCE officers that there was sufficient
evidence to support that the council size decrease by 14 from 54 to 40 members.
The Commission considered all the available evidence and, on the basis of this
evidence, it was minded to support a council size of 40 members.
Agreed
The Commission agreed that a council size of 40 be used as the basis for the
preparation of the Draft Recommendations.

3.

Chichester Council Size - LGBCE (16)03

It had been agreed to review Chichester Borough Council at the request of the local
authority. According to the latest available electoral figures, 14 per cent of wards had
variances greater than 10 per cent.
The current size of the Council is 48 members.
Following receipt of information about future governance and representational
arrangements, it was recommended by LGBCE officers that there was sufficient
evidence to support that the council size decrease by 12 from 48 to 36 members.
The Commission considered all the available evidence and, on the basis of this
evidence, it was minded to support a council size of 36 members.
Agreed
The Commission agreed that a council size of 36 be used as the basis for the
preparation of the Draft Recommendations.
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4.

Newcastle upon Tyne Council Size - LGBCE (16)04

It had been agreed to review Newcastle upon Tyne City Council due to electoral
imbalance. According to the latest available electoral figures, 35 per cent of wards
had variances greater than 10 per cent.
The current size of the Council is 78 members.
At its November meeting, the Commission had sought further information from
groups on the Council given that, whilst there was some evidence pointing to a
reduction in size, neither the case for a reduction nor for a retention of the existing
size had put forward persuasive evidence. Subsequently, further written evidence
had been produced and the Lead Commissioner and officials had visited the Council
to discuss the matter.
The Review Manager and Lead Commissioner explained that a key emphasis of the
additional evidence received from the Council was how it envisaged the role of the
councillor going forward. In support, the Council had provided evidence detailing the
community role that was expected of members and that casework was a key priority.
Alternative evidence received, whilst suggesting that not all members were part of
committees, did not detail how the role of members would be fulfilled in a
representational context under a reduced council size. After careful consideration,
officers had concluded that the Council had now made a persuasive case about the
role it expected of members and that this was not achievable under a reduced
council size. Officers and the Lead Commissioner were therefore satisfied that the
argument made by the Council was persuasive for a council size of 78.
Following receipt of information about future governance and representational
arrangements, it was recommended by LGBCE officers that there was sufficient
evidence to support that the council size remain at 78 members.
The Commission considered all the available evidence and, on the basis of this
evidence, it was minded to support a council size of 78 members.
Agreed
The Commission agreed that a council size of 78 be used as the basis for the
preparation of the Draft Recommendations.

5.

Southwark Draft Recommendations – LGBCE (16)05

This item was chaired by Professor Paul Wiles.
The review of Southwark Borough Council had commenced on 18 August 2015.
According to the latest available electoral figures, 43 per cent of wards had variances
greater than 10 per cent.
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At its meeting on 18 August 2015, the Commission had been minded to agree a
council size of 63 and the Draft Recommendations being considered had been
prepared on the basis of such a council size.
In preparing the draft scheme, the team had taken into consideration both the
submissions it had received and the statutory criteria. The Draft Recommendations
proposed a pattern of 17 three-member, five two-member and two single-member
wards in total.
The Commission considered the recommendations in detail informed by the statutory
criteria and taking into account the advice of officers and the submissions received.
It agreed the Draft Recommendations as presented with amendments in the
following areas:
•

References to North East Southwark and North West Southwark to be
transposed in the table.

Agreed
Draft Recommendations for Southwark Borough Council as modified.

6.

Bexley Draft Recommendations – LGBCE (16)06

The review of Bexley London Borough Council had commenced on 18 August 2015.
According to the latest available electoral figures, 10 per cent of wards had variances
greater than 10 per cent. The Council had requested the Commission undertake a
review with the aim to reduce council size.
At its meeting on 18 August 2015, the Commission had been minded to agree a
council size of 45 and the Draft Recommendations being considered had been
prepared on the basis of such a council size.
In preparing the draft scheme, the team had taken into consideration both the
submissions it had received and the statutory criteria. The Draft Recommendations
proposed a pattern of 11 three-member, five two-member and two single-member
wards in total.
The Commission considered the recommendations in detail informed by the statutory
criteria and taking into account the advice of officers and the submissions received.
It agreed the Draft Recommendations as presented.
Agreed
Draft Recommendations for Bexley London Borough Council as presented.

5

7.
Cambridgeshire - Final Recommendations for Cambridge City –
LGBCE (16)07
This item was chaired by Professor Paul Wiles.
The review of Cambridgeshire County Council had commenced on 21 October 2014.
According to the latest available electoral figures, 32 per cent of divisions had
variances greater than 10 per cent.
At its meeting on 21 October 2014, the Commission had been minded to agree a
council size of 63. This was further reduced to 61 during development of the draft
recommendations to provide for a better allocation between districts. The
Commission subsequently, on 21 April 2015, agreed Draft Recommendations.
Following publication, 253 submissions had been received commenting on the Draft
Recommendations. On 20 October 2015, the Commission agreed Final
Recommendations for four of the five districts of Cambridgeshire and agreed to
conduct further limited consultation in the Cambridge City area.
Following publication, a further 114 submissions had been received commenting on
the further limited consultation in the Cambridge City area and these had been
considered carefully in the context of the statutory criteria.
During the development of the final recommendations an error had been discovered
in the electorate count in the Abbey and Romsey areas which would result in Abbey
division having a 16% electoral variance. This had necessitated a boundary
modification between the proposed Abbey and Petersfield divisions. Accordingly, the
boundary between these two divisions had been moved further south in order to
achieve good electoral equality for Abbey division. The Commission was assured
that there had been no representations made from within this area at any stage in
the review, that ground detail was consistent with such a change and that, indeed,
the revised boundary in this area coincided with part of a larger boundary that had
been suggested at an earlier stage of the review.
The review team also proposed a minor amendment to the division boundary in the
Arbury and Castle areas of the city to reflect the evidence received during
consultation.
The Commission considered the Final Recommendations in detail, informed by the
statutory criteria and taking into account the submissions received following
publication of the Draft Recommendations and during the further limited consultation.
In the Castle & Newham area where a two-member division was proposed,
Commissioners were persuaded by evidence received that the area would be best
served by two single-member divisions, accepting that this would create a variance
of -12%.
In the Trumpington & Queen Edith’s area, where a two-member division was
proposed, submissions were received in support of two single-member divisions. It
was noted that this would require either making substantial changes to Petersfield
6

division (in order to follow the railway line) which would be inconsistent with the
support received for the latter area or follow Babraham Road where there had been
no evidence in support of making this modification. An alternative approach was not
possible without an unacceptable level of electoral inequality. Commissioners
agreed that there was not persuasive evidence for splitting the area.
The Commission agreed the Final Recommendations as presented with
amendments in the following areas:
•

Castle and Newham area.

Agreed
Final Recommendations for Cambridgeshire County Council – Cambridge City area
as modified.

8.

Cornwall – LGBCE (16)08

The Review Manager reported that the Chair and Chief Executive had met with the
leader of Cornwall County Council on 5 January 2016 regarding the timing of the
electoral review.
The meeting was positive and the County Council was keen to engage with the
review, but had concerns with the review timetable proposed. As a result of the
meeting officers recommended extending the review timetable as outlined in
Appendix D of the report. An initial visit to the Council would be arranged in February
or March. Subject to agreement, a press release would be released immediately.
Agreed.
The revised timetable for the electoral review of Cornwall.

9.

Coterminosity, Doughnut Wards and Accessibility – LGBCE (16)09

The Review Manager introduced the report and outlined the current policy.
Coterminosity was effectively a fourth criteria, but was not reported in a consistent
fashion. He proposed that this was rectified in the guidance. The achievement rate of
coterminosity on recent reviews was reported to be between 60% - 80%.
Officers considered that the existing practice of considering doughnut wards on a
case by case basis was fit for purpose.
No changes to the approach on accessibility were proposed, but current policies,
such as trying to use the rear of properties, would be reiterated.
Agreed
There would be some minor amendments to the technical guidance to improve
clarity in these areas.
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10.

Quarterly Review Programme Update – LGBCE (16)10

The Review Manager introduced the report which took account of the revised
Cornwall timetable. There had been a request from Manchester to bring their review
forward by two months and this had been incorporated.
Ashford had since requested that their review be reprogrammed to start in May.
There were no concerns raised.
Agreed
The changes to the timetable outlined in the paper.

11.

Chair’s Report

Most items had already been discussed under item 1. The Chair asked for update
from the Chief Executive on the re-appointment of a Commissioner and progress on
the appointment of the Deputy Chair. The Chief Executive reported that there had
been no further progress but that he would pursue again during the week.
The Chair mentioned that he would attend the LGA Conference later in the year.
A new member of the Audit & Risk Committee was needed as the Chair was no
longer eligible to be a member. Peter Maddison volunteered for the position. He was
seconded by Professor Paul Wiles and duly elected.
Agreed
Peter Maddison would be a member of the Audit & Risk Committee.

12.

13.

Chief Executive’s Report

•

Pay Award
The Chief Executive reported that a 1% across the board pay offer had
been made to the union and members had accepted, but under protest.
The Commission agreed to implement the pay award from 1 April 2016.

•

Dates of Commission Meetings
It was suggested that the August meeting would me moved to 9 August
2016 so that the lead Commissioner for several reports due on that date
could attend. To be confirmed after the meeting.

Finance Director’s Report – Quarter 3 Projections – LGBCE (16)11

The Finance Director introduced the quarter three year end finance projections. They
projected a year end underspend of £41,000 which included some additional
expenditure on monitors and laptops of around £6,000.
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There was still a risk relating to a concluded tribunal case for a former employee.
The Review Manager explained that a decision on whether there would be any
liability was expected very soon. There was likely to be an appeal.
Payments had successfully been made under the new government banking
arrangements.
The year-end accounts and annual report work had commenced. NAO had recently
carried out a walkthrough of financial controls in order to frame their audit work. They
would be conducting an interim final accounts audit in mid-February for two weeks
and a final accounts audit in mid-May for two weeks.
The Audit Committee would, in February, consider the contents of this year’s
Governance statement and proposals around the annual account format and
inclusions. It would hopefully approve the draft accounts in May and recommend the
final accounts in June to the Commission for approval. Publication of the Annual
Report was needed by the end of June which was earlier than last year.

14.

Future Business – LGBCE (16)12

The results of the appraisals process had been due to be reported to the meeting. A
new appraisals system was to be proposed. A report on both will be brought to the
February meeting.

AOB
The Review Manager requested feedback on digital mapping following the
introduction of the new GIS system. There were currently some issues with the iPad
application. The software had been tested on the recent tour of East Sussex where it
was found to be easier to find specific roads.
Agreed
To carry on with the current work and to trial the story maps.
The Chair indicated that the start time of future Commission meetings may be
reviewed to remove the necessity for overnight accommodation for some
Commissioners. There would be no change for the next few months.
Close of Business 12:30
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