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From: Carol Dasgupta
Sent: 08 June 2016 20:16
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Merging Queen Ediths with Trumpington in Cambridgeshire

I am writing to you to say that I very much oppose the idea of merging these two divisions in
Cambridgeshire.
They are very different places in character, having different shops, churches and schools.
A merging would also result in a division that is far too large, at over 16,000 people.
I hope you will register my disagreement with this proposal.
Lady Carol Dasgupta
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Dear Sirs,
I am writing to express my concerns at the proposed boundary change that would make my home area, the
Milton Avenue Estate in Eaton Ford, part of the Priory & Paxton Division. I feel very strongly that this
change is unnecessary & unreasonable. The Eatons is very much a distinct community in its own right, &
along with many of my neighbours, I would be very unhappy to be segregated from the rest of the Eatons &
attached to Little Paxton, which is some miles away across the river.
I would urge the Boundaries Commission to take the views of the local populace into account on this matter
& please reject the propsed change on 20th June.
Thanks & regards
Tara Daynes
Eaton Ford
-Tara Daynes BA (Hons), FCIPD

Save a tree...please do not print this e-mail unless you really need to
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Local Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

Cam bridge s hire Count y
P er sonal Detai l s:
N am e:

Alexandre De Lusignan

E-m ail:

Organ isation N am e: member of the Public

Comment tex t:
As a resident of queen Edith I feel it would be incorrect to merge Trumpington and Queen Edith as it
would put too much stress on the 2 local councilirs

U pl oaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/8105
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From: paul doherty
Sent: 13 May 2016 17:33
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Proposed Move of Cherry Hinton Rd into Queen Edith Ward
I am writing to express my concern about the proposal to move Cherry Hinton Rd ( and surrounding areas) into the
Queen Edith Ward.

Although the two areas are geographically quite close they are completely separate in terms of their identity. I can
so no reason to alter the current situation and no benefit to the residents of either area in doing so. Many people
are already disengaged from politics and form local politics in particular. This type of move does nothing whatsoever
to redress this.
I am also surprised that I have only found out about this as a result of a leaflet from The Labour Party. It doesn’t
seem unreasonable that if significant changes are being implemented to local boundaries then there should be
official communication with the residents during the consultation process.
I would like my strong objection to these changes to be noted.

Regards,

Paul Doherty
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From: Cathy Douglas
Sent: 08 June 2016 21:52
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Proposed Petersfield Boundary Move to Abbey Ward

Dear Sir/Madam,
I am writing to object to the proposed move of streets to Abbey ward.
I strongly object to the idea of breaking the Petersfield community in half and moving many
residents into Abbey Ward when the numbers do not justify it. The latest figures show that
Petersfield Ward has 1,330 fewer voters than Abbey Ward!
Yours Faithfully,
Cathy Douglas
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LGBCE Boundary Review (Cambridgeshire)

New draft recommendations for Cambridge city.
Submission by Colin Rosenstiel and Keith Edkins

Status
This representation is submitted by Colin Rosenstiel and Keith Edkins on a similar basis to individual
representations made at earlier stages and also in support of similar representations by Cambridge
Liberal Democrats of which we are members.
New draft recommendations
Further to the points we made in response to the earlier further draft recommendations we would
concentrate on the following matters:

Queen Edith's/Trumpington two member division
We expressed considerable dismay, in common with large numbers of your respondents, at the
proposals for 2-member divisions in this review. We emphasised that they were particularly unsuited
to Cambridge City which has elections by thirds in wards which are assumed in a future review to be
changed in number and boundaries to bring them into line with the new electoral divisions which
will result from this review. That is impossible with two-member divisions. So the fact that it is not
easy to estimate the numbers involved does not avoid the need to divide the proposed Queen
Edith's/Trumpington two-member division. It would be better to do so now than put the decision
off.
We note the commission's conclusion "we were 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 put forward a
revised boundary line also put forward by Cambridge Liberal Democrats which avoids dividing the
new Ninewells development from its neighbours.
The county council estimates that this is possible without other adjustments but we suspect it may
have miscalculated the number of electors within the Addenbrooke's campus. By including in
Trumpington an additional area in the north of the current Queen Edith's ward comprising
Homerton College and the adjacent new Magna development this error, if established, can be
overcome.

We cannot stress strongly enough that this question will come back to the commission if it avoids it
now. There is no possibility of a six-member ward being allowed within the city by Commission rules.
We suggest this is a reasonable division between Queen Edith's and Trumpington, largely following
the boundary that existed between 1976 and 2005, which should be accepted in this review.
Abbey and Petersfield boundary
We have expressed concern previously at the reliability of the figures being used by the Commission
and therefore feel that carving up the established on such a flimsy basis is highly to be regretted. We

note that the Commission has overlooked the houses in York Street near the junction of New Street
with about 25 electors from its calculations for the transfer to Abbey. This may be because its map
has an error. The end of Abbey Walk where it joins to New Street was renamed York Street over 40
years ago as shown below.
We do not wish to disturb the general pattern of boundaries for the City Centre, Abbey Petersfield
and Romsey wards in the previous revised draft proposals because they were so much better than
those originally put forward. If any of the area west of St Matthew's Piece must be separated from
Petersfield ward, however, we submit that would be markedly less divisive of the community if
Edward Street, Upper Gwydir Street, Norfolk Street and St Matthew's Street south of Vicarage
Terrace remained in Petersfield. This would retain the commission's 10% margin for Abbey division.
The attached map shows this point and that about the name of York Street.

Castle and Newnham divisions

In accepting the need to divide the Castle/Newnham two-member division proposed earlier the
proposed boundary in the vicinity of the east-west section of Storey's Way was placed at the
rear of the gardens of the houses on the south side of that road. As many of them are now
owned by Churchill College and occupied by its members that part of the boundary should run
along the centre of the east-west section of Storey's Way. It has no houses on the north side.
The change is illustrated below:

We trust the Commission will be able to take these points fully into account in formulating their
final recommendations.
Colin Rosenstiel

Keith Edkins

+LQGV$OH[
)URP
6HQW
7R
6XEMHFW
$WWDFKPHQWV

UHYLHZ V
-XQH
+ LQGV$OH[
): 1 HZ ' UDIWUHFRP P HQGDWLRQVIRU&DP EULGJHVKLUH&RXQW\&RXQFLO
&DP EV&&1 HZ ' UDIW5HFRP P HQGDWLRQV5HVSRQVHGRF[

From: keith edkins
Sent: 20 June 2016 19:10
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: New Draft recommendations for Cambridgeshire County Council

I enclose a copy of the submission to this consultation recently made by Colin Rosenstiel, to confirm that
this is made jointly on behalf of us both.
Keith Edkins
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LGBCE Boundary Review (Cambridgeshire)

New draft recommendations for Cambridge city.
Submission by Colin Rosenstiel and Keith Edkins

Status
This representation is submitted by Colin Rosenstiel and Keith Edkins on a similar basis to individual
representations made at earlier stages and also in support of similar representations by Cambridge
Liberal Democrats of which we are members.
New draft recommendations
Further to the points we made in response to the earlier further draft recommendations we would
concentrate on the following matters:

Queen Edith's/Trumpington two member division
We expressed considerable dismay, in common with large numbers of your respondents, at the
proposals for 2-member divisions in this review. We emphasised that they were particularly unsuited
to Cambridge City which has elections by thirds in wards which are assumed in a future review to be
changed in number and boundaries to bring them into line with the new electoral divisions which
will result from this review. That is impossible with two-member divisions. So the fact that it is not
easy to estimate the numbers involved does not avoid the need to divide the proposed Queen
Edith's/Trumpington two-member division. It would be better to do so now than put the decision
off.
We note the commission's conclusion "we were 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 put forward a
revised boundary line also put forward by Cambridge Liberal Democrats which avoids dividing the
new Ninewells development from its neighbours.
The county council estimates that this is possible without other adjustments but we suspect it may
have miscalculated the number of electors within the Addenbrooke's campus. By including in
Trumpington an additional area in the north of the current Queen Edith's ward comprising
Homerton College and the adjacent new Magna development this error, if established, can be
overcome.

We cannot stress strongly enough that this question will come back to the commission if it avoids it
now. There is no possibility of a six-member ward being allowed within the city by Commission rules.
We suggest this is a reasonable division between Queen Edith's and Trumpington, largely following
the boundary that existed between 1976 and 2005, which should be accepted in this review.
Abbey and Petersfield boundary
We have expressed concern previously at the reliability of the figures being used by the Commission
and therefore feel that carving up the established on such a flimsy basis is highly to be regretted. We

note that the Commission has overlooked the houses in York Street near the junction of New Street
with about 25 electors from its calculations for the transfer to Abbey. This may be because its map
has an error. The end of Abbey Walk where it joins to New Street was renamed York Street over 40
years ago as shown below.
We do not wish to disturb the general pattern of boundaries for the City Centre, Abbey Petersfield
and Romsey wards in the previous revised draft proposals because they were so much better than
those originally put forward. If any of the area west of St Matthew's Piece must be separated from
Petersfield ward, however, we submit that would be markedly less divisive of the community if
Edward Street, Upper Gwydir Street, Norfolk Street and St Matthew's Street south of Vicarage
Terrace remained in Petersfield. This would retain the commission's 10% margin for Abbey division.
The attached map shows this point and that about the name of York Street.

Castle and Newnham divisions

In accepting the need to divide the Castle/Newnham two-member division proposed earlier the
proposed boundary in the vicinity of the east-west section of Storey's Way was placed at the
rear of the gardens of the houses on the south side of that road. As many of them are now
owned by Churchill College and occupied by its members that part of the boundary should run
along the centre of the east-west section of Storey's Way. It has no houses on the north side.
The change is illustrated below:

We trust the Commission will be able to take these points fully into account in formulating their
final recommendations.
Colin Rosenstiel

Keith Edkins
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-----Original Message----From: rose elgar
Sent: 14 June 2016 08:59
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Proposed merge of Queen Edith's and Trumpington
I am a resident in Queen Edith's and do not agree with the idea of merging with Trumpington. There are a very large
number of new houses and residents in Trumpington. I do not understand how two councillors can be expected to
effectively represent such a huge and rising number of people.
It also means that we will be in a confusing situation with different City Council voting wards, two MPs and two police
teams. I am not sure now I would know who to go to about different issues.
Finally, we are different places and use different amenities, shops, schools and so on. Trumpington is currently
changing very rapidly due to big building programmes that are creating whole new communities. I imagine the
concerns of residents in these new flats and houses will be very different, at least in the short term, to the issues here.
In sum, people living here will not be best served by joining these wards together.
Rosemary Elgar
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Local Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

Cam bridge s hire Count y
P er sonal Detai l s:
N am e:

Liam Elliott

E-m ail:

Organ isation N am e:

Comment tex t:
The proposals to move Foxton, Fowlmere and Barrington out of the Melbourn Division, and into
Duxford, is utterly stupid. Melbourn is the closest centre for secondary schooling and will mean that
feeder schools are in a different area from their secondary school. In addition, this leaves NO
secondary school in the Duxford division, but TWO secondary schools in the Melbourn/Bassingbourn
division!

U pl oaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/8036
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-----Original Message----From: Julie Elsey
Sent: 20 June 2016 11:28
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: RE: Changes regarding boundaries
Hi Laura,
Apologies, my mistake I thought the link went directly to the right review.
It is the review of the local electoral areas boundaries that affect East Cambridgeshire (among others in Cambs'
County area) where proposals are that Ely North is incorporated into Littleport and Soham and Sutton is divided into
two.
I think it should end today?
Hope this helps?
Kind regards
Julie
Sent from my ASUS MeMO Pad
reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk> wrote:
>Hi Julie,
>
>Thank you for your email. Could you confirm which Review this refers to, so that it can be referred to the correct
Review Officer?
>
>Kind Regards,
>
>Laura
>
>-----Original Message---->From: Julie Elsey
>Sent: 20 June 2016 08:18
>To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
>Subject: Changes regarding boundaries
>
>Dear Sir Madam,
>
>I write regarding the boundaries changes.
>
>Whilst I can see the need for cuts and there are some areas that perhaps don't need it at the moment, with
Devolution imminently in the pipelines it may be a false economy.
>
>Our area is growing quicker than be kept up with and cuts may mean experience may be lost.
>The proposals in some cases are dividing a Community, are confusing to the least and may mean that responsibility
for various tasks get sideline, causing added financial implications and stress to all parties involved.
>
1

>I request that the changes are put on hold until the matter of devolution is sorted and there are clear and better plans
in sight.
>
>Yours sincerely
>
>Julie Elsey ( Miss)
>
>Sent from my ASUS MeMO Pad
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-----Original Message----From: Tracey Enderby
Sent: 19 June 2016 12:23
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Boundary changes in Petersfield ward
Dear sir,
I am writing to object to the proposed boundary change in Petersfield ward.
Within the existing ward, there is a great sense of community and a sense of belonging to that particular area of
Cambridge. The streets proposed to move to Abbey are definitely part of that community and feel part of the Mill Road
orbit; there are no links to the Newmarket Road area.
I also understand that the population of Petersfield has decreased to less than that of Abbey since this plan was first
proposed.
I would therefore urge you to reconsider and keep Petersfield as it is.
Regards
Tracey Enderby
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Local Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

Cam bridge s hire Count y
P er sonal Detai l s:
N am e:

Steve Fagg

E-m ail:

Organ isation N am e:

Comment tex t:
I support the proposed divisions as shown in the draft

U pl oaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/8015
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-----Original Message----From:
Sent: 09 June 2016 08:54
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: cambridge
I object to the proposals for boundary changes Abbey/Petersfield in Cambridge
Angela Few
-Angela Few
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Local Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

Page 1 of 1

Cambridgeshire County
Personal Details:
Name:

Michael Fincham

E-mail:

Organisation Name:

Comment text:
The proposed plans for changes to the boundaries for the Queen Edith's Ward in Cambridge
contain some misunderstanding of the shape and make-up of the local community. Regarding
the western boundary (between Queen Edith's and Trumpington), the boundary used to be Hills
Road and then was moved some years ago to the railway line. I think it unfortunate that Luard
and Sedley Taylor Roads would move back to Trumpington rather than be in Queen Edith's but
I can see some sense in Hills Road becoming the boundary once again. However there is no
sense at all in that boundary not continuing right down Hills and Babraham Roads through to
the edge of the city: for Wort's Causeway to move from Queen Edith's to Trumpington would
simply be nonsense. On the north edge, I can see the sense in adding the new developments of
the Marque and Belvedere to Queen Edith's (back to Queen Edith's in the case of the land on
which the Marque sits), and for the boundary to be Cherry Hinton Road again, but I can't see
why the Cherry Hinton Road boundary does not continue right down to the edge of town along
Fulbourn Road rather than be split messily between Queen Edith's and Cherry Hinton. I think
these plans have some merit but would ask you to reconsider the points I have raised. Please
note: these issues are complicated by an absurdity beyond the scope of this review, namely
that Queen Edith's ward is not currently in the same parliamentary constituency as Cherry
Hinton and Trumpington wards, an issue which needs urgently remedying by your colleagues in
the parliamentary boundary commission.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/5289
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Local Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

Cam bridge s hire Count y
P er sonal Detai l s:
N am e:

Michael Fincham

E-m ail:

Organ isation N am e:

Comment tex t:
I do not think Queen Edith's and Trumpington wards should be joined. It is a vast area
encompassing two distinct suburbs of Cambridge. It would mean that the County and City Council
wards would be different. It makes no sense to me and should be revisited.

U pl oaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/8143
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I think this is Sutton Cambs?
Mark Cooper
Review Officer
LGBCE
0330 500 1272
-----Original Message----From: reviews
Sent: 20 June 2016 09:25
To: Cooper, Mark <mark.cooper@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: FW: Keep Sutton together

-----Original Message----Sent: 17 June 2016 15:49
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Keep Sutton together
Hi
Please do not split Sutton up. We are one village and need one representative.
We don't need the extra confusion of a second.
Thank you
Sent from my iPhone
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From: lesleyfoxon@btinternet.com
Sent: 08 June 2016 20:46
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Boundary changes

Dear Sir/Madam
We have just received notification that you are proposing to move our street from the Petersfield to the
Abbey ward. As this will cut us off from the area we consider our local community we would like to object
to this and ask that you re consider the proposal.
Yours Sincerely
Lesley Foxon
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From: Rob
Sent: 17 June 2016 18:36
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Sutton

Please reconsider splitting Sutton in two and follow the more sensible proposal by Maurice Leeke, as
supported by our parish council and am sure the majority or residents.
Mr Robert Freer

-Rob Freer
Software Developer
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-----Original Message----Sent: 14 June 2016 19:04
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Response to consultation regarding proposed county boundaries (Coleridge)
Response to consultation regarding proposed County Council boundary changes Coleridge ward division into
Romsey, Cherry Hinton and Queen Edith's/Trumpington
I am not at all happy in the proposed carve up of Coleridge ward into 3 neighbouring wards in order to reduce the
number of councillors, but I am particularly incensed that Lichfield/Neville/Copwper Roads along with both sides of
Cherry Hinton Road and adjoining streets (including that in which I live) are proposed to join a new double councillor
ward of Queen Edith's and Trumpington.
1) It makes no sense to join Queen Edith's and Trumpington into a new 2 councillor "super ward". These are
historically distinct wards and should be kept separate.
2) There is nothing in common between Lichfield, Cowper and Neville Roads in particular, and Cherry Hinton Road
and offshoots, with Queen Edith's.
These streets are much more in line with the spirit of Romsey Ward. If Coleridge must go, at least split it betweem
Romsey (the majority) and those streets nearer Cherry Hinton into Cherry Hinton Ward. Putting the aforementioned
streets into Queen Edith's makes no sense at all and will disrupt the extremely good community spirit in the Coleridge
ward area.
Coleridge must not be split 3 ways and must be allowed to preserve it's unique character, particularly that part of
Coleridge ward west of Perne Road up to Hills Road, which should be kept together with Romsey if reduction of
county councillors is a necessity. Cherry Hinton ward could then absorb the streets east of Perne Road.
I submit the greater logicality of my suggestion.
sincerely
Mike Gait
----------------------------------Dr Michael J. Gait
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From: FRANK GAWTHROP
Sent: 20 June 2016 23:17
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: review of Cambridgeshire County Council divisions ‐ Petersfield

Dear Madam/Sir,
as a resident of Petersfield Ward in Cambridge for nearly 40 years I wish to register my strong objection to
the proposed changes to the division boundaries in my area
Our neighbourhood is one community and the arbitrary line drawn across the streets in St Matthews makes
no sense at all in terms of local neighbourhood cohesion or political representation.
It is important that the area is represented by a single Councillor on issues such as local planning and
transport. The streets to be transferred to the neighbouring Ward have no community of geographical
connection with Abbey Ward
yours sincerely
Frank Gawthrop
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Local Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

Cam bridge s hire Count y
P er sonal Detai l s:
N am e:

Jenny Gellatly

E-m ail:

Organ isation N am e: Little Paxton Parish Council

Comment tex t:
Little Paxton Parish Council does not wish the existing boundaries for the Little Paxton Ward to be
changed.

U pl oaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/8089
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-----Original Message----From: Emma Gerrard
Sent: 10 June 2016 16:07
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Proposed boundary changes for cambridge
Dear Sir
I am writing because I have recently become aware of plans to change the division boundaries in Cambridgeshire.
I currently live
in the Coleridge ward, and the proposed changes would move my
surrounding area into a new very large Trumpington & Queen Ediths ward. I have lived at my current address for
over 15 years, and we have had a very consistent and well liked group of Councillors in this time. I very much feel part
of a Coleridge/Romsey area community which is a dense residential area with local shops and community resources.
This area has little in common with the larger area proposed which is more affluent, more rural and home to
Addenbrooke's Hospital and the medical research site.
I do not believe that my concerns about my local area will be recognised by the majority of residents in the new ward,
because they will have different issues that are important to them, meaning that my views will be lost in the political
process, and decisions about my local area made by people who are mostly not local and not interested in my
concerns.
Decisions that may be right for most of the ward will often not be right for my specific locality.
I would very much prefer to remain part of Coleridge ward and oppose the proposed changes.
Yours faithfully
Emma Gerrard
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From: Clive Gibbon
Sent: 15 June 2016 16:08
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Review of the Electoral Division boundaries for the County of Cambridgeshire
Dear Local Government Boundary Commission for England Review team
Review of the Electoral Division boundaries for the County of Cambridgeshire
The proposed Divisions of Chatteris, Wisbech West and Wisbech East, as set out within the draft Local
Government Boundary Commission for England (LGBCE) are boundaries and geographies that reflect
local community identity and ones which I do support. However, I do not agree or either support the said
draft recommendations of the LGBCE in respect of Cambridgeshire and more specifically North
Cambridgeshire.
My specific comments:
1. I support the original submission from Cambridgeshire County Council that the number of County
Councillors be reduced from 69 to 63. I feel reducing the number further to 61, despite the County Council
demonstrating that 63 councillors would be more effective in representing local residents, will lead to a
significant increase in the ratio of electors to councillors taking into account electorate forecasts, making it
more disparate and difficult for County Councillors adequately to represent, engage and support local
residents.
2. I believe that all of the County Councillors should be elected in single-member Divisions, to maintain the
best possible geography, equality and interaction between the constituents and their local County
Councillor. I make a specific reference to the Commission’s proposed ‘March North and
Waldersey’ Division, which is hugely oversize geographical area covering communities within most of the
Parish of Wisbech St. Mary, the Parish of Elm, the Parish of Christchurch and more than two-thirds of the
electors of the Town of March.
3. Again further to my previous reply, I support the proposals for boundaries for the County Electoral
Divisions which were put forward last year by East Cambridgeshire District Council (9 County Councillors
for East Cambridgeshire) and by Fenland District Council (10 County Councillors for Fenland).
I look forward to hearing from you in due course.
Best regards
Clive Gibbon
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From: Tim Gowing
Sent: 13 June 2016 09:30
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: County Council Boundary Review

Dear Sirs,
Review of the Electoral Division boundaries for the County of Cambridgeshire

Apart from the proposed Divisions of Chatteris, Wisbech West and Wisbech East, which I do support, I do not agree
with the draft recommendations of the LGBCE in respect of Cambridgeshire. Specifically:

1. I support the submission from Cambridgeshire County Council that the number of County Councillors be reduced
from 69 to 63. Reducing the number to 61, despite Cambridgeshire’s rapidly growing population, will lead to a
significant increase in the ratio of electors to councillors, making it more difficult for County Councillors adequately to
represent local residents.

2. I believe that all of the County Councillors should be elected in single-member Divisions, to maintain the best
possible contact between electors and their local County Councillor.

3. I support the proposals for boundaries for the County Electoral Divisions which were put forward last year by East
Cambridgeshire District Council (9 County Councillors for East Cambridgeshire) and by Fenland District Council (10
County Councillors for Fenland).

4. As a resident of Manea I would prefer that the Electoral Division that served the village was a Division that had
village / rural affairs at its heart.

Thanks and regards,

Tim Gowing
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Hinds, Alex

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Hinds, Alex; Buck, Richard

L TO MOVE EATON FORD

Dear Sir
I have been made aware of the opportunity to revisit the proposal regarding the incorporation of Eaton Ford into the
Little Paxton and Priory Division.
I wish to put on record that I object strongly to this proposal and wish to remain in the Eatons Division.
I have lived in Eaton Ford for 40 years and as such can understand why the proposal is nonsensical. There is a local
sense of community and pride demonstrated by the strong Community Association and regular community events, the
local schools and church.
There are also strong geographical reasons, we are neatly defined by the boundaries of the river, the A1 and the
bypass to form the combined community of Eaton Socon and Eaton Ford.
The River Great Ouse has provided a natural barrier for centuries and defined the local communities and identities. It
does not make sense to split only part of Eaton Ford to join with Paxton and Priory on the other side of the river,
where we would not be fully integrated, and potentially our interests not given due consideration.
It is not just about retaining the links with the ancient settlement and maintaining the name. The issues and priorities
for residents on our side of the river are completely different to those in Priory and Little Paxton. For example
- The residents of Priory have issues with car parking due to commuters not using the Station car park
- The residents of Little Paxton have concerns over flooding at the Mill and access to St Neots town centre
- Little Paxton has a strong local community identity and its local facilities are not easily accessible to residents of
Eaton Ford
- Potential conflict of interest for a councillor trying to balance different priorities and interests
I would not feel part of the proposed ward and urge you to reconsider in the best interests of the residents of the
Eatons.
Yours sincerely
R Graham

urt
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From: Emma Green
Sent: 01 July 2016 11:33
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Ward boundaries

I am writing to object to the proposed division of Petersfield to become Abbey ‐ the cut is breaking apart a
well established community. The division appears without common sense and should not include:
Petworth street
Geldart street
Vicarage Terrace
Or any part of Norfolk Street or St. Matthews which both seem to be divided in two.
Emma Green

Sent from my HTC
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From: Jane Green
Sent: 19 June 2016 15:41
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: East Cambridgeshire Boundary Review

I am writing to express real concern about the proposed boundary review which suggests the Sutton ( Ely
Cambs) is divided into two and represented by 2 County Councillors.
Sutton is a strong and active village with a clear identity as one village. As such it needs one County
Councillor (not two) to represent it.
Moreover an increase in the overall number of County Councillors to nine in this district is neither desirable
or necessary.
I understand alternatives proposals have been made which would enable the district to be subdivided in a
way which avoid this happening happen. This would be a far preferable solution.
I would be grateful if you could keep me informed and look forward to hearing from you in due course.
E. Jane Green
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Hinds, Alex
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
04 May 2016 09:21
Hinds, Alex
FW: Proposed Changes to Cambridge Wards

From: Margaret Guy
Sent: 01 May 2016 17:39
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Proposed Changes to Cambridge Wards

I am writing in connection with the proposed reduction of the number of Cambridge Wards for the County
Council elections in 2017.
I understand that a proposal has been made by which Cherry Hinton Road together with all its cul-de-sacs as
well as Lichfield, Neville and Cowper Roads, which are currently within Coleridge Ward, would be
incorporated with Queen Edith's Ward.
As a long-standing resident of Cowper Road, I object most strongly to this proposal. The history,
demography and character of these two areas are very dissimilar and thus have little in common. I believe
the proposed incorporation would adversely impact on the democratic voice of Coleridge residents and
therefore should not be taken further.
Margaret Guy
Sent from my iPad
Margaret Guy
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From: Hazel Harpur
Sent: 13 June 2016 12:27
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Changing Ward Boundaries in Cambridge
Dear Sirs
I am writing to object to the proposal to move some streets from Petersfield to Abbey Ward. There is no
justification for this disruption to our community by effectively dividing it. Also, there is no justification for
moving many residents into Abbey Ward when the figures would indicate otherwise.
Yours truly
Hazel Harpur
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Hinds, Alex
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
13 May 2016 09:01
Hinds, Alex
FW: Newnham, Cambridge

From: David Harrison
Sent: 13 May 2016 08:54
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Newnham, Cambridge

]

To the Review Officer (Cambridgeshire)
I am the Chairman of the Gough Way Residents’ Association in Cambridge, but I now write in a personal
capacity strongly to support the position now reached in the boundary review that Cambridge wards of
Castle and Newnham wards should remain separate as two single‐member wards. The historical and
geographical grounds for this arrangement are very persuasive in my opinion.
Thank you
Sir David Harrison
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From: Katherine
Sent: 09 June 2016 19:07
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Petersfield Ward

To whom it may concern
I am writing with regards to the proposal to change the boundaries of the Petersfield Ward.
One of the reasons we chose to move to this area of Cambridge was due to the community feel of
Petersfield, with lots of events on St Matthews Piece, Mill Road and Norfolk St. Your proposal will serve to
break up this community feel. St Matthews Church and St Matthews Piece are very much part of the
community (one in which there are a limited number of green spaces and community venues).
For over 40 years, the St Matthews neighbourhood
has
been a part of Petersfield Ward and I don't believe that breaking this established community in half will
bring any benefits.
For the reasons above I object to the proposal and I would like to remain a part of the community I chose
when buying a house in the St Matthews area.
Thank you for listening to people's opinions. I hope they will help you to change your mind.
Best wishes
Katherine
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From: Alan Hobbs
Sent: 13 June 2016 13:10
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Review of the Electoral Division boundaries .
Review of the Electoral Division boundaries for the County of Cambridgeshire
Apart from the proposed Divisions of Chatteris, Wisbech West and Wisbech East, which I do support, I do not agree
with the draft recommendations of the LGBCE in respect of Cambridgeshire. Specifically:
1. I support the submission from Cambridgeshire County Council that the number of County Councillors be reduced
from 69 to 63. Reducing the number to 61, despite Cambridgeshire’s rapidly growing population, will lead to a
significant increase in the ratio of electors to councillors, making it more difficult for County Councillors adequately
to represent local residents.
2. I believe that all of the County Councillors should be elected in single‐member Divisions, to maintain the best
possible contact between electors and their local County Councillor.
3. I support the proposals for boundaries for the County Electoral Divisions which were put forward last year by East
Cambridgeshire District Council (9 County Councillors for East Cambridgeshire) and by Fenland District Council (10
County Councillors for Fenland).
The proposal by the Commission to include almost half of the land area of March Town in the Whittlesey South
Division clearly fails to recognise the very different community identities in our local areas. March and Whittlesey
are two quite separate towns, with their own quite distinct identities. No‐one in March or in Whittlesey would
expect that any of the residents in parts of Gaul Road, Knights End Road and No‐one in March or in Whittlesey
would expect that any of the residents in parts of Gaul Road, Knights End Road and Burrowmoor Road would think
of themselves as being more closely connected to Whittlesey than to March, yet the Commission is proposing that
electors in the western parts of Gaul Road, Knights End Road, Burrowmoor Road and in some adjacent roads would
think of themselves as being more closely connected to Whittlesey than to March.
It is so easy to look at a map and divide areas up, I sometimes feel the same about Fenland District Council even
being so close they have a tendency not to understand the local area and attachment to a town, I would not be
happy if I was suddenly affiliated to a different town as per the proposal above.
Yours sincerely
Alan Hobbs
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From: Peter Holland
Sent: 09 June 2016 10:46
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Boundary Commission Proposals

Dear Boundary Commission,
I understand that there are proposals to change the ward boundaries in Cambridge. The result of this would
be that the ward in which I live would become part of Abbey Ward and move away from Petersfield Ward.
Since the 2016 figures show that Petersfield Ward is currently significantly smaller than Abbey Ward (by
some 1300 registered voters) the new boundaries make no sense as an attempt to even up voter numbers in
each ward.
They also make no sense in terms of the community: Petersfield is geographically and socially coherent as a
community and destroying that cohesion without any other perceptible gain seems like bureaucratic
interference gone mad.
Please, please do not redraw the lines in the ways proposed.
Yours sincerely,
Professor Peter Holland
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Hinds, Alex
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Philippa Holmes
23 March 2016 00:16
Cleverly, Karen

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

Proposed ward boundary changes for Cambridge City- objection

Dear Ms. Cleverly,
I was astounded to hear of a very odd, very unwelcome proposal to move my street, Fairsford Place CB1,
from Cambridge's Petersfield ward to its Abbey Ward.
I have lived in Cambridge for over 20 years- always in Petersfield
.
We love being part of the Petersfield community and feel strongly that we wish our street to remain as part
of the Petersfield ward, sharing the same councillors etc. as our neighbours on surrounding streets.
The proposed new boundaries appear to have been drawn up in an arbitrary, random, up and down, in and
out manner leaving my neighbourhood chopped up and bewilderingly divided between the two different
wards, two different sets of local councillors/ decision makers etc.
We share the same area and neighbourhood interests and problems; we should share the same council ward
and the same elected representatives- the same people to help us with local issues in our immediate
neighbourhood.
Please please can this be rethought and leave our beloved neighbourhood in one ward, with Fairsford Place
and the other streets immediately surrounding us on this southern side of Newmarket Road by St.
Matthew's park and the Mill Road cemetery all in the same ward- and not divided up between different
wards and different councillors in this bewildering impractical and confusing manner.
Thank you.
Yours sincerely,
Philippa Holmes (and Richard Hirst)
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-----Original Message----From: Nancy Hooley
Sent: 15 June 2016 20:30
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Petersfield
Hello I am writing to object to the proposed boundary move of part of Petersfield ward to Abbey ward. I agree with our
labour councilllors that the move seems quite pointless. It would be good to know the rationale behind this move as
there doesn't seem to be any benefit as the numbers in both wards will not be evened up by this move if that is the
aim.
Kind regards
Nancy
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-----Original Message----From: Libby Horner
Sent: 09 June 2016 09:56
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Petersfield ward
I heartily object to the proposed boundary changes which would place a substantial area of Petersfield in Abbey
Ward. There is a great feeling of community in Norfolk Street, St Matthews is pivotal and the residential figures do not
justify the change.
Dr Libby Horner
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Dear Sirs
We are writing to you in connection with the proposal to amalgamate the Eaton Ford ward with The Priory and Little
Paxton wards.
This makes no sense whatsoever. These two wards are the other side of the river (Great Ouse) and completely
separated from Eaton Ford, not sharing any services with Eaton Ford.
Eaton Ford and Eaton Socon are adjacent to each other (there is no obvious division between them). They share
common services, in particular health care, schools, and churches. A single Community Association reinforces their
common sense of identity. Please do not sanction this wholly illogical boundary change.
Thank you for your attention
Yours faithfully
Colin and Susan Horton
Eaton Ford residents

Virus-free. www.avast.com
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-----Original Message----From: Jenny Hoyos
Sent: 02 June 2016 20:03
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Ramsey boundaries
I put forward my comments for the previous consultation. Could you please take these previous comments into
consideration for this present consultation.
Many thanks
Jenny Hoyos
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Hinds, Alex
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
18 November 2015 09:49
Hinds, Alex
FW: Cambridge City review-Romsey

-----Original Message----From: Jenny Hoyos
Sent: 18 November 2015 09:43
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Cambridge City review-Romsey
I have been informed that a second draft for Romsey, which puts Coldhams Lane/Common back in to Romsey has
been released. As a constituent could I please vote that this second draft is adopted.
I have been a resident of Romsey all my life.I went to school in Romsey, was married in Romsey and have lived on
Coldhams Lane since 1969. Romsey is a unique ward. Do not split us up! The current residents are from every
background and race but all work together as a Community such as is not found in any other ward. The residents of
Coldhams Lane are an essential part of this community and would not fit in, or be happy to be part of any other ward.
It has worked for many years and will continue to work providing we are not split up in the proposed manner. I also
speak for several of my neighbours who think to put us in another ward would be lunacy.
Jenny Hoyos
Coldhams Lane
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I strongly object to the current proposal to change the 'Poets' estate from the auspices of Eaton Ford to that
of Priory Park and Little Paxton.
I have lived in Milton Avenue, Eaton Ford in excess of forty years and have absolutely no wish to change
my current address, we are an integral part of Eaton's.
I have raised my family at this address and have strong personal connections to the area.
I trust that you will take note of my and my many neighbours wishes and leave Eaton Ford alone.
Regards
Kathleen V. Hull (Mrs)
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I wish to register my strong disapproval to the proposal to change my address to Little Paxton/Priory Park.
I have lived and raised my family at this address for over forty years and feel a close affinity to this area.
Initially we were designated Eaton Meadows and absorbed into Eaton Ford but remained within the 'Eaton's
a self contained community with our own history and facilities.
I urge you to dismiss this proposal out of hand and allow our 'Poets' estate to remain within the area where
we are most affiliated.
Regards
Terence C. Hull
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