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Please be informed that we think that we should remain in Ely North Ward. Thanks Philip And Tracey and Francesca
and Thomas at
Sent from my iPhone
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Response to the Local Government Boundary Commission
for England’s draft recommendations for boundaries
for East Cambridgeshire District Council

I wish to respond to the draft recommendations for new boundaries for East Cambridgeshire District
Council which the Local Government Boundary Commission for England has recently produced. I
support the proposal that East Cambridgeshire should in future be represented by 28 councillors and
that 7 councillors should represent wards entirely within the boundaries of the City of Ely. However,
I believe that the pattern of wards proposed is suboptimal within the city and present a possible
alternative arrangement based upon a uniform pattern of single‐member wards. I do not wish to
make any comment on wards outside Ely.

Objections
It is my opinion that the LGBCE’s recommendations for Ely are flawed in three key respects. The first
and most serious flaw is that the proposed Ely North ward does not reflect a cohesive community
identity. Indeed, it is not even possible to journey from one end of the ward to the other without
passing in to the proposed Ely East ward.
In the west, the ward contains housing to the south of Cam Drive and in the vicinity of the Princess
of Wales Hospital. In the east, the ward contains parts of Ely around the eastern end of King’s
Avenue as well as the separate villages of Queen Adelaid; Prickwillow and Shippea Hill (the last of
which is over 7 miles distant from Ely itself). It hardly needs stating that there is no obvious shared
community identity between somebody dwelling in a rural setting several miles east the city and
somebody dwelling in a medium‐density townhouse development on the western side of Ely.
Yet even within Ely itself, the proposals for the ward do not (contrary to the LGBCE’s claims)
represent community links. It is made up of three separate parts and at present one cannot even
travel from two of these parts to the third without leaving the ward. Transport links are thus poor.
Moreover, whereas children in the east of the ward fall within the catchment areas of St Mary’s
Junior School and Spring Meadow Infant School, in the west of the ward children are within the
catchment area of the Lantern Primary School.
The second flaw is that the proposals divide clear and identifiable communities without good reason.
To the east of the River Ouse sit the villages of Stuntney; Queen Adelaide; Prickwillow and Shippea
Hill. Although they fall within the boundaries of Ely City Council, they are distinct from the built‐up
urban area and, as rural and largely agricultural communities have shared interests which are not
also shared with Ely itself. However, the draft recommendations propose that Stuntney should be
placed in Ely East ward whilst the other villages should form part of Ely North. Given that none of
these villages have an electorate that reaches even 500 persons, there is no good reason why they
should be separated from one another and they ought instead to be united in the same ward.

Although it is less clearly distinct than the villages, the historic centre of Ely is also a coherent
community. Whereas much of the rest of Ely was constructed within the past three decades, there
has been continuous settlement in the centre for more than 1300 years and its architectural
distinctiveness is recognised by the Ely Conservation Area. Moreover, whereas the rest of Ely is
overwhelmingly residential and is predominantly comprised of detached and semi‐detached
housing, in the centre residential and commercial areas are intermingled and there is a greater
number of flats, which creates a different set of issues for ward councillors, particularly relating to
waste and recycling.
Unfortunately, however, the LGBCE’s proposals divide the centre in two, with the boundary line
passing by the doors of Ely Cathedral. Whilst the LGBCE notes that this aligns closely with proposed
county council division boundaries, I would observe that the LGBCE’s draft recommendations for
county council division boundaries in East Cambridgeshire have been met by a torrent of (largely
justified) criticism and significant changes have been proposed by several parties. In light of the
possibility of changes here, it seems unwise to rely upon divisional boundaries that may well be
altered. Accordingly, I put forward an alternative plan which unites as much of the historic centre of
Ely as possible in one single‐member ward.
My third and final objection is that the draft recommendations will cause extreme inequality of
electorate between parish wards. Stuntney (with a projected electorate in 2020 of 210) will return
one city councillor, whilst the rest of the proposed Ely East (with a projected electorate in 2020 of
4759) will return four city councillors. A vote in Stuntney will thus be nearly six times as effective as a
vote in the rest of Ely East. By 2020, 20% of the seats on the city council will be controlled by 5% of
the electorate (namely the residents of Stuntney; Prickwillow and Chettisham parish wards) and this
is simply malappropriation.
Whilst I accept that Chettisham (which is separated from other rural areas by the built‐up area of
Ely) must continue to return one councillor, despite its small size, there is no reason why the villages
around the River Ouse need to have two parish councillors when their electorate is insufficient to
entitle them to one. Instead I believe that Stuntney should be placed in the same district ward as the
villages in the Prickwillow parish ward, which will enable the Stuntney and Prickwillow parish wards
to be merged.

Proposals
I suggest that Ely should in future be represented by seven councillors, each returned from a single‐
member ward. This allows rural interests to be respected, since only in a single‐member ward are
they likely to comprise a sufficiently large proportion of the electorate to be guaranteed that notice
will be taken of their own distinctive interests. Moreover, by minimising the electorates of wards it
makes it easier for local representatives to maintain close and regular contact with their electorates
and hence facilitates efficient and effective local government.
It should be noted that when East Cambridgeshire District Council made their initial submission on
council size, they suggested that a smaller council size would allow more single‐member wards to be

created. Whilst this suggestion has been retreated from in rural areas, since the small size of many
of East Cambridgeshire’s parishes mean that a single councillor might find it hard to retain good links
with all parish councils, the same problem does not apply in Ely, where there is only one parish (city)
council and where many district councillors also sit on the city council. On the face of it the failure of
the District Council to propose single‐member wards therefore strikes me as a missed opportunity.
Whilst Ely has not previously had single‐member wards, there is no reason to believe that they
would not be suitable here. East Cambridgeshire District Council is similar in many respects to its
neighbour, Fenland District Council, and in Fenland single‐member wards are the norm in most
towns. In Chatteris all wards covering the town are single‐member, whilst in Whittlesey and Wisbech
there is a mixture of single‐ and multi‐member wards. I would note in passing that if the LGBCE
would prefer not to have a pattern of uniform single‐member wards, they could nevertheless treat
my proposed wards as building blocks which could be combined to form multi‐member wards.
In addition to the descriptions of the wards found below, an indicative map is attached to this
submission, as is a spreadsheet providing further details on electorate distribution.

1. Ely Prickwillow
I propose that there should be a ward made up of the villages of Stuntney; Queen Adelaide;
Prickwillow and Shippea Hill and neighbouring areas in the north‐east of Ely. Together the villages
would provide around a third of the electorate, which would ensure that local representatives could
not simply rely upon the votes of urban residents but would also have to cater to the interests of
rural electors.
The ward would include the new development of Highflyer’s Farm and the boundary would proceed
southwards to cross King’s Avenue near the junction with High Barns. It would then continue around
the back of Carey Close and St. Mary’s Junior School and would then pass between Spring Meadow
Infant School and the gardens of houses on Henley Way. From there, it would continue down the
line of the back gardens of the houses on the eastern side of Clayway until it reached Ely Cemetery.
It would then continue along the eastern boundary of the Cemetery until it met Prickwillow Road.
From there it would proceed eastwards along the middle of the road as far as Kiln Lane, which it
would follow southwards until it met the River Ouse.
The ward would thus encompass roads which are accessed from King’s Avenue and Prickwillow Road
and which have good links to the villages of Prickwillow and Queen Adelaide, including via the 129
bus. Within Ely the boundaries would be strong and identifiable, maintaining most streets intact and
only dividing the major thoroughfares of King’s Avenue and Prickwillow Road.
This ward would be represented by a single councillor and by 2020 would have an electorate 4%
higher than average. I suggest that it should be named Ely Prickwillow, in recognition of the rural
character of the eastern part of the ward and the strong linking role of Prickwillow Road in the
western part of the road.

2. Ely Cathedral
I propose that there should be a ward made up of the historic centre of the city. Its eastern
boundary should be the River Ouse, the southern boundary should be the parish boundary between
the Ouse and the A10, its eastern boundary should pass down the middle of the A10, Cambridge
Road, St. Mary’s Street and Lynn Road as far as the junction with Nutholt Lane. These roads should
be divided between wards because there are few pedestrian crossings and they therefore serve as
clear barriers to passage and communication. Moreover, Cambridge Road and parts of St. Mary’s
Street mark the boundary of the catchment areas of St. Mary’s Junior School and Spring Meadow
Infant School, indicating that the roads also serve to divide different communities from each other.
The northern boundary of the ward should pass along the backs of the properties on the southern
side of Nutholt Lane‐Newnham Street‐Prickwillow Road. At present these streets (which fade
naturally in to one another) are divided between Ely East and Ely North wards. However, these are
narrow, easy to cross roads with a large number of pedestrian crossings and they hence do not serve
as barriers to communication. There is thus a good case for including both sides of the road in the
same ward. For the purposes of electoral equality, I suggest that the ward in question should be Ely
Hospital rather than Ely Cathedral.
The proposed ward would include the cathedral, the market, the High Street, the library and the
train station. Almost the entirety of the ward would form part of the Ely Conservation Area
(although not all of the Conservation Area would be inside the ward.) These provide clear shared
interests which would serve to bolster community identities.
I propose that the ward be named Ely Cathedral, in recognition of the iconic nature of that building
and its wide visibility. By 2020 the ward (which would be represented by a single councillor) would
have an electorate 9% higher than average.

3. Ely Hospital
I propose that there should be a ward covering areas around the Princess of Wales Hospital and the
High Barns area of the city. Its eastern boundary should be the boundary with Ely Prickwillow ward
and in the north the boundary should pass to the north of the properties on the northern sides of
Gunning Road and Morton Close. On its western edge, the boundary should proceed down the
middle of Lynn Road as far as the Cam Drive roundabout. From there it should pass between the
backs of the properties on Bentham Way and the backs of the properties on Lynton Close, then
along the backs of the properties on High Barns and New Barns Avenue. It should then continue
along New Barns Road as far as the Paradise Leisure Centre, whose boundaries should be located
inside the ward. Finally, on its southern boundary the ward should encompass the entirety of
Nutholt Lane, the northern portions of Newnham Lane (but not the portions which are a one‐way
street, which should be placed in Ely Cathedral) and all of Prickwillow Road as far east as Ely
Cemetery.

Key shared services sitting within the ward would include the Princess of Wales Hospital, St. Mary’s
Junior School, Spring Meadow Infant School and the Paradise Leisure Centre. The ward possesses
good internal connectivity along High Barns and King’s Avenue and is well‐served by the 9 bus.
By 2020 this ward (which would be represented by a single councillor) would have an electorate 4%
lower than average. I propose that it be named Ely Hospital in recognition of the importance of the
Princess of Wales Hospital as an important local employer and shared service.

4. Ely Lantern
I propose that there should be a ward encompassing the existing developments directly to the south
of Cam Drive and the new developments which will be situated to the north of Cam Drive. At its
northern end, the ward would take in the village of Chettisham (which currently comprises the HJ6
polling district.) Although Chettisham is distinct from all other parts of the city of Ely, it possesses
good links to areas around Cam Drive via Lynn Road.
The eastern boundary of the ward would pass down the middle of Lynn Road as far as the Cam Drive
roundabout. From here, the boundary would proceed westwards along the southern side of Cam
Drive, before turning southwards along the backs of the properties on Wensum Way and Chelmer
Way. The boundary would then turn westwards again, following the footpath at the southern end of
Stour Green as far as the Lantern Community Primary School. The boundary would then follow the
footpath connecting Nene Way to Downham Road.
From there, the boundary would proceed northwards down the middle of Downham Road, crossing
the A10 and continuing as far north as the boundary with Little Downham parish. This would be a
compact division, with the bulk of the present population residing in the Stour Green area in close
proximity to the Lantern Primary School. It is planned that the new developments north of Cam
Drive will include a new primary school and a new local centre with a variety of shops and
community facilities, along with significant quantities of open space. The ward seeks to unify those
communities which will be most affected by these developments in order to ensure that it takes
account of their needs.
Although at present the proposed ward has only around 1185 electors, by 2020 its population will
have more than doubled and its single councillor will represent 2% more electors than average. I
suggest that this ward should be named Ely Lantern, in recognition of the important role of the
Lantern Primary School in local community identity and of the excellent views of the cathedral’s
lantern which are to be found throughout the proposed ward.

5. Ely Highfields
I propose that there should be a ward representing communities to the north of the city centre
around Lynn Road and Downham Road. The bulk of its northern boundary would be shared with Ely
Lantern. From Downham Road the boundary would travel along the footpath to Nene Road, around
the northern edge of Ely College. It would then proceed around the back of the Lantern Primary

School and along the edge of the College’s playing fields as far as the Stour Green footpath. It would
then continue eastwards between Chelmer Way and St. Audrey’s Way, then north around the back
of Buckingham Drive and then along the back of Lynn Road until it reached the roundabout with
Cam Drive. From here it would cross Lynn Road and would then proceed between Bentham Way and
Lynton Close, along the boundary with Ely Hospital. It would then turn south, including the entirety
of Lynton Close, Lynton Drive, Rifleman’s Close and Deacon’s Lane and taking in both sides of Lynn
Road up to the junction with Nutholt Lane.
From there the boundary would continue down the middle of Lynn Road and St. Mary’s Lane as far
as the junction with Downham Lane. It would then proceed along the backs of the properties on the
western side of Downham Lane (and also Fairfax Court) as far as the junction with Upherd’s Lane.
The boundary would continue along the backs of properties on the southern sides of Upherd’s Lane
and Saxon Close until Upherd’s Lane meets West Fen Road. Following this, the boundary would pass
between Upherd’s Lane and Mayfield Close, then along the backs of properties on the northern side
of West Fen Road until the junction with Dunstan Street.
The boundary would then pass between Dunstan Street and Columbine Street, across the area of
open space separating Abbots Way and Columbine Street and then between St. Andrew’s Way and
Columbine Street, before continuing along the backs of properties on the western side of Downham
Road until it meets the footpath to Nene Way.
The proposed ward combines centrally located communities within the city, which are situated in
close proximity to Lynn Road and Downham Road and are connected by bus routes including the 9,
15 and 125. I suggest that the ward should be named Ely Highfields, in recognition of the central
location of Highfields School within the ward. By 2020 this proposed single‐member ward would
have an electorate 4% lower than average.

6. Ely West Fen
I propose that there should be a ward covering areas in the west of the city, abutting the A10 and
having its central axis around West Fen Road. The western boundary would be the city boundary,
stretching from Downham Road in the north to the northern side of Witchford Road in the south.
The eastern boundary would pass down the middle of Downham Road until the Columbine
Road/Cam Drive roundabout. From there, it would pass behind the backs of the properties on the
south side of Columbine Road until the junction with West Fen Road.
The ward would then include the entirety of West Fen Road and also those streets which have
access only via West Fen Road (i. e. Mayflower Close, Trinity Close, St. Catharine’s, Ribe Court and
Moore Court). To the south of West Fen Road, the boundary would pass between the backs of St.
Ovin’s Green and Hills Lane, before heading west to take in the entirety of Fieldside and of St.
Ethelwold’s Close. From the there the boundary would head in a south‐westerly direction along the
backs of Darwin Close and would then turn in a south‐easterly direction around the outside of St.
John’s School. It would then pass along the backs of the properties on St. John’s Road, then between
Kingsley Walk and Briar Grove, then between Alexander Chase and Morley Drive. Finally, the

boundary would continue westwards until it met the A10, then southwards along the road to the
junction with St. John’s Road.
The ward combines streets which are primarily accessed from West Fen Road and which are served
by the 15 and 15A buses. In recognition of the central location of West Fen Road and of the
geographical feature of West Fen, I propose that the ward should be known as Ely West Fen. By
2020, its single councillor would represent 3% fewer electors than average.

7. Ely St. John’s

Finally, I propose that there should be a ward comprising communities located between Cambridge
Road and St. John’s Road or which are primarily accessed from St. John’s Road. The eastern
boundary should be formed by the middle of the A10, Cambridge Road and St. Mary’s Street as far
as the junction with West Fen Road. From there the boundary should proceed westwards along the
backs of the properties on the south side of West Fen Road, before turning southwards between
Hills Lane and St. Ovin’s Green. The boundary should divide West End from Fieldside, then turn
westwards along the backs of Cambridgeshire Close, Etheldreda Street and Churchill Close.
It should then encompass St. John’s Community Primary School before heading in a south‐westerly
direction to take in both sides of St. John’s Roads, as well as those roads which can only be accessed
from it (Meadow Way; Pasture Grove; Briar Grove; Morley Drive and Murfitt Close.) When it meets
the A10 it should continue in a south‐westerly direction along the middle of the Witchford Road until
it reaches the parish boundary.
The ward would be comprised entirely of areas within the catchment area of St. John’s Primary
School. In view of this and the importance of St. John’s Road as a thoroughfare within the ward, I
propose that the ward should be known as Ely St. John’s. By 2020, the ward’s single councillor would
represent 8% fewer electors than average.

Parish wards
I propose that Ely City Council should continue to be made up of 15 councillors, as at present. The
Cathedral, Hospital, Highfields, West Fen and St. John’s district wards should each return 2 parish
councillors. The village of Chettisham (polling district HJ6) should return 1 parish councillor, whilst
the rest of the Lantern district ward should return 2 parish councillors. The villages of Stuntney;
Queen Adelaide; Prickwillow and Shippea Hill (polling districts HA6, HD6 and HC1) should together
comprise a parish ward named Prickwillow, returning 1 parish councillor, whilst the rest of the
proposed Ely Prickwillow district ward should form a parish ward named East, which would also
return a single parish councillor.

Proposals for ward arrangements in Ely
Ward
Cathedral
East
Prickwillow
Hospital
Lantern
Chettisham
Highfields
West Fen
St. John's

2015 electorate 2020 electorate Councillors
2214
2801
1450
1865
779
820
2333
2452
1054
2480
131
130
2441
2455
2474
2475
2392
2360

2
1
1
2
2
1
2
2
2

Areas covered
Historic centre
Highflyer's Farm; streets east o
Stuntney; Prickwillow; Queen A
West of Cemetery and Highflye
North Ely development; areas n
Chettisham
Roads primarily accessed from
Beresford Road and Columbine
Areas west of Cambridge Road

f Ely Cemetery
Adelaide
er's Farm; east of Lynn Road (not including road or any of its tributaries); north of Prickwillow Road
north of Ely College and Highfield School
Downham Road and Lynn Road
e Way areas; West Fen Road; areas south of West Fen Road
going as far at St. John's Road and streets accessing it; West End Road area
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January 10, 2016
Dear Sir/Madam,
Unfortunately I have only just become aware of this review and therefore can make little
comment. I agree that there needs to be a reduction in the number of councillors, given what they
cost taxpayers, and am disappointed that Cambridgeshire County Council has not put itself
forward for very considerable cuts.
I hope when decisions are made there is emphasis on the need for councillors to be accountable
to those of us who pay them and that they are held responsible for abiding by their Code of
Conduct as seemingly their idea of respect and responsibility certain differ from my definition of
same !
Diana M. Donald (Mrs)
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Dear Sirs
I am writing with regard to the Cathedral View development in Ely, Cambridgeshire and to request that the whole
development, including 102‐164 Kings Avenue and Carey Close remain within the Ely North council ward.
Please acknowledge receipt of this message. Thank you.
Simone Navon
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Charlie Rickard
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Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I would like to play with the map-based information but my computer does not seem up to it!
My comments are as follows: Combining the parishes of Lode, Bottisham, Swaffham Bulbeck
and Swaffham Prior into the new Bottisham Ward looks viable, but only if the parishes of
Brinkely, Westley Waterless and Burrough Green are excluded. This would make much more
sense geographically and logistically. Brinkley, Westley Waterless and Burrough Green parishes
could be part of the new Woodditton Ward. If that makes Woodditton too large it could be
divided into two along the Stetchworth-Woodditton parish boundary.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/6228
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Dear Boundary Commission ,
I agree that the Cathedral View development should be kept together in the same ward.
Carey Close and 102‐164 Kings Avenue should be in Ely North along with the rest of the development from Merivale
Way to Longchamp Drive.
David, Robert and Kathleen Sheppard

Sent from my iPad
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