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County Council electoral review
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‘QTSQ’ reflects the four villages’ geographic location: if you look at Cambridge and consider it a clock-face, the River
Cam is the 6 o’clock ‘short hand’ and the A14 is the 9 o’clock ‘long hand’, and all four villages fall within the
quarter-to-six quadrant of the clock-face (actually, it’s nearer ten-to-six, but ‘ten-to-six quadrant’ didn’t sound so
snappy, or allow the alliteration of the two Qs!).
The four QTSQ villages:
 share a common identity and interest, all being small/medium-sized rural villages lying on the edge of the City;
 expressed their common identity and interest and local ties in their 78-page QTSQ Vision document dated May
2012 (see http://qtsq.org.uk/?page id=186 and click on “main document + appendix 1). This was produced by all
four Parish Councils after an extensive public consultation exercise amongst the residents of all four villages, and a
unified public meeting attended by residents of all four villages;


(as you will see on page 49 of this “Vision” document) have publicly pledged that “the four parish councils will
work together, and with all those already involved in the area, to develop this vision over the coming years”. This
is clear evidence of a recorded community interaction and collective engagement, now and for the future;

 have an easily identifiable boundary, being the City boundary, the River Cam and the A14;
 have local ties: the four Parish Councils work closely together, and all four villages input closely into the QTSQ
exercise, and maintain close links.
For the above reasons Barton Parish Council earnestly requests that Madingley should remain in the Hardwick
division.

Yours faithfully
Patrick De Backer
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Cambridgeshire County
Personal Details:
Name:

Yvonne Rix - Clerk to Burwell Parish Council

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Burwell Parish Council

Comment text:
Re Fordham Villages and Soham South The proposed area comprises of two very separate
communities, especially where communication, transport, education, morality and other links are
concerned. It is important for the community that these are maintained. The proposed area with
two elected members covering the whole area would make communication difficult. A
north/south split of the proposed area would be more reflective of the community and more
convenient. The current proposals in the Local Government Boundary Commission
recommendations do not ensure that the community is reflected by the division. Therefore
Burwell Parish Council would prefer a single member ward as it better reflects community
identity and effective and convenient local government bringing representatives closer to local
people. It is possible to divide the area called Fordham Villages into two with one member for
each half and still fulfil the electorate requirement.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/5612
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Cambridgeshire County
Personal Details:
Name:

John Prestage

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Bury Parish Council

Comment text:
Bury Parish council wish to register their disagreement (this is more than a comment!!)with the
recommendation to combine our parish with Ramsey. Primarily because Ramsey is a market
town and its electors live in an urban setting whereas Bury electors live in a rural setting. The
electoral quality will therefore be anything but enhanced. Added to our objection we note that
Ramsey do not want to be combined with Bury and therefore we would question the level of
support we would be likely to receive from our new county councillor as opposed to the
excellent support that we currently receive from our Warboys and Bury councillor; as both the
latter areas are similar. It is equally confusing to us to note that Warboys also disagree with
your recommendation to extend their division to include the Stukeleys - which I can honestly
say as a local resident makes no sense especially considering your avowed aim of delivering
electoral quality. The only factor that appears to have taken into consideration is electoral
numbers - you cannot honestly believe that your recommendations for this part of
Cambridgeshire will really deliver electoral quality. Given the sparsely populated nature of some
areas of Cambridgeshire it is unfair on electors to force them into divisions which will patently
not deliver electoral quality - the reason you so regularly espouse in your recommendations.
Please, please will you listen to local opinions and not be simply constrained by numbers. In
summary please leave us with Warboys and what ever you decide don't saddle Warboys with
the Stukeleys. John Prestage, Chair Bury Parish Council

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/5587
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Hinds, Alex
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
10 June 2015 11:55
Hinds, Alex
FW: Cambs County Council

From: Joanna Melton/Ivan Cooper
Sent: 10 June 2015 11:46
To: reviews
Subject: Cambs County Council
Dear Sir/Madam
With regard to the electoral review of Cambridgeshire draft recommendations, this is to confirm that Chatteris
Town Council supports the proposal for the Chatteris division – a single division comprising the whole of Chatteris
parish.
Yours sincerely
Joanna Melton
Town Clerk
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Hinds, Alex
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
25 June 2015 16:52
Hinds, Alex
FW: Electoral Review of Cambridgeshire

From: Doddington Parish Council
Sent: 25 June 2015 16:40
To: reviews
Cc:
Subject: Electoral Review of Cambridgeshire

Dear Mr Hinds,
I refer to the public consultation that is currently taking place on The Local Government Boundary
Commission's draft recommendations on new division boundaries across Cambridgeshire.
Doddington Parish Council has considered the draft recommendation as it applies to its Parish
and considers that the reallocation of Doddington from its current area into Whittlesey South will
be a retrograde step. Doddington is a rural village with close links to March and the neighbouring
village of Wimblington which is remaining in the March South and Rural area. The villages of
Doddington and Wimblington are also held in plurality at Fenland District Council, having two
councillors who look after both villages. The draft recommendations would therefore mean that the
two villages would be attached to two different rural areas.
In your review, one of the criteria used in revising the boundaries is:
"That the pattern of divisions should, as far as possible, reflect the interests and identities of local
communities"
Doddington Parish Council feels that the draft recommendations do not reflect this statement for
the following reasons:
Doddington is a rural village surrounded by agricultural activity, there is no industry in the
area. There are local amenities for the residents but the main area for shopping, banks, rail
transport etc is March sited some 5 miles east of the village. Whittlesey, on the other hand, is
urban in nature with various industrial estates, and is sited some 12 miles to the west of
Doddington. Members of the Parish Council feel that Doddington has no historical or current
connection with Whittlesey.
The recent switch of Police administration from March to Whittlesey has left the village feeling
neglected. If the recommendations on the new electoral arrangements are implemented, then
rural Doddington, being sited with the urban area of Whittlesey, will only compound the potential
lack of support or consideration to rural needs that will undoubtedly ensue. Doddington wishes to
remain with its neighbouring village of Wimblington in March South & Rural.

Roger Wilkin
Clerk to Doddington Parish Council
1

Tel:

2

Hinds, Alex
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
16 June 2015 16:24
Hinds, Alex
FW: Review Cambridgeshire

From: Y.Rix Dullingham Parish Council
Sent: 16 June 2015 16:01
To: reviews
Subject: Review Cambridgeshire

Dear Sir
Thank you for forwarding the consultation details for the Electoral Review of Cambridgeshire – Draft
Recommendations. Dullingham Parish Council has no objections to the proposal to reduce the number of
Councillors from 69 to 61.
Kind regards
Yvonne Rix
Clerk to Dullingham Parish Council
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Hinds, Alex
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
13 July 2015 12:06
Hinds, Alex
FW: Electoral Review of Cambridgeshire - Draft Recommendations

From: wendy gray
Sent: 13 July 2015 11:46
To: reviews
Subject: Electoral Review of Cambridgeshire ‐ Draft Recommendations

Response from Elton Parish Council:

“do not accept/agree with draft recommendations”

Wendy Gray
Parish Clerk
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Hinds, Alex
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
07 July 2015 16:12
Hinds, Alex
FW: New electoral arrangements for Cambridgeshire County Council

From: Tracey Coulson
Sent: 07 July 2015 15:41
To: reviews
Subject: New electoral arrangements for Cambridgeshire County Council
The City of Ely Council considered the above consultation at their Full Council meeting and would like to make the
following representation:‐
The City of Ely Council notes the proposed ward boundary changes under paragraph 31 of the Cambridgeshire Draft
Recommendations (12/05/2015).
While the new boundaries do provide individual seats for rural communities, this is at the expense of electoral
equality. Based on the estimated electorate figures for 2020, the number of electors per seat will range from only
130 in Ely Rural North up to 1620 in Ely Central. The Council does not agree that such an imbalance is justified.
The Council also expects that the expansion in the number of wards is likely to result in more uncontested or empty
seats, which would be detrimental to effective local government.
There is now a review of East Cambridgeshire District Council boundaries in progress. This review may also require
changes to Ely City ward boundaries. Frequent change to boundaries is confusing for the electorate, breaks
continuity of representation and is undesirable. The Council asks that no changes be made to the ward boundaries
until after District review has taken place.

Tracey Coulson
Clerk to the City of Ely Council

If you have received this email in error, please notify the sender and delete the email and all attachments immediately. This
email (including any attachments) may contain confidential and/or privileged information, if you are not the intended
recipient any reliance on, use disclosure, dissemination, distribution or copying of this email or attachments is strictly
prohibited. It has been checked for viruses but the contents of an attachment may still contain software viruses, which could
damage your computer system. We do not accept liability for any damage you sustain as a result of a virus introduced by this
email or any attachment and you advised to use up to date virus checking software. Email transmission cannot be guaranteed
to be secure or error free.
This email is not intended nor should it be taken to create any legal relations, contractual or otherwise. Any views or opinions
expressed within this email or attachment are solely those of the sender, and do not necessarily represent those of the City of
Ely Council. If verification is required, please request a hard copy version. We are not bound by or liable for any opinion,
contract or offer to contract expressed in any email. The City of Ely Council can be contacted on 01353 661016.
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This email is free from viruses and malware because avast! Antivirus protection is active.
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Hinds, Alex
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
19 June 2015 13:59
Hinds, Alex
FW: Electoral Review Cambridgeshire

From: Farcet Parish Counci
Sent: 19 June 2015 11:50
To: reviews
Subject: Electoral Review Cambridgeshire

Good morning,
Farcet Parish Council would support the electoral change for Farcet, which would reflect the District Ward.
The Parish Council believes this is a positive move and beneficial for the Parish of Farcet.

Kind regards

Clerk to Farcet Parish Council

The information in this message should be regarded as confidential and is intended for the addressee only
unless otherwise stated. If you have received this message in error please delete it and notify the sender.
Any views expressed in this message are personal and not necessarily those of Farcet Parish Council, unless
otherwise stated.
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Mayers, Mishka
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Fuller, Heather
03 September 2015 09:04
Mayers, Mishka
FW: Draft recommendations for Cambridgeshire - Fwd: Electoral Review of
Cambridgeshire
Wing FDPC Long term strategy.pdf; ATT00001.htm

From: Fuller, Heather
Sent: 02 September 2015 14:14
To: Hinds, Alex
Subject: FW: Draft recommendations for Cambridgeshire ‐ Fwd: Electoral Review of Cambridgeshire

From: Vince Farrar
Sent: 20 May 2015 13:50
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Cc: Sarah Smart
Subject: Draft recommendations for Cambridgeshire ‐ Fwd: Electoral Review of Cambridgeshire

Dear Review Officer

Ref Draft recommendations for Cambridgeshire

We would like to have it recorded that our comments filed online on the 13th January 2015 seem to be
missing from your draft report. They are as follows;

The Fen Ditton Parish Council have been actively involved with the Wing development proposed
by Marshall's and are committed to continuing as one parish. This has been a considerable effort
for a small council and will continue to be in the future. A number of our plans and policies have
been developed based on a single enlarged parish, for example our Affordable Housing Policy.

As you will see from the attached document from our January 2014 meeting (page 4-5) we have
given the idea of a separate parish for Wing some thought and come to the conclusion that the
community would be better served as one parish for the reasons indicated. Some of our concerns
have been incorporated in the revised outline plan submitted by Marshall's, reinforcing our long
term plans for one community.

In the event that future generations of residents of Fen Ditton or Wing wish to separate into
separate parish’s Marshall's has agreed to incorporate such provisions while setting up the legal
structures for Wing.
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As you will see from the attached document from our January 2014 meeting (page 4-5) we
have given the idea of a separate parish for Wing some thought and come to the conclusion
that the community would be better served as one parish for the reasons indicated. Some of
our concerns have been incorporated in the revised outline plan submitted by Marshall's,
reinforcing our long term plans for one community.
In the event that future generations of residents of Fen Ditton or Wing wish to separate into
separate parish’s Marshall's has agreed to incorporate such provisions while setting up the
legal structures for Wing.

Upload the following:
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PRE MEETING DISCUSSION DOCUMENT

Prepared for FDPC

Prepared by
Vince Farrar
Chairman
FDPC

17th

January 2014

Executive summary:
Outline planning for Wing has been submitted – mostly as we expected.
There could be a conflict between Marshall's intention of managing public services via a
Management Company or Trust, usually under local authority control, therefore bypassing the democratic process.
Many public facilities are the subject of current legislation and are normally the
responsibility of the local authorities including a parish council.
Other parishes that have seen major development may have had public service assets
transferred to them for long term ownership and management.
(Proposed) Cornerstone FDPC policy
All public facilities/services/assets including operating costs, covered under
legislation, controlled through the democratic process.
That the handover of responsibility/assets is timed to coincide with the numbers
of tax (precept) paying households in Wing being approximately on par with the
current number of households of the parish and the Wing development phases.
Future Wing householders should not be subject to “management fees” for any
Wing services over and above the precept.
As the PC does not have the necessary knowledge on implementing such a strategy,
outside resources will be required in implementing this policy.
Shop units.
The number of smaller retail units may exceed the number the local community can
support relying on passing trade.

Wing and Fen Ditton Parish
INTRODUCTION
First the disclaimer. This document is written from a layman’s perspective, the author
has little previous knowledge of planning system.
The relationship between Wing and the existing Fen Ditton village has been discussed
between councillors and at parish council meetings for some time. The discussion have
been based on various draft versions of the outline plan. In general the argument to
continue as one parish has prevailed and this is currently parish council policy.
However, in light of the outline planning application as submitted, councillors felt this
was an good time to review this policy and widen the discussion.
This document is focused on the key relationship between Marshall's and the Parish
Council. Or the relationship between Marshall's and the future residences.
Feel free to add anything you feel we need to discuss.
Initial examination of the outline plan has not reveal any unexpected items, other than
fewer business premises than was discussed at some of the workshops. What is
missing may be of more interest: The lack of a Wing – Parish Council integration plan.

Powers and duties of parish councils
This list is reproduced from a Department of Environment Consultation Paper on "The
Role of Parish and Town Councils in England" August 1992. It is intended only as a
summary of the relevant principal functions cobbled together and not intended to be a
definitive list, but may be useful in guiding our relationship with Wing/Marshall's.

Allotments
Powers to provide allotments. Duty to provide allotment gardens if demand
unsatisfied
Statutory provisions Small Holdings and Allotments Act 1908, ss.23, 26 and 42

Burial grounds, cemeteries and crematoria
Power to acquire, provide and maintain
Power to agree to maintain monuments and memorials
Statutory provisions Open Spaces Act 1906, ss.9 and 10; Local Government Act
1
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1972, s. 214; Parish Councils and Burials Authorities (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act
1970, s.1 Power to contribute towards expenses of cemeteries Local Government Act
1972, s.214(6)

Bus shelters
Power to provide and maintain shelters
Statutory provisions Local Government (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1953, s.4

Bye-laws
Power to make bye-laws in regard to recreation grounds and Cycle parks.
Statutory provisions Public Health Act 1875, s.164
Road Traffic Regulation Public Health Act 1936, s.223
Open Spaces Act 1906, s.15 Public Health Act 1936, s.198

Closed churchyards
Power as to maintenance
Statutory provisions Local Government Act 1972, s.215

Commons and common pastures
Powers in relation to inclosure, as to regulation and management, and as to
providing common pasture
Inclosure Act 1845; Local Government Act 1894, s.8(4): Smallholdings and Allotments
Act 1908, s.34

Conference facilities
Power to provide and encourage the use of facilities
Statutory provisions Local Government Act 1972, s.144

Community centres
Power to provide and equip buildings for use of clubs having athletic, social or
educational objectives
Statutory provisions Local Government (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1976, s.19
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Drainage
Power to deal with ponds and ditches
Statutory provisions Public Health Act 1936, s.260

Entertainment and the arts
Provision of entertainment and support of the arts
Statutory provisions Local Government Act 1972, s.145

Highways
Power to repair and maintain public footpaths and bridleways
Power to light roads and public places
Power to provide parking places for vehicles, bicycles and motor-cycles
Power to enter into an agreement as to dedication and widening
Power to provide roadside seats and shelters. Consent of parish council required
for ending maintenance of highway at public expense, or for stopping up or
diversion of highway.
Power to complain to district council as to protection of rights of way and
roadside wastes.
Power to provide traffic signs and other notices
Power to plant trees etc. and to maintain roadside verges
Statutory provisions Highways Act 1980, ss.43.50
Parish Councils Act 1058, s.3; Highways Act 1980, s.301 Litter Act 1983, ss.5.6
Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984, ss.57, 63 Highways Act 1980, ss.30, 72
Parish Councils Act 1957, s.1 Highways Act 1980, ss.47, 116
Highways Act 1980, s.130 Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984, s.72 Highways Act 1980,
s.96

Litter
Provision of receptacles
Statutory provisions Litter Act 1983, ss.5, 6
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Open spaces
Power to acquire land and maintain
Statutory provisions Public Health Act 1875, s.164; Open Spaces Act 1906, ss.9 and
10

Public buildings and village halls
Power to provide buildings for offices and for public meetings and assemblies
Statutory provisions Local Government Act 1972, s.133

Public conveniences
Power to provide
Statutory provisions Public Health Act 1936, s.87

Recreation
Power to acquire land for or to provide recreation grounds, public walks, pleasure
grounds and open spaces and to manage them Power to provide gymnasiums,
playing fields, holiday camps Provision of boating pools
Statutory provisions Public Health Act 1875, s.164; Local government Act 1972,
Sched. 14, para 27: Public Health Acts Amendment Act 1890, s.44: Open Spaces Act
1906, ss.9 and 10; Local Government (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1976, s.19 Public
Health Act 1961, s.54

Advantages of long term integration
This is a list proved by CAPAL (informal meeting)
•

Potential economics of scale

•

Trend to larger Parishes nationally

•

Possible future government policy as part of the Localism trend

•

Increase in resources
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List as identified by council members:
•

Coordinated and shared resources. Avoiding unnecessary competition between
pavilions and balancing use.

•

Additional choice/flexibility in primary schooling, assuming Wing/FD easy
access.

•

Wing to provide PC office.

•

Possibility of two clerk's increasing flexibility.

•

PC may have increased influence representing a large community

•

Additional development pressure may be reduced.

Old Village facilities
The old village has some facilities that cannot be provided on the Wing site. Riverside and old
character pubs and the Church. It is of great interest to the parish that all these facilities remain
viable. If any of the pubs closes there could be a tempting site for developers and if the church
closes there could be a cost to the parish in the maintenance of the churchyard under the
legislation mentioned above.
Marshall's Vision states they do not want to negatively effect the existing pubs and the proximity
of more local customers the future viability for the pubs is improved by the Wing development.
ASSUMING there is easy foot/cycle access from Wing to the old village. (I can't see many
customers staggering home across muddy fields). However, document 8.01 does indicate a
“drinking establishment” in area B (Newmarket road, next to P&R). This is a specific permission
and not just a “vision” which may not be binding. The is also mentions of Bar's so some
clarification may be required.
A suitable assess route between Wing and Fen Ditton village has been identified. It is indicated
as a “Potential” cycle route on the outline plan.
The addition of new residences in the village due to Wing will increases the potential
congregation for the Church thus improving it's long term viability.

Downside discussion
It must be noted that initially some councillors did not view Wing as having a place in the Fen
Ditton parish in the long term. This will no doubt will still be the case among the local
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community. The fear expressed (from memory) was that it will have a negative impact on the
small rural feel of the village, which I am sure we are all keen to maintain. Also the fear was that
with the larger numbers of residences, that over time the PC will be dominated by representatives
from Wing and be primarily focused on the Wing area.
If we feel that the PC is being dominated by Wing representatives (many years down the road)
there are two options. We can split into two wards or instigate the democratic process to split into
parishes. Which is available (under current legislation) to both areas.
The CAPAL representative informs us that in his experience, new residences do not normally
take an active role in parish councils due to the demographic profile of new home owners.
From the existing information, it could be 15 years before there are sufficient residences in the
Wing development to possibly dominate the parish and for this to be an issue. This is too far
away for us to even consider further at this stage (opinion).
Increased workload
To date the increase in work load has been manageable and not added to the costs in any
significant way. This may change as more detailed planning requests are submitted, but there is
an agreement in principle with Marshall’s that should mitigate the extra costs. This agreement is
only verbal and in principle and not binding at this stage.
However, I am sure all the councillors are committed to ensuring that the current FD tax payers
are not burdened with the additional costs in administering the Wing development.
No clear plan for public services integration by Marshall's. The “Vision” mentions a
Management Company or Trust which adds another layer and can complicate management as we
found with the existing Rec Trust. This additional layer could become a source of additional
costs and/or revenue generator plus as mentioned outside democratic control unless structured
accordingly.
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Recreation facilities
Looking the legislation would suggest many recreational facilities are a PC responsibility. But
Marshall's vision indicates they wish to operate the facilitates in the long term taking them out of
public control. Does the PC wish to have a (binding) say or in anyway control these facilities ?
Maybe a contractual arrangement or control of the Trust of management company through
appointing directors or trustees ?
Section 5.59 of the outline plan
The increase in population will increase demand for community facilities. The proposed
development includes 3.8 ha of outdoor sports facilities (including three junior football pitches and
two adult football pitches), a sports pavilion, 12.0 ha of informal public open space (including a
park, informal play space and public squares), a park pavilion (including a café and gym), 1.7 ha
of allotments, 1.0 ha of children’s play areas, and a community hall. In addition, 1.3 ha of open
space, including three tennis courts and allotments, are proposed on land to the immediate west
of the planning application boundary (covered under a separate planning application to
Cambridge City Council).

It may be the case that the existing football pitch is under used. So the addition of a further 2
pitches would make this worse. Discuss !
There does not appear to be any provision in the plans to integrate sports facilities. Football
facilities seem to be excessive when added to the existing pitch. (see 8.01 for details)
A key aim is that the existing (substandard), facilities do not fall into disrepair due to lack of use.
In the worst case scenario, if facilities are duplicated and the end users switch to the newer
higher standard facilities, justification in spending funds to continue upkeep of the current site
could be difficult.
It is therefore proposed that recreation is split across the parish, for example.
Rec Ground (Church Street)

Wing

Junior play area

Play area

Cricket pitch

Skate Park

Football 45*27 Mini-League size

Football 55*36 Soccer size

Parking

Astroturf Courts

New modern Pavilion

Tennis Courts
Multi-use games area
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As pitch lighting is not possible on the Wing site due to its proximity to the airport it may
be worth considering having this feature at the Rec as part of the proposed upgrade of
this site.
All management and bookings of all the recreational facilities should be handled by the
PC.
In the Community, Social and Economic Effects report by Terence O”Rourke Ltd the
following information may be relevant:
FD
Population

Type of open space

Provision
(Hectares)

Requirement Difference
from
Standard

790

Sport

1.99

1.26

0.73

Play space

0.15

0.63

-0.48

Informal open space

0

0.31

-0.31

Allotments

1.35

0.32

1.03

In paragraph 5.27 it states:
Fen Ditton – Fen Ditton Recreation Ground, with pitches for football (very good quality),
cricket (good quality) and athletics, an all-purpose pavilion (average quality), a
neighbourhood equipped area of play (NEAP; good quality) and two areas of allotments
(both of average quality)
The description of the “ all-purpose pavilion” being of average quality is at best optimistic. A
better description would be “not fit for purpose”.

Allotments
As the allotments are in private hands and not available to the general public (as far as I am
aware) they should not be included in this list.

Public rights of way
The proposal to move the existing footpath to the wooded area along High Ditch road is now
shown as a winding bridle path. Tree cutting involved ? Discuss !
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Precedence
How have public services and assets been handled in other large developments ? Extracts from
the Cambourne web site can give us some indication.
“When the Cambourne Parish Council was formed it had no assets to look

after, but was consulted on what was to be transferred over the period of
the development.”
A list of the asset list for Cambourne and the dates they were transferred it gives us some idea of
how public services and assets can or should be handled.
Assets

Date Transferred

Comment

The Hub, Community Centre

01/06/05

Operated by PC

Allotments Crow Hill

01/04/05

68 plots, admin and maint.

Allotments Brace Dean

01/03/10

107 plots admin and maint.

Scout/Guide Land

2011

Hut pending

Eastgate Burial Ground

2006

Leased to CC

Back Lane Sports Pitch

Phase 1 transferred Sep
2006, phase 2 transferred
Sept 2008

4 mini pitches, 2 junior pitches,1
9v9 pitch, 1 colts pitch,
3colts/adults pitches and 2 rugby
pitches

MUGA and Tennis Courts,
Back Lane

01/01/06

Tennis Courts, Monkfield
Lane

01/07/06

Bowling Green, Back Lane

01/05/09

Bowls club being setup

Temporary changing rooms,
Back Lane

Sept 2006

Funded by contributions from the
PC, McA, Cambourne
Developers and SCDC

Cambourne Sports and Fitness 01/12/11
Centre

Given to the Parish Council in
Dec 2011 by MCA as part of their
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infrastructure commitment.
Cambourne Sports Pavilion
and PC office

01/08/11

Skate Board Park, Back Lane

01/01/06

Great Cambourne Cricket
Pitch

01/03/10

Great Cambourne Green

01/07/06

Great Cambourne Green Play
Area

01/07/06

Trailer Park

01/02/08

Eco Park Kick-about Area

Funded by the PC with support
from MCA and SCDC.

Originally maintained by The
Wildlife Trust, this was
transferred to the Parish Council
as it was felt they would be better
placed to maintain the kick-about
area.

Teenage Hang Out

01/02/06

Eco Park Play Area

01/02/06

Lower Cambourne Cricket
Pavilion

01/05/07

Lower Cambourne Green and
Cricket Pitch

01/01/06

Lower Cambourne Play Area

01/07/08

Great Cambourne Cricket
Wicket

2012

Great Cambourne Cricket
Wicket Play Area

2013

Upper Cambourne Village
Green

Due for transfer

Upper Cambourne Village
Green Play Area

2011

The area will be extended as part
of the infrastructure for the 950

11
extra dwellings.
Upper Cambourne Village
Green Car Park
Verges and Public Open
Spaces

Maintains all the verges and open
spaces retained by Bovis Homes
Ltd until they are transferred to
the PC or CC. The PC is in
discussion with the other house
builders in Cambourne to come to
a similar arrangement.

Extracts from the Cambourne PC web site. See appendix for link.

Points of Interest - from outline plans
The following section are extracts from the plan that may be of interest, mention the parish
council, or mention an area of interest.

Community Management – Extracts from Planning Statement
4.19
Marshall will retain ownership of the public spaces and community facilities. Some of
the smaller streets, lanes and mews will also not be adopted by the county council, but
managed and maintained by Marshall through a management organisation. The details of the
adoption strategy have yet to be fully worked out with the council.
4.20
In partnership with the parish council and other local stakeholders and residents,
the community will be actively managed by those living or working within the community and
those elected to represent local residents.
4.21
Policy CE/31 requires management strategies for services, facilities, landscape and
infrastructure to be submitted as part of the outline planning application. These strategies
have been shaped by the vision and principles for Wing, based around Marshall’s own ethos
and feedback from the community and elected council members, as outlined below.
4.22
Marshall intends to retain the freehold of the local centre, and will therefore be able to
ensure it is well managed and maintained. It will be able to choose the occupiers, and set the
terms of their lease. This will assist with minimising voids and vacancies. The units will be
flexible so that they can be combined into larger units or sub-divided into smaller units to
meet occupier demand. Details of the local centre will be worked up in the design code, and
submitted for approval with a management plan at reserved matters stage.
4.23

Marshall intends to manage and retain control of the public spaces and
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community facilities, and will establish an estate management company or
community trust which includes residents and other local stakeholders, such as the parish
council. Section 10.08 of the Design and Access Statement details the key features of the
landscape management strategy.
4.24
The Flood Risk Assessment (Technical Appendix H to the Environmental Statement)
addresses how the drainage features within the open spaces will be managed and
maintained. There will be an on site presence in an estate office so that any issues that might
arise can be dealt with immediately. Marshall will play a significant role in this, working
alongside Fen Ditton Parish Council, residents and other stakeholders.

5.23 The local centre is capable of accommodating the following, many of which were suggested
by local residents and Marshall’s staff:

• an anchor foodstore of up to 1,500sqm gross and adjacent petrol filling station
• 3,000sqm of smaller retail units, such as cafés, shops, bars, dentists
• health centre of 1,200sqm, if this is preferred to an off site contribution. Other health uses
such as dentists, chiropractor, or physiotherapists could alternatively take this space

• an arts studio / gallery which could be part of the public art strategy
• an office and meeting room for Fen Ditton Parish Council

Page 33
Section Summary of AAP requirements
The design should not preclude a future public transport access onto High Ditch Road, or a new
junction on the A14 between the existing Quy and Fen Ditton junctions, as a replacement for the
latter.

Page 35
There is no vehicular access onto High Ditch Road or into the Fison Road Estate.

Marshall's Vision
Marshall's wishes to retain some form of longterm control over wing.
We want access for local people who wish to work or live in the area. We want Wing to be a fully
inclusive and integrated community from the start. This is the same policy as that adopted by the other
growth sites around Cambridge. However, in contrast to those sites, we wish the policy to remain in
place rather than just apply to the first occupiers.
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While (personal view) there is probably no conflict in principle with this goal, how this is
achieved legally is not clear. Is this an issue for the PC ?
More of a concern is the section on page 4 “Our Involvement”
We will retain ownership of a large element of the open spaces, commercial uses and public areas as
we believe that the residents of Wing would prefer Marshall to have the final responsibility for the
community assets rather than a management company with no long term interest in the site. Marshall
has experience of looking after the tree belts, fields, hedges, fences, ditches and watercourses around
the whole of the Airport. Operating an Airport adjacent to the site also brings with it additional
requirements such as the management of flocking birds and the height of trees for the radar and landing
equipment. Consequently, we believe we have a moral obligation to provide a stewardship role on Wing.
We are also considering retaining the ownership of the affordable housing, as again, the management of
the community is seen as key to its success. As regards the day to day management of the open
spaces and community assets on behalf of the community, Marshall anticipates establishing a
community trust to run and manage the site, and will be one of many partners involved in its operation.

This “Involvement” would again take some facilities normally under PC control outside of the
democratic process and may leave local people with no control over their local environment.
While Marshall's goal of avoiding a management company is understandable (and supported by
the author) they or a trust, in effect become the management company and unaccountable.
On the surface it makes more sense to use the existing democratic organisation, a Parish Council,
to undertake it's traditional role, supported by legislation, to manage community assets in a
democratic way.
It is possibly this issue that would make the idea of splitting Fen Ditton Parish off from Wing
make sense, as the role of any PC could become diluted to where it becomes almost powerless.
There may be other solutions like the PC having the right to appointing trustees, but this just
adds in another layer of administration costs.
What is also unclear, is the “Vision” presented in the outline plan binding? Can Marshall's
change their commitments to Wings at any point. For example, if there is a change of
management,the costs become a burden, or they review their commitment to the current airport
location.

Affordable Letting Policy
Page 80 of the Design & Access statement states:
“Marshall wishes to retain the local lettings policy throughout all future lets, to ensure
that the new affordable homes can continue to meet the need of Cambridge and the
surrounding villages“
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There is no mention of the legal structure they plan to use to achieve this goal similar to above.

Maintenance Costs to Wing residences
If not planned in a fair way this could become and area of some disagreement in the longer term.
If Marshall’s retains the long term maintenance of all the community facilities normally provided
by the parish council and places a charge on the residences of Wing in addition to the precept, the
new residences will probably be unhappy!.

CONCLUSIONS AND PROPOSALS
The PC request the following added to the outline plan
Wing - Fen Ditton Parish integration
To successfully integrate Wing with the existing Fen Ditton parish:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Good foot/cycle communications.
Public assets and services placed under democratic control
Integrated public services and assets including upgrade to existing sports facilities
One common service charge across the entire parish
Public services and assets available to all residences
Balanced representation of the PC as the community numbers change.
Handover of responsibility for public services and assets when community population
comes into balance.
Financial support for the parish during periods of peak costs and low precept income.

Cornerstone Policy Proposal
Many of the new facilities in the Wing development are traditionally the area of responsibility of
the parish council and covered by legislation. For example allotment, recreation facilities, verges.
The Proposal is that the Parish Council enters into negotiations with Marshall’s with a view to
taking over all relevant community facilities that are covered by legislation (see above), possibly
with Marshall's acting as a contractor to the parish if they wish to continue long term
maintenance. The aim is to integrate the services and precept across the entire parish, to avoid
two sets of charges on the Wing residences and ensure all public services are controlled through
the democratic process.
If the outline plan is passed with Marshall's retaining control (directly or indirectly) of the public
assets, spaces and facilities indefinitely, the proposal is that FDPC recommends to the local
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residences (via a consultation process) that the parish council instigates separation from Wing as
soon as practical. There seems little benefit in committing the PC to year of effort if there is
minimal positive outcome in the form of additional public assets as in the Cambourne examples.
The Marshall's “Vision” may provide for many public assets but they will not be under public
(democratic) control, limiting the traditional role of the PC and it not functioning as intended.
Additional proposal is that the parish council takes advise (from SCDC?) on how the transition
from developer to parish council normally takes place.

Business Premises
There are fewer business premises that envisaged in the residential areas of the plan.
However, the (potential) number of smaller retail outlets needs further examination. The
proposal is we ask Marshall’s if there is any data to support the 3000m3 of mixed use
premises (A1-5,B1,D1-2), plus a further 2,600m3 (8.01). A report mentions that Savills is
confident they will attract passing trade, but that appears to be the limit of the
justification.
Allotments
There are no existing allotments available to local residences via the Parish Council and the Small
Holdings & Allotments Act 1908, ss. 23, 26, and 42.

The new allotments should be available to all parish residences and as per the Cornerstone
policy, administered through the PC.
All management and bookings of all the recreational facilities should be handled by the PC.
Propose we find out if the Marshall's “Visions” are binding.

Reference Documents etc.
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/Eliz2/5-6/42/contents
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1972/70/contents Note: changes to the act make
this site difficult to read.
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/Edw7/8/36
http://www.cambourneparishcouncil.gov.uk/assets
Disclaimer
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The opinions expressed in this document are the opinions of the author and do not
represent the policies of the Fen Ditton Parish Council unless they are adopted at a full
meeting of the council and so minuted.
This document is for internal discussion only and due to time constraints is has not
been refined and error checked.
Due to time constraints expert opinion was not available before publication.

Fen Ditton Parish Council
Response to Electoral Review of Cambridgeshire – Draft Recommendations

Introduction
As described in consultation document https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk//node/4143, the Electoral
Review Commission (ERC) is proposing to split the parish of Fen Ditton into two electoral Wards as
part of a county wide programme to balance the projected numbers of electors per councillor in the
County Council in 2016 and 2020; the years before a County Council election.
It is proposed to:
A) split the village of Fen Ditton along High Ditch Road and east of the disused railway line to
include the proposed Wing development and retain the new Fen Ditton-South in Fulbourn
County Council Division whilst moving the existing main village area into the Waterbeach
Division as Fen Ditton-North; and
B) constitute FDPC with 3 councillors to be elected from FD-N and 6 from FD-S.
There would be no change to overall parish boundaries or parliamentary boundaries.
Whilst the simple numerical calculation underpinning the proposal balances, Fen Ditton Parish
Council (FDPC) believes that the data assumptions no longer hold up to scrutiny. FDPC concludes
that the split is unnecessary and will have highly undesirable consequences for the parish. In
response to the consultation, FDPC therefore objects to the ERC proposals for Fen Ditton in their
current form.
Discussion
1. Proposal A - Analysis of voter numbers and impact on County Divisions
Table A1 in the ERC consultation and their assumptions for Fen Ditton (Appendix A) indicate:
Waterbeach Division

Fulbourn Division

Area

Excluding Fen
Ditton

Fen Ditton (N)

Total

Excluding Fen
Ditton

Fen Ditton
(S)

Number of
voters 2014

7338

571

7909

7071

15

Number of
voters 2020

7520

571

8091

7670

1399

Change

+182

0

+182

+599

+1383

FDPC understand that the underlying data for proposed housing development were submitted some
time ago by Cambridgeshire County Council. However, taking an average of 1.7 voters per dwelling
(see Appendix A), the major changes by 2020 proposed in the review are:


Waterbeach

+ 184 voters or 108 dwellings



Fulbourne

+ 593 voters or 349 dwellings

FDPC/CJ/6/2015
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Fen Ditton-South

+ 1384 voters or 814 dwellings (Wing)

At the East Cambridge Forum meeting of 1 June 2015, it was stated that the Wing programme has
slipped with a decision on outline planning permission now due in late 2015. Even if all then goes
well, current development plans indicate only 120 new homes per year from 2018. The number of
new dwellings occupied in 2020 is thus likely to be near 300 (510 voters) rather than 814 (1384
voters). This casts grave doubt on the fundamental basis of the proposed split.
If, as has also been stated, there are planning issues still to be resolved for developments in Fulbourn,
there is a real risk that splitting Fen Ditton would result in the Fulbourn division having less than 90%
of the county average voter numbers in 2020 before rising well above average in 2024 with
Waterbeach then exceeding 110% of average some time around or after 2028 assuming new
developments there now under discussion are progressed. FDPC therefore suggest that keeping Fen
Ditton as a single unit within Fulbourn until the review prior to the 2024 elections would continue to
deliver a reasonable degree of electoral equality and continue to reflect the interest and identity of
the local community. This also minimises the risk of changes in 2020 being reversed in 2024.
2. Proposal B - Analysis of impact on Fen Ditton
The proposal does not conclude any transitional arrangements to account for the gradual and
delayed development of Wing. Expected voter numbers mean that six parish councillors will be
excessive until several years after 2020. Until 2020, it is likely that candidates would be mainly drawn
from the existing community due to the rules on eligibility to stand for election.
From the inception of Wing, FDPC has worked closely with Marshalls to ensure its integration and
reinforce its identity within the community, both through transport links on foot or bicycle and
through consideration of how community resources and other interests could best be shared
(Appendix B). The new primary school planned for Wing is in Phase 3 so there is likely to be a period
where pupils from Wing will have to attend Fen Ditton Primary School thus reinforcing community
ties. A recent survey identified a need for a small amount of affordable housing to serve the parish.
FDPC is in talks with Marshalls to create a Community Land Trust within Wing to meet this need.
FDPC notes that the ERC proposals do not reflect the geographical divide along the River Cam
although retaining the link with Horningsea. The proposals would lead to two sets of District and
County councillors being requested to attend PC and public meetings. Although they perform a vital
role and contribute greatly to getting things done, this may not be a convenient use of councillors in
the period up to 2020 when the number of voters in the parish is expected to be only around 1081.

Conclusion
Taking into account the revised timetable for Wing and impact on likely voter numbers, FDPC
suggests that keeping Fen Ditton as a single unit within Fulbourn Division until the review prior to
2024 elections would continue to deliver a reasonable degree of electoral equality at County level
and continue to reflect the interest and identity of the local community. This will delay a change until
Wing is flourishing and the electoral numbers become clear.
The proposed split into a ward with 3 parish councillors and a ward with 6 will be highly unequal
until some time well after 2020 and will negate the efforts made by Marshalls and FDPC to develop a
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shared identity and shared facilities as Wing grows. FDPC suggests that delaying a decision on a split
until 2024 will avoid this. If a split is enforced, avoiding the imposition of fixed numbers of councillors
before 2020 would avoid the inequality although doing little for enhancing the shared identity of the
community.
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Appendix A – ERC and County Council Data
Number of
voters 2014

Number of
voters 2020

Change

Waterbeach
Milton

3236
3132

3420
3130

184
-2

Fen Ditton -N

571

571

0

Landbeach
Horningsea
Sub Total

679
291
7909

680
290
8091

1
-1
182

Division as % of
County Average

101%

95%

.

Fulbourn

3817

4410

593

Teversham

1978

1980

2

Stow cum Quy

420

420

0

Little Wilbraham

342

350

8

Great Wilbraham

514

510

-4

Fen Ditton -S

15

1399

1384

7086

9069

1983

90%

106%

.

478,908

521,380

7851

8547

Area

Sub Total
Division as % of
County Average
County Total
Average per
Councillor

Parish
Waterbeach
Milton
Fen Ditton
Landbeach
Horningsea
Fulbourne
Teversham
Stow cum Quy
Little
Wilbraham

FDPC/CJ/6/2015

Dwellings (2013)
2060
1970
350
380
150
1930
1290
250

Voters/
Dwelli
ng
1.57
1.59
1.67
1.79
1.94
1.98
1.53
1.68

200

1.71
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Great
Wilbraham

280

1.84

Appendix B – Community Identity and supporting facilities in Fen Ditton
Clubs and events currently operating in Fen Ditton include:
• Cricket Club and Football Club (Recreation Ground)
• Town and University Bumps, Rowing Regattas – on the River Cam
• Retired persons coffee club
• Bowls, Badminton, Gardening clubs
• Village Society
• Parochial Church Council
The following community facilities are available in Fen Ditton North but not planned for Fen
DittonSouth.
• Riverside Pub/Restaurant (The Plough)
• Historic Pub/Restaurant (The Ancient Shepherds) which will be the nearest to Fen DittonSouth
• Pub (Kings Head)
• Parish Church (St Mary the Virgin, Grade 1 Listed Building)
• Church Hall
• Cricket ground/pavilion
• Riverside access and walks
• Cemetery
The following community facilities will be available in Fen Ditton-South but not in Fen Ditton-North.
• Shops, cafe and a supermarket
• Community Hall equipped for staged events, plays etc.
• Parish Council Offices
• Ice rink
Common shared facilities to be available in both areas
• Community halls
• Football playing fields
• Children’s play areas

FDPC/CJ/6/2015
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• Pavilions, one large one small.
• Allotments (tbc)
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Hinds, Alex
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
23 June 2015 09:29
Hinds, Alex
FW: Comments on the Local Govt Boundary Commission

From: Foxton Parish Clerk
Sent: 22 June 2015 14:43
To: reviews
Cc: Barbara Black; Christine Eckers; Colin Grindley; Jane Trevanion; Liam Elliott; Malcolm Bore; Peter Sutton; Ron
McCreery; Simon Buggey
Subject: Comments on the Local Govt Boundary Commission

Dear Sir/Madam,
Re: The Local Government boundary Commission for England
Foxton Parish Council’s comments are as follows:
Foxton Parish Council understand the objective of an electoral review is to ensure that, within each local
authority area, the number of electors represented by each councillor is approximately the same. Whilst we
fully understand and support this general reorganisation, the specific boundary changes proposed to
Melbourn and Bassingbourn Division isolate Foxton from Melbourn which is an essential local centre for
secondary education and many other essential community services. Foxton also shares with Melbourn a
strong association to the A10 and rail transport corridor. Foxton has no shared infrastructure or community
services with the villages south of the A505 (Gt/LT Chishill, Ickleton, Hinxton)
Foxton Parish Council feel it important to retain political and administrative influence within the area from
where the residents receive essential services such as health, education and general community support.
Foxton Parish Council object to the boundary changes as proposed but would support an extension of the
existing Melbourn Area to include Foxton, Thriplow and Fowlmere.
Best regards,

Frances Laville - Clerk to the Council
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Great Gransden Parish Council
Clerk: Mrs Diane Taylor

Telephone:
st

1 July 2015

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

Dear Mr Hinds,
Great Gransden Parish Council is once again writing with representations on the
electoral review of Cambridgeshire and in particular the published draft
recommendations to include Great Gransden within the St Neots East division which
will largely be made up of Loves Farm.
Clearly grouping Great Gransden and 5 other villages with Loves Farm takes no
account of the differing needs of rural and urban communities. The present
recommendation provides for an electorate of 4,669 almost doubling to 8,560 by 2020
when further development of the Loves Farm area has been completed. This will
make the proposed division almost wholly urban with the 6 villages making up a
small proportion. The urban communities and their issues will take precedence over
the smaller rural villages which will effectively be swamped.
The Boundary Commission sets out guidance for a good pattern of divisions. This
includes:
 Reflecting community interests and identities and include evidence of
community links. Community identity should reflect the issues which bind the
community together. Six rural villages will have no links to a large urban area
such as Loves Farm and the intended future development.
 Helping the council deliver effective and convenient local government. The
proposed division of St Neots East and Great Gransden will fail to provide the
rural villages with effective representation.
The Parish Councils of Great Gransden, Great Paxton and Waresley-cum-Tetworth
have all previously objected to the proposals to include them with the Loves Farm
development, a clear sign that our voices have been heard but ignored, effectively
emphasising one of the reasons for objecting to grouping of rural areas with a large
urban population. The commonality of community interests and identities and
effective and convenient local government is being sacrificed for equality of electoral
numbers.
Great Gransden is presently grouped with Waresley, Abbotsley, Yelling, Toseland the
Offords and Buckden which better reflects community interests and identities as well

as delivering effective local government. The Parish Councils of Abbotsley,
Waresley and Yelling concur with the views of Great Gransden Parish Council in
objecting to the grouping of the villages with a large urban community and have
asked for their names to be included with this letter. Great Paxton Parish Council has
also written to object to the proposed grouping. St Neots is divided into 4 divisions
and the interests and identity of the urban and surrounding rural areas would be better
served by having 2 divisions for St Neots town and a division each for villages south
and north of the town.
The Boundary Commission should once again look at the divisions to enable the rural
communities of Great Gransden, Waresley, Abbotsley and Yelling as well as
surrounding villages to have a fair representation rather than being at odds with a
large urban community.
Yours sincerely,

Stephanie Beaumont,
Chairman, Great Gransden Parish Council
And supported by:
Waresley Parish Council
Abbotsley Parish Council
Yelling Parish Council

GREAT PAXTON PARISH COUNCIL
Clerk: Sheila Childerley

Chairman: Wayne Bond

Tel:
email:

Tel:
email

16th June 2015
Review Officer (Cambridgeshire)
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
Millbank
London SW1P 4QP

Dear Mr Hinds,
Further to your letter of the 12th May, Great Paxton Parish Council have considered the
published draft recommendations to include Great Paxton within the St. Neots East division,
the majority of which comprises Loves Farm, and would make the following representations.
Great Paxton and the five other villages have differing needs to urban communities. The
electorate of Loves Farm when building is completed will double by 2020, with the six
villages making up a small proportion. It is felt that urban issues will take precedence over
the small rural villages.
The Parish Council strongly objects on the grounds that the review does not take into
account the different needs and issues of rural and urban communities and that the
proposal does not reflect community interests and activities which are being overlooked for
equality of electoral numbers. We would much prefer to be grouped with similar rural
communities to ensure visability.
We would respectfully request that the The Boundary Commission should consider these
representations which would enable the rural communities mentioned above to be fairly
represented instead of being grouped with a large urban community with different needs
and issues.
Yours sincerely,

Wayne Bond
Chairman

Local Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal
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Cambridgeshire County
Personal Details:
Name:

Jennifer Abell

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Hail Weston Parish Council

Comment text:
Hail Weston Parish Council (HWPC) were disappointed with the proposal of Alconbury and
Kimbolton division as primarily it was felt that this is a very large division and surprised how
this will achieve a more 'engaged' parish as a result. The proposal of decreasing 69 Councillors
to 61 in the future was a key concern for HWPC. It is understood by H W P C why it has been
kept within 'rural' areas as opposed to moving it towards St Neots/LPaxton which was agreed
not a better proposal than the one presented. HWPC still disappointed with decrease of
representation and size of proposed division.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/5533

06/07/2015

Local Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal
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Cambridgeshire County
Personal Details:
Name:

Angela Young

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: HIston & Impington Parish Council

Comment text:
Histon & Impington Parish Council support the basic concept of a single member Histon &
Impington division and request a “tidy up” of the small Milton area currently in Histon &
Impington ward, and also hope this will be durable and survive any changes that the South
Cambridgeshire District Council review brings forward

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/5642

07/07/2015

Hinds, Alex
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
30 June 2015 15:31
Hinds, Alex
FW: Electoral arrangements Cambridgeshire Council

From: Little Abington
Sent: 30 June 2015 14:33
To: reviews
Subject: Electoral arrangements Cambridgeshire Council
I am replying to the consultation on behalf of Little Abington Parish Council (LAPC).
LAPC supports the proposed boundary change moving it from the Duxford Division to Linton. There are many issue
about safety and traffic volumes on the A1307 particularly as plans to develop Haverhill are agreed.
This change would group communities lying on the route together. The Parish Council felt it was important to
have a County Councillor who understood the issues and concerns of the communities s/he serves and who may
have an interest in taking initiatives forward on their behalf . This does not apply in the current geography.
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
Genevieve Dalton
Clerk
Little Abington Parish Council

Please note I do not access the Parish Council's e‐mail during office hours. If you need to contact me urgently please
leave a voicemail or a text message on my mobile number
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Cambridgeshire County
Personal Details:
Name:

John Houlton

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Lolworth Parish Meeting

Comment text:
Lolworth Parish Meeting strongly feels it should remain in the Bar Hill Division rather than be
moved to the Cambourne division. The number of electors is very small so each councillor will
still represent roughly the same number of voters as elected members elsewhere in the
authority if the status quo is maintained. The major reason for resisting the change is that the
current ward pattern reflects the community interests far more appropriately than moving to
Cambourne. Bar Hill is the nearest settlement to Lolworth and for non motorised users is
readily accessed by the millennium footpath. Access to public transport and to shops and other
amenities is therefore possible. Access to Cambourne is totally impractical - indeed it is on the
other side of the A428! Further, we have no community links with Cambourne, in contrast to
Bar Hill. The identity and boundary of the Bar Hill division with Lolworth included will be readily
identifiable given their immediate proximity.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/5325

04/06/2015

Longstanton Parish Council
T:
E:
Parish Clerk: Mrs Libby White

6th July 2015

Review Officer (Cambridgeshire)
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor, Millbank Tower
Millbank
London
SW1P 4QP
Dear Sir/Madam
Electoral Review of Cambridgeshire County Council: Draft Recommendations
Further to the Council meeting held on 8th June 2015, Longstanton Parish Council have asked me
to contact you with their comments following the publication of the Draft Recommendations.
The recommendation from you has been to create a division ‘Northstowe and Over’ comprising
of Longstanton, Oakington & Westwick, and Over.
Residents of Longstanton are already feeling that their village identity is already being lost with
the new development of Northstowe which will continue over the next 30 years. In addition,
Longstanton is closely tied with Oakington and Westwick, especially with the construction of
Northstowe but there are no common ties with Over. It is not felt that the current suggestion
reflects the identity of the community.
In order for Longstanton and Oakington to retain their community identities, it is suggested that
the name for this division be ‘Longstanton, Northstowe & Oakington’.
Yours faithfully

Libby White
Parish Clerk/Proper Officer

MELDRETH PARISH COUNCIL
Clerk: Mrs Judy Damant

email:
www.meldreth-pc.org.uk

3rd July 2015
ref: 5.4.1

Boundary Commission
CCC
Shire Hall
Castle Hill
Cambridge
CB3 0AP

Dear Sirs
Re: Proposed changes to the Boundary Divisions
Meldreth Parish Council is against the changes to the current Melbourn Division in
Cambridgeshire. The current Melbourn Division is a largely arranged around the
catchment area for Melbourn Village College, set up as a community school. It also
includes both Meldreth and Shepreth - two villages that have close historical and
current links, both being linear villages on the C road that links the two villages. On
this road both villages have houses that abut the boundary between the two villages.
The proposal is to move Shepreth to the new Duxford Division to be linked to villages
that are on the other side of the A10 road rather than to the villages in the Melbourn
and Bassingbourn Division that are on the same side of the A10 as Shepreth.
The proposed change will mean that while Meldreth and Shepreth will be
represented at South Cambridgeshire District Council by the same District Councillor,
at County level they will be represented by different County Councillors. We will lose
the advantage of having councillors who can liaise on the many issues that affect
both communities at district and county levels. This does not seem to be an
improvement at a time when Cambridgeshire is facing major changes and growth.
It is also noted that Melbourn and Bassingbourn Division will have two Village
Colleges while Duxford will have none.
Yours faithfully

Judy Damant

Hinds, Alex
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
06 July 2015 08:57
Hinds, Alex
FW: Cambridgeshire County Council Ward Review

From: Mike Oakley
Sent: 03 July 2015 16:59
To: reviews
Subject: Cambridgeshire County Council Ward Review
I am writing to express the views of the Oakington and Westwick Parish Council on the proposed ward changes for
Cambridgeshire County Council.
We note that the review suggests this Parish should be in a division called Northstowe and Over Division. We are
very uncomfortable with this for the following reasons:
a) This would be a very long thin division, with the villages of Oakington and Westwick right at one end, and
with no direct road transport links to the remainder of the division. We feel this will lead to the isolation of
the village from the remainder of the division, and to the Division Councillor or Councillors for that division
having very little interest in our area.
b) The Oakington and Westwick Parish is unusual in that the entire population lives at the bottom (southern)
end of the area, the northern end comprises part of the old Oakington Airbase and is entirely unpopulated
and that land will mostly in time be integrated with Northstowe. When Northstowe reaches a certain size in
terms of buildings and residents we expect that it will be given its own Town Council, and at that point we
anticipate that the Oakington and Westwick Parish boundary will be changed so that the currently
unoccupied part passes to Northstowe Town Council (or whatever that body may then be named). We do
not feel that the needs of the actual residents of this parish should be overridden by the possible future
needs of the unpopulated area.
c) It seems to be the case in general that the residents of Oakington and Westwick are keen to preserve a
separate identity for the village and not to become de facto incorporated with Northstowe. It is felt this aim
is more likely to be achievable if we are not considered part of the Northstowe division.
d) All the actual road, bus and cycle links that are used by the populace of the parish, and the interests of
those residents, tend to be towards Cambridge and the villages that like Oakington are on the Cambridge
fringe, such as Girton, and Bar Hill. While we recognise this may change over time to include activities that
involve Northstowe, it is unlikely to include other parts of a Northstowe and Over division.
e) We are in an area much effected by surface water and main river flows, and we feel we will be much better
served if we are placed in the same division as other communities in the same catchment area with the
same drainage issues and water courses.
f) We are not a large area in terms of electorate, and taking us away from the rest of this putative division is
unlikely to make a major influence on the elector numbers in either that division or one we might become
part of instead.
g) With a wholesale reorganisation of division boundaries and councillor numbers we do not anticipate such a
change would have any significant impact on the councillor electoral cycle.
Taking all of this into account, we feel that the needs of our residents would be much better satisfied if the villages
of Oakington and Westwick were included in the Bar Hill division instead, along with Girton, and we request that this
change be made to the plans.
Yours sincerely,
Mike Oakley
1

Chairman, Oakington and Westwick Parish Council
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Response from Over PC to LGBCE’s proposals
Over Parish Council wishes to express its serious concerns about the way in which you have conducted
this Boundary Review in Cambridgeshire, and also to protest at the incongruous arrangement you have
proposed for this Parish.

1

The unsound reliance on the Cambridge Labour Party’s submission

1.1 You state in your Report that you received 63 submissions. (There were actually 64 submissions,
but you overlooked Swavesey PC’s submission – see below.) One of these documents, submitted by
the Cambridge Labour Party, covered the whole county, and you have chosen to use that as the
basis for your own proposals, referring to it as “city‐wide submission”, “district‐wide submission”
and “county‐wide submission” at frequent intervals in your report. However, you do not show at
any stage that you have conducted any critical assessment of this document’s provenance, nor of
the anonymous author’s qualifications, nor of his detailed knowledge of all the areas he considers,
nor indeed of any political bias that this document might contain. Indeed its proposals for
Cambridge City were rejected in their entirety by the Cambridge City Liberal Democrat Group
because they believed them to be seriously flawed.
1.2 The document is highly unusual in that it is written in the first person by someone who has chosen
to conceal his identity and his qualifications, and who has made no claim to know anything about
the areas for which he is making proposals. It is also highly unusual for a Political Group to endorse
such a personalised document without any explanation of how they came to commission the work
or to adopt this person’s views as their own.
1.3 County Councils are inevitably politicised bodies, and it seems remarkable that you should adopt a
submission from one political group as the basis for your own proposals. We understand that the
adoption of the Labour Group document has saved you a lot of work in creating your own proposals
from scratch, but we believe that you have thereby failed to carry out your task with due diligence.

2

Swavesey PC’s ‘lost’ submission

2.1 Over PC worked closely with Swavesey PC in preparing parallel submissions, since there are close
community ties between the villages, as we each set out in our documents. You have told Swavesey
PC that you did receive their submission and had indeed taken it into account while making ‘your’
proposals, merely omitting it when uploading them onto the website ‐ but that is patently untrue.
On Page 27 of your report, in the Papworth & Swavesey section, you state “We received two
submissions from parishes in this area” and then explain what Caxton PC and Fen Drayton PC were
requesting. There is no mention of any submission from Swavesey PC, which would have been a
third submission, so it is quite clear that you did not take their views into account.
2.2 Since Over PC and Swavesey PC were both asking to be placed the same Division, you have clearly
overlooked half of Over PC’s proposal and have therefore given it less weight than it deserved, as
well as overlooking Swavesey PC’s views entirely.

3

The proposal for a new "Northstowe & Over" division

3.1 You state (on P27, for the umpteenth time) that “this division is based on the county‐wide
submission for this part of Cambridgeshire”, yet that county‐wide document makes many
unsupported and inaccurate comments about the three parishes that it proposes to bundle
together with Northstowe to create the new division.

3.2 The Labour Group submission claims that “A key shared interest for all three parishes would be the
new settlement at Northstowe which will impact significantly on the local area”. That is certainly
true of Longstanton and of Oakington & Westwick, which will inevitably become suburbs of
Northstowe in due course, but it is most definitely not true of Over. Willingham is far closer to
Northstowe and will send its children to the new Northstowe Secondary school when it opens,
whereas Over’s children will continue to travel to Swavesey Village College. It is hard to detect any
interest in Over about the Northstowe development, which is generally regarded as an unwelcome
imposition on the locality.
3.3 The "county‐wide submission" continues: “All three villages have shared transport interests due to
their proximity to the A14 and the Guided Busway”. To reach the A14 from Over we have to travel
either down the B1050 past Longstanton or through Swavesey, while Willingham, Swavesey, Fen
Drayton and many other villages – and even Northstowe itself – are closer to the A14. As for the
Guided Busway, there are bus stops in Swavesey, Longstanton and Oakington to serve their
inhabitants, while the busway just passes through the southern extremity of our parish, well away
from the village itself. Over’s residents have to travel to the bus stops at either Swavesey or
Longstanton to access the buses on the Busway.
3.4 It should be quite clear by now that the anonymous author of the Cambridge Labour Party
submission has little personal knowledge or ‘feel’ for this area – and that his proposals make little
sense as far as our community links, interests and boundaries are concerned. Over PC’s submission
pointed out that Over had very little in common with Longstanton, and that it shared issues of
flooding, transport links, etc. with Swavesey, Willingham and Fen Drayton. Somehow you have
managed to give a far greater weight to the ill‐founded suggestions of an anonymous Labour Party
author than to Over PC’s – and Swavesey PC’s – proposals.

4

Short‐sighted proposals that will leave Over ‘stateless’

4.1 We realise that you are only required to consider expected growth up to 2020, but the rapid
development of Northstowe will render your proposed division useless after that. You accept the
Labour Group’s suggestion that Northstowe needs Over to make up the numbers in what would
otherwise be a tiny division at present, and that the numbers will then reach par by 2020 – and you
seem to find that satisfactory. However, we don’t. Over is being pushed into an unwelcome
grouping with Northstowe and its satellite parishes as a make‐weight until 2020, after which time
Northstowe’s continuing growth will inevitably lead to us being pushed out into yet another
division to act as a make‐weight there. We deserve better treatment than that.
4.2 Over PC put forward carefully reasoned proposals in conjunction with Swavesey PC but, through
incompetence (overlooking Swavesey’s submission) and through taking the easy route of adopting
untested proposals of dubious provenance, you have treated us most unfairly. More importantly
you have failed in one of your three stated aims – that of “reflecting the identity and interests of
local communities”.

5

Conclusion

5.1 We urge you to reconsider your ill‐founded, short‐sighted and muddled proposal to group Over
with Northstowe, Longstanton and Oakington & Westwick, and ask that you consider the Over PC
and the Swavesey PC proposals together (which you have not done so far) and give them the
serious consideration that they deserve.

Hinds, Alex
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
29 June 2015 08:41
Hinds, Alex
FW: Comments on the Electoral Review of Cambridgeshire- Pampisford Parish
Council

From: Anna Lovewell
Sent: 26 June 2015 15:49
To: reviews
Cc: councillors
Subject: Comments on the Electoral Review of Cambridgeshire‐ Pampisford Parish Council

Dear Review Officer,
Please accept these comments on the Electoral Review of Cambridgeshire from Pampisford Parish Council in South
Cambridge:
In the new arrangements Pampisford will be grouped with Sawston in a division and not with its surrounding
villages. Pampisford PC have strong objections to being joined with Sawston and being represented by only one
councillor. Sawston is an expanding small town and a much bigger community than Pampisford. The PC feel that
the representation for the population would be disproportionate and it would not be conducive to us having equal
representation with the Sawston population. The PC feel strongly that they would prefer to stay with the
surrounding villages (Hinxton, Whittlesford, Duxford etc). The make‐up of our communities is similar and they face
issues that are comparable to us in direct contrast to the issues facing Sawston. We also have other affiliations with
local villages such as ecclesiastical ties.
Please could you take this into consideration.
With kind regards
Anna Lovewell
Clerk to Pampisford Parish Council
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Hinds, Alex
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka
01 July 2015 17:19
Hinds, Alex
FW: Email submission for Cambridgeshire

From: Mayers, Mishka On Behalf Of reviews
Sent: 01 July 2015 17:15
To: Hinds, Alex
Subject: Email submission for Cambridgeshire

From: Parson Drove Parish Counci
Sent: 01 July 2015 16:19
To: reviews
Subject: Electoral Review of Cambridgeshire
Dear Sirs
Thank you for your letter dated 12 May regarding the electoral review of Cambridgeshire.
Parson Drove Parish Council wish to make the following comments on your draft recommendations:‐
The Fenland District Council Wards should not be split for the County Council Wards.
The proposal to combine Waldersey with March North, number 19 on the map, with 2 County Councillors would
result in the area being too big therefore March North should be a smaller ward with one County Councillor.
The District Council Ward of Parson Drove and Wisbech St Mary should be combined with the Roman Bank District
Ward with one County Councillor as the Parish Councils in these areas work closely together and there are historical
connections with Leverington.
The geographical boundaries should be taken into account with regards to the A47 and the river Nene.
Yours faithfully
Mrs Yvonne Reader
Clerk to Parson Drove Parish Council

This email has been scanned by BullGuard antivirus protection.
For more info visit www.bullguard.com
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Local Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

Page 1 of 1

East Cambridgeshire District
Personal Details:
Name:

susan bailey

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Reach Parish Council

Comment text:
Reach Parish Council, within The Swaffhams area, would like to make the following comment on
the consultation proposal. The area is too large. The main issue and worry is that we will not
have a single representative as a contact. This will cause confusion and there will be no
continuity.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/5499

03/07/2015

Hinds, Alex
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ian Hodge
06 July 2015 22:27
Hinds, Alex
Review of Cambridgeshire divisions

Dear Mr Hinds,
Mr Kydd who wrote to you on Jan 13th is no longer our Parish Clerk and I have been asked to write to you
regarding the proposed Shelford Division.
The Parish Council considered the proposed divisions at a recent council meeting and wish to re-iterate their
view that Gt Shelford and Stapleford have many community links - in fact for the purpose of planning they
are considered a combined unit and recently we have agreed to discuss the possibility of combining in the
production of a Neighbourhood Plan which would deal with issues such as traffic, the responsibility of the
County Council - and therefore we are unhappy that we would no longer be represented by the same
councillor. We have so much more in common with Stapleford and are disappointed that our view to remain
in the same division was not mentioned in your summary.
It seems that if the numbers add up an arbitrary division of what are two very closely linked settlements can
be justified.
Kind regards
Bridget Hodge
Vice-chair Great Shelford Parish Council
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Hinds, Alex
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
02 July 2015 16:17
Hinds, Alex
FW: Electoral Review for Cambridgeshire

From: Y.Rix Stetchworth Parish Council
Sent: 02 July 2015 16:14
To: reviews
Subject: Electoral Review for Cambridgeshire

Dear Sir
I am writing to inform you that Stetchworth Parish Council has no objections to the draft
recommendations for the Electoral Review of Cambridgeshire District Council.
Yours faithfully

Yvonne Rix
Clerk to Stetchworth Parish Council

1

Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
Millbank
London
SW1P 4QP

7th July 2015

Review of Parish Ward boundaries St Neots Town Council, Cambridgeshire.
Dear Sirs,
We write in response to the draft recommendations for revision of St Neots Town Council parish
ward boundaries as contained in section 35 of the Commission Report for Cambridgeshire County
Council.
Section 35 reads as follows:
“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”.
Draft recommendation
St Neots Town Council should return 20 parish councillors, as at present, representing seven
wards: Church (returning one member), Eatons North (returning three members), Eatons South
(returning three members), Eynesbury (returning five members), Loves Farm (returning four
members), Priory Park East (returning three members) and Priory Park West (returning one
member). The proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated and named on Map 1.

We have used the following current and projected registered elector data in our deliberations as
contained in the Commission Report:

Polling
district
ET
EJ
EN
EP
EF
EG
EH
ER
ES
EL

Description of area
ST NEOTS LOVES FARM
ST NEOTS PRIORY PARK West
ST NEOTS EATON FORD
ST NEOTS EATON FORD
ST NEOTS EYNESBURY
ST NEOTS EYNESBURY
ST NEOTS EYNESBURY
ST NEOTS EATON SOCON
ST NEOTS EATON SOCON
ST NEOTS PRIORY PARK East

Current Parish ward
ST NEOTS EAST
ST NEOTS EATON FORD
ST NEOTS EATON FORD
ST NEOTS EATON FORD
ST NEOTS EYNESBURY
ST NEOTS EYNESBURY
ST NEOTS EYNESBURY
ST NEOTS EATON SOCON
ST NEOTS EATON SOCON
ST NEOTS PRIORY PARK

Electorate
2014

Electorate
2020

2,056
997
3,212
2,229
2,082
1,882
3,745
1,645
2,705
3,656
24,209

5,940
1,050
3,210
2,230
1,980
1,880
4,000
1,560
2,570
3,680
28,100

New Parish Ward boundaries proposed by the LGBC:

Our comments on the Commission proposed St Neots Town Council Parish Wards are:
1) We do not support the creation of the new single member Ward identified as “AI” on the map.
We feel strongly that the current St Neots Priory Park parish ward boundary should be
retained..
a)

The streets in this area have been moved between the parish wards of Eynesbury and Priory
Park in previous reviews. Current Councillors who served at that time have reported that
these changes caused residents to feel a “loss of identity” with either ward and discouraged
election participation.

b)

It is our view that Residents in the “AI” area share a common identity with residents of the
“AN” area (St Neots Priory Park (east) ward).

c)

The town centre location of the “AI” area has been historically subject to considerable
residential infill development. It is unlikely, in our view that significant further additions to
the electorate will arise. Neither, the emerging Huntingdonshire Local Plan or St Neots
Neighbourhood Plan, support further significant residential development in the “AI” area.
Consequently, the proposed creation of a new ward would lead to disproportionate
representation of the projected 251 residents in that ward.

2) We would like to retain the current situation of 21 parish councillors.
a)

The Commission Report incorrectly states the current number of parish councillors as 20
(see section 35 reproduced above). It is believed that the single member ward of St Neots
East (referred to in the report as Loves Farm) may have been omitted.

b)

It is our opinion that the proposed new Eatons North Ward “AJ” should be increased from 3
to 4 members. The “AJ” electorate is projected to be 5,440 by 2020. The Commission
proposal of 3 members gives a notional ratio of 1,813 electors per member. By increasing
the number of members to 4, the notional ratio of electors to members is reduced to 1,360
which is more closely in line with other Wards.

c)

We feel 4 members in the Eatons North Ward better maintains a proportionate
representation of the electorate on the Town Council.

d)

For same reasons as above “AL” Eynesbury should be increased from 5 to 6 members.

3) We feel the names of the proposed new wards could better reflect local area identities and
suggest the following:
a)

“AO” Priory Park West. This area is recognised locally as part of Eaton Ford. However,
historically the area formed around the hamlet of Crosshall prior to absorption into the
larger village of Eaton Ford (and then St Neots Parish). The area contains both Crosshall
Road and Crosshall Manor & we feel that” Crosshall Ward” would be preferred to “Priory
Park West” as the Priory Park is itself is located to the east of St Neots.
Since this was discussed by Councillors it has come to light that Crosshall School does not
appear to be within the “AO” area and this has not yet been considered by Councillors.
Other local features are Regatta Meadow or that the majority of streets in the “AO” are
uniquely names after poets.

b)

“AJ” Eatons North has a strong local identity as Eaton Ford and we request the village name
be retained for this ward. “Eaton Ford Ward”.

c)

“AK” Eatons South has a strong loca identity as Eaton Socon and we request the village name
be retained for this ward. “Eaton Socon Ward”.

d)

“AN” Priory Park East. We feel this should remain as “St Neots Priory Park Ward”.
Appropriate naming of the “AO” Ward renders the West/East designation unnecessary.

e)

As stated in 1) above we support retention of the existing Priory Park Ward boundary and do
not support creation of the new parish ward “AI” Notwithstanding, in the event this proposal
goes ahead we suggest it is named “Church Ward”.

f)

“AL” Eynesbury. We support the retention of “Eynesbury Ward”.

g)

“AM” Loves Farm. Although the first phase of development to the east of St Neots is known
as Loves Farm, the majority of future development will be on the Wintringham Park site
which is south of Cambridge Road. Loves Farm is the name of a two stage development to
the north of Cambridge Road. Loves Farm is currently within a town parish ward named “St
Neots East”. We suggest the “St Neots East Ward” name is retained as this encompases the
imminent development of the Wintringham Park site.

Equality of Electoral Representation.
The Table below illustrates average electors per member (LGBC draft proposal).

Map
ID
AO
AJ
AK
AN
AI
AL
AM

Ave
Voters
per
Member

LGBC Ward Name

Proposed

Proposed
Electorate 2020
Members

Priory Park west
Eatons North
Eatons South
Priory Park East
Church
Eynesbury
Loves Farm
Total projected electors

Crosshall (Regatta,Poets)
Eaton Ford
Eaton Socon
St Neots Priory Park
Church
Eynesbury
St Neots East

1050
5440
4130
3429
251
7860
5940

1
3
3
3
1
5
4

1050
1813
1377
1143
251
1572
1485

28100

20

1405

The Table below illustrates average electors per member (St Neots proposal).

Map
ID

AO
AJ
AK
AN
AI
AL
AM

LGBC Ward Name

Proposed

Priory Park west
Eatons North
Eatons South
Priory Park East
Church
Eynesbury
Loves Farm
Total projected electors

Crosshall (Regatta,Poets)
Eaton Ford
Eaton Socon
St Neots Priory Park
Deleted
Eynesbury
St Neots East

Electorate
2020

Ave
Proposed Voters
Members
per
Member

1050
5440
4130
3680

1
4
3
3

1050
1360
1377
1227

7860
5940

6
4

1310
1485

28100

21

1338

Local Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

Page 1 of 1

Cambridgeshire County
Personal Details:
Name:

Carole Pollock

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: The Stukeleys Parish Council

Comment text:
The Stukeleys Parish Council strongly object to the proposed Huntingdonshire Division no 41 –
Warboys and the Stukeleys. The Stukeleys natural affinity lies with the Alconburys and
Brampton who are the Parish’s nearest neighbours and with whom the Parish shares many
common interests. Whereas, the Stukeleys have little in common with Warboys. As it is
proposed that there will only be one County Councillor for this division, The Stukeleys feel that
with the size of the population in Warboys compared to the size of the population in The
Stukeleys, our Parish’s interests may not always be fully considered and The Stukeleys will be
seen as an outlining village. We therefore request that the Boundary Commission reconsider and
take account of community interest and feelings.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/5424

25/06/2015

Hinds, Alex
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
25 June 2015 14:20
Hinds, Alex
FW: ELECTORAL REVIEW OF CAMBRIDGESHIRE: DRAFT RECOMMENDATIONS

From: Sutton Parish Council
Sent: 25 June 2015 14:17
To: reviews
Subject: FW: ELECTORAL REVIEW OF CAMBRIDGESHIRE: DRAFT RECOMMENDATIONS

Good afternoon,
Please find comments that have been resolved unanimously by Sutton Parish Council at their Full council meeting on
the 23rd June 2015 regarding the Electoral Review
The council would prefer a single member division with fewer parish councils and a smaller geographical area.
Sutton identifies with its neighbouring rural villages, rather than with Littleport and Ely. Any new division should
be manageable and linked with Similar villages.
If you need anything further from us, please let me know.
Thanks,
Melissa Wolland
Assistant Clerk to Sutton Parish Council

Office Hours Monday – Thursday
10am ‐12 noon for Reception and information centre

From: Egan, Helen
Sent: 12 May 2015 14:01
1

To: Sutton Parish Council
Subject: ELECTORAL REVIEW OF CAMBRIDGESHIRE: DRAFT RECOMMENDATIONS

Dear Ms Wolland,
ELECTORAL REVIEW OF CAMBRIDGESHIRE: DRAFT RECOMMENDATIONS
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England has published draft recommendations
on the future electoral arrangements for Cambridgeshire County Council. Today is the start of an
8 week public consultation on the Commission's draft recommendations on new division
boundaries across Cambridgeshire. The consultation closes on 6 July 2015.
View the draft recommendations
You can view the Commission's draft recommendations at
https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/4143 where you can find interactive maps, a report and
guidance on how to have your say. The Commission has not finalised its conclusions and now
invites representations on the draft recommendations.
There is a summary outlining the Commission's draft recommendations outlining the draft
recommendations, an interactive map of the Commission's recommendations for Cambridgeshire,
electorate figures and guidance on how to propose new wards is available on the consultation
area at: www.consultation.lgbce.org.uk. Further information about the review and the
Commission’s work is also published on our website at: https://www.lgbce.org.uk/currentreviews/eastern/cambridgeshire/cambridgeshire-county-council .
Have your say
We encourage everyone who has a view on the draft recommendations to contact us whether you
support them or whether you wish to propose alternative arrangements.
Before finalising the recommendations, the Commission will consider every representation
received during consultation whether it is submitted by an individual, a local group or an
organisation. We will weigh each submission against the criteria the Commission must follow
when drawing up electoral arrangements:


To deliver electoral equality where each county councillor represents roughly the same
number of electors as others across the county.



That the pattern of divisions should, as far as possible, reflect the interests and identities of
local communities.



That the electoral arrangements should provide for effective and convenient local
government.

It is important that you take account of the criteria if you are suggesting an alternative pattern of
divisions. You can find additional guidance and information about previous electoral reviews on
our website to help you or your organisation make a submission.
Get in touch
The Commission welcomes comments on the recommendations report by 06 July 2015.
Representations should be made:
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Through our interactive consultation portal where you can explore the maps of the
recommendations, draw your own boundaries and supply comments at:
www.consultation.lgbce.org.uk.



By email to: reviews@lgbce.org.uk.



Or in writing to:
Review Officer (Cambridgeshire)
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
Millbank
London
SW1P 4QP

The Commission aims to publish every response it receives during phases of consultation. If you
do not want all or any part of your response or name to be made public, you must state this clearly
in the response. Any such request should explain why confidentiality is necessary. All responses
may be subject to publication or disclosure as required by law (in particular under the Freedom of
Information Act 2000).
This is the last opportunity to influence the Commission's recommendations before they are
finalised. We therefore encourage local people to get in touch with us and have their say.
If you have any queries, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely

Alex Hinds
Review Officer
Reviews@lgbce.org.uk
0330 500 1274
Please note as of 27 April we have new contact details. Our new address is LGBCE, 14th Floor,
Millbank Tower, Millbank, London, SW1P 4QP. Our new telephone number is 0330 500 1525.
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ůĞĐƚŽƌĂů ZĞǀŝĞǁ ŽĨ ĂŵďƌŝĚŐĞƐŚŝƌĞ͗
ƌĂĨƚ ZĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚĂƚŝŽŶƐ
ZĞƐƉŽŶƐĞ ĨƌŽŵ ^ǁĂǀĞƐĞǇ WĂƌŝƐŚ ŽƵŶĐŝů
^ǁĂǀĞƐĞǇ WĂƌŝƐŚ ŽƵŶĐŝů ǁŝƐŚĞƐ ƚŽ ƐƵďŵŝƚ ŝƚƐ ƐĞƌŝŽƵƐ ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐ ĂŶĚ ƐƚƌŽŶŐ ŽďũĞĐƚŝŽŶƐ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ĚƌĂĨƚ
ƌĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚĂƚŝŽŶƐ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ƌĞǀŝĞǁ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŽƵŶƚǇ ŽƵŶĐŝů ĚŝǀŝƐŝŽŶ ƌĞůĂƚŝŶŐ ƚŽ ^ǁĂǀĞƐĞǇ WĂƌŝƐŚ͘ dŚĞ ŽƵŶĐŝů
ĂůƐŽ ǁŝƐŚĞƐ ƚŽ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ƚŚĞ ŽďũĞĐƚŝŽŶƐ ĂŶĚ ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐ ƌĂŝƐĞĚ ďǇ KǀĞƌ WĂƌŝƐŚ ŽƵŶĐŝů ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ǁĂǇ ŝŶ ǁŚŝĐŚ ƚŚĞ
ŽƵŶĚĂƌǇ ZĞǀŝĞǁ ĂƉƉĞĂƌƐ ƚŽ ŚĂǀĞ ďĞĞŶ ĐŽŶĚƵĐƚĞĚ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂů ĨŽƌ Ă ŶĞǁ ĚŝǀŝƐŝŽŶ ŝŶĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚŝŶŐ KǀĞƌ͘
/ ĂƚƚĂĐŚ Ă ĐŽƉǇ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƐĞĐŽŶĚ ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞ ĨƌŽŵ KǀĞƌ WĂƌŝƐŚ ŽƵŶĐŝů͕ ǁŚŝĐŚ ^ǁĂǀĞƐĞǇ WĂƌŝƐŚ ŽƵŶĐŝů ĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞůǇ
ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚƐ͘ / ĂůƐŽ ĚĞƚĂŝů ďĞůŽǁ ŽƵƌ ŽďũĞĐƚŝŽŶƐ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ĚƌĂĨƚ ƌĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚĂƚŝŽŶƐ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ^ǁĂǀĞƐĞǇ ĚŝǀŝƐŝŽŶ͘

ϭ

WƌŽƉŽƐĂů ƚŽ ĂŵĞŶĚ ƚŚĞ WĂƉǁŽƌƚŚ Θ ^ǁĂǀĞƐĞǇ ŝǀŝƐŝŽŶ
KŶ ƉĂŐĞ Ϯϳ ŽĨ ǇŽƵƌ ZĞƉŽƌƚ͕ ǇŽƵ ƐƚĂƚĞ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ WĂƉǁŽƌƚŚ ĂŶĚ ^ǁĂǀĞƐĞǇ ŝǀŝƐŝŽŶ ƚŚĂƚ ͞tĞ ŚĂǀĞ
ƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝĂůůǇ ŵŽĚŝĨŝĞĚ ƚŚĞ ĐŽƵŶƚǇͲǁŝĚĞ ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂůƐ ĨŽƌ ƚŚŝƐ ĚŝǀŝƐŝŽŶ ƚŽ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ ĨŽƌ ĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞ ĂŶĚ
ĐŽŶǀĞŶŝĞŶƚ ůŽĐĂů ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ͘ KƵƌ ĚƌĂĨƚ ƌĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚĂƚŝŽŶƐ ĂƌĞ ƚŽ ƉƌŽƉŽƐĞ Ă ĚŝǀŝƐŝŽŶ ĐŽŵƉƌŝƐŝŶŐ ϭϭ
ƉĂƌŝƐŚĞƐ ǁŚŝĐŚ ƐŚĂƌĞ ŐŽŽĚ ƌŽĂĚ ĐŽŶŶĞĐƚŝŽŶƐ ŽǀĞƌ ƚŚĞ ϭϰ ĂŶĚ ϰϮϴ͘ tĞ ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ ĚŝǀŝƐŝŽŶ
ƌĞĨůĞĐƚƐ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚǇ ĂŶĚ ŝƐ ĂůƐŽ ƉƌŽũĞĐƚĞĚ ƚŽ ŚĂǀĞ ŐŽŽĚ ĞůĞĐƚŽƌĂů ĞƋƵĂůŝƚǇ͘͟
^ǁĂǀĞƐĞǇ WĂƌŝƐŚ ŽƵŶĐŝů ǁŽƵůĚ ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚ ƚŚĂƚ ŐŽŽĚ ƌŽĂĚ ĐŽŶŶĞĐƚŝŽŶƐ ĂƌĞ ĂďŽƵƚ Ăůů ǁĞ ŚĂǀĞ ŝŶ
ĐŽŶŶĞĐƚŝŽŶ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ ƉĂƌŝƐŚĞƐ ƚŚĞ ŽƚŚĞƌ ƐŝĚĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ϭϰ ƚŽ ƵƐ͘ Ɛ ƐƚĂƚĞĚ ŝŶ ŽƵƌ ĨŝƌƐƚ ƐƵďŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ ͞dŚĞ
ϭϰ ŝƐ ŽƵƌ ƉĂƌŝƐŚ ďŽƵŶĚĂƌǇ ĂŶĚ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐ Ă ŶĂƚƵƌĂů ĂŶĚ ŽďǀŝŽƵƐ ĚŝǀŝƐŝŽŶ ďŽƵŶĚĂƌǇ͘ sĞƌǇ ƐŚŽƌƚůǇ ƚŚĞ
ϭϰ ŝƐ ƚŽ ďĞ ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞĚ ĂŶĚ ǁŝůů ďĞĐŽŵĞ ĂŶ ϴͲϭϬ ůĂŶĞ ŚŝŐŚǁĂǇ ďĂƌƌŝĞƌ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ ^ǁĂǀĞƐĞǇ ĂŶĚ ƉĂƌŝƐŚĞƐ
ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ƐŽƵƚŚ ŽĨ ŝƚ͘
/Ŷ ŽƵƌ ĚĂŝůǇ ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ ůŝǀĞƐ͕ ^ǁĂǀĞƐĞǇ ƉĂƌŝƐŚ ŚĂƐ ĨĂƌ ŵŽƌĞ ŝŶ ĐŽŵŵŽŶ ĂŶĚ ŝŶ ĐŽŶƚĂĐƚ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ
ŶĞŝŐŚďŽƵƌŝŶŐ ƉĂƌŝƐŚĞƐ ŽĨ &ĞŶ ƌĂǇƚŽŶ͕ KǀĞƌ ĂŶĚ tŝůůŝŶŐŚĂŵ͘ ĞƌƚĂŝŶůǇ ŵŽƌĞ ƚŚĂŶ ǁŝƚŚ ŽǆǁŽƌƚŚ͕
ůƐǁŽƌƚŚ͕ WĂƉǁŽƌƚŚ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ŽƚŚĞƌ ƐŵĂůůĞƌ ƉĂƌŝƐŚĞƐ ǁŝƚŚ ǁŚŝĐŚ ǁĞ ĂƌĞ ĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇ ĂŶĚ ƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚ ƚŽ ďĞ
ŐƌŽƵƉĞĚ͘͟
dŚŝƐ ŐƌŽƵƉŝŶŐ ĚŽĞƐ ŶŽƚ ͚ƌĞĨůĞĐƚ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚǇ͕͛ ǁĞ ŚĂǀĞ ŵŽƌĞ ͚ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚǇ͛
ŐĞŽŐƌĂƉŚŝĐĂůůǇ ĂŶĚ ŝŶ ŽƚŚĞƌ ǁĂǇƐ ǁŝƚŚ &ĞŶ ƌĂǇƚŽŶ͕ KǀĞƌ ĂŶĚ tŝůůŝŶŐŚĂŵ͘

Ϯ

͚>ŽƐƚ͛ ĨŝƌƐƚ ƐƵďŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ ĨƌŽŵ ^ǁĂǀĞƐĞǇ WĂƌŝƐŚ ŽƵŶĐŝů
^ǁĂǀĞƐĞǇ W ǁŽƌŬĞĚ ĐůŽƐĞůǇ ǁŝƚŚ KǀĞƌ W ŝŶ ƉƌĞƉĂƌŝŶŐ ƉĂƌĂůůĞů ƐƵďŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ĨŝƌƐƚ ĐŽŶƐƵůƚĂƚŝŽŶ͕
ƐŝŶĐĞ ƚŚĞƌĞ ĂƌĞ ĐůŽƐĞ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ƚŝĞƐ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ ƚŚĞ ǀŝůůĂŐĞƐ͕ ĂƐ ǁĞ ĞĂĐŚ ƐĞƚ ŽƵƚ ŝŶ ŽƵƌ ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚƐ͘
,ĂǀŝŶŐ ŶŽƚŝĐĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ ŽƵƌ ĨŝƌƐƚ ƐƵďŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ ǁĂƐ ŶŽƚ ŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶƐƵůƚĂƚŝŽŶ ǁĞďƐŝƚĞ͕ ǇŽƵ ƚŚĞŶ
ĐŽŶĨŝƌŵĞĚ ƚŽ ƵƐ ƚŚĂƚ ǇŽƵ ĚŝĚ ƌĞĐĞŝǀĞ ŽƵƌ ƐƵďŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ŚĂĚ ŝŶĚĞĞĚ ƚĂŬĞŶ ŝƚ ŝŶƚŽ ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚ ǁŚŝůĞ
ŵĂŬŝŶŐ ͚ǇŽƵƌ͛ ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂůƐ͕ ŵĞƌĞůǇ ŽŵŝƚƚŝŶŐ ŝƚ ǁŚĞŶ ƵƉůŽĂĚŝŶŐ ƚŚĞŵ ŽŶƚŽ ƚŚĞ ǁĞďƐŝƚĞ͘ ,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ ŽŶ
WĂŐĞ Ϯϳ ŽĨ ǇŽƵƌ ƌĞƉŽƌƚ ;ǁŚŝĐŚ / ĚŽǁŶůŽĂĚĞĚ ƚŽĚĂǇ ϮϵƚŚ :ƵŶĞ ϮϬϭϱͿ͕ ŝƚ Ɛƚŝůů ƐƚĂƚĞƐ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ WĂƉǁŽƌƚŚ Θ
^ǁĂǀĞƐĞǇ ƐĞĐƚŝŽŶ͕ ͞tĞ ƌĞĐĞŝǀĞĚ ƚǁŽ ƐƵďŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐ ĨƌŽŵ ƉĂƌŝƐŚĞƐ ŝŶ ƚŚŝƐ ĂƌĞĂ͟ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞŶ ĞǆƉůĂŝŶƐ ǁŚĂƚ
ĂǆƚŽŶ W ĂŶĚ &ĞŶ ƌĂǇƚŽŶ W ǁĞƌĞ ƌĞƋƵĞƐƚŝŶŐ͘ dŚĞƌĞ ŝƐ ŶŽ ŵĞŶƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ĂŶǇ ƐƵďŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ ĨƌŽŵ
^ǁĂǀĞƐĞǇ W͕ ǁŚŝĐŚ ǁŽƵůĚ ŚĂǀĞ ďĞĞŶ Ă ƚŚŝƌĚ ƐƵďŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ͕ ƐŽ ŝƚ ƐĞĞŵƐ ƋƵŝƚĞ ĐůĞĂƌ ƚŽ ƵƐ ƚŚĂƚ ǇŽƵ ĚŝĚ
ŶŽƚ ƚĂŬĞ ŽƵƌ ǀŝĞǁƐ ŝŶƚŽ ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚ ǁŚĞŶ ƌĞǀŝĞǁŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ WĂƉǁŽƌƚŚ ĂŶĚ ^ǁĂǀĞƐĞǇ ĚŝǀŝƐŝŽŶ͘ KƵƌ ǀŝĞǁƐ
ǁĞƌĞ ǀĞƌǇ ĐůĞĂƌ ĂŶĚ ƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝĂů ǁŝƚŚ ƌĞŐĂƌĚ ƚŽ ǁŚǇ ǁĞ ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌ ǁĞ ǁŽƵůĚ ďĞ ďĞƚƚĞƌ ƐĞƌǀĞĚ ďǇ ďĞŝŶŐ
ŝŶ Ă ĚŝǀŝƐŝŽŶ ǁŝƚŚ ĐůŽƐĞƌ ƚŝĞƐ ƚŽ ŶĞŝŐŚďŽƵƌŝŶŐ ƉĂƌŝƐŚĞƐ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ŶŽƌƚŚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ϭϰ͘

^ŝŶĐĞ KǀĞƌ W ĂŶĚ ^ǁĂǀĞƐĞǇ W ǁĞƌĞ ďŽƚŚ ĂƐŬŝŶŐ ƚŽ ďĞ ƉůĂĐĞĚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ƐĂŵĞ ŝǀŝƐŝŽŶ͕ ǇŽƵ ŚĂǀĞ ĐůĞĂƌůǇ
ŽǀĞƌůŽŽŬĞĚ ŚĂůĨ ŽĨ KǀĞƌ W͛Ɛ ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂů ĂŶĚ ŚĂǀĞ ƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ ŐŝǀĞŶ ŝƚ ůĞƐƐ ǁĞŝŐŚƚ ƚŚĂŶ ŝƚ ĚĞƐĞƌǀĞĚ͕ ĂƐ
ǁĞůů ĂƐ ŽǀĞƌůŽŽŬŝŶŐ ^ǁĂǀĞƐĞǇ W͛Ɛ ǀŝĞǁƐ ĞŶƚŝƌĞůǇ͘
ϯ

ŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶ
^ǁĂǀĞƐĞǇ WĂƌŝƐŚ ŽƵŶĐŝů ƵƌŐĞƐ ǇŽƵ ƚŽ ƌĞĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌ ƚŚĞ ĚƌĂĨƚ ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂůƐ ĨŽƌ ďŽƚŚ ^ǁĂǀĞƐĞǇ ĂŶĚ KǀĞƌ
ƉĂƌŝƐŚ ĐŽƵŶĐŝůƐ ĂŶĚ ƌĞǀŝĞǁ ƚŚĞ ƐƵďŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐ ƐƵďŵŝƚƚĞĚ ďǇ ďŽƚŚ WƐ͘

KŶ ďĞŚĂůĨ ŽĨ ^ǁĂǀĞƐĞǇ WĂƌŝƐŚ ŽƵŶĐŝů
>ŝŶĚĂ DŝůůĞƌ͕ ůĞƌŬ ƚŽ ^ǁĂǀĞƐĞǇ WĂƌŝƐŚ ŽƵŶĐŝů
ϮϵƚŚ :ƵŶĞ ϮϬϭϱ

ZĞƐƉŽŶƐĞ ĨƌŽŵ KǀĞƌ W ƚŽ >'͛Ɛ ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂůƐ
KǀĞƌ WĂƌŝƐŚ ŽƵŶĐŝů ǁŝƐŚĞƐ ƚŽ ĞǆƉƌĞƐƐ ŝƚƐ ƐĞƌŝŽƵƐ ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐ ĂďŽƵƚ ƚŚĞ ǁĂǇ ŝŶ ǁŚŝĐŚ ǇŽƵ ŚĂǀĞ ĐŽŶĚƵĐƚĞĚ
ƚŚŝƐ ŽƵŶĚĂƌǇ ZĞǀŝĞǁ ŝŶ ĂŵďƌŝĚŐĞƐŚŝƌĞ͕ ĂŶĚ ĂůƐŽ ƚŽ ƉƌŽƚĞƐƚ Ăƚ ƚŚĞ ŝŶĐŽŶŐƌƵŽƵƐ ĂƌƌĂŶŐĞŵĞŶƚ ǇŽƵ ŚĂǀĞ
ƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚ ĨŽƌ ƚŚŝƐ WĂƌŝƐŚ͘

ϭ
ϭ͘ϭ

dŚĞ ƵŶƐŽƵŶĚ ƌĞůŝĂŶĐĞ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ĂŵďƌŝĚŐĞ >ĂďŽƵƌ WĂƌƚǇ͛Ɛ ƐƵďŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ
zŽƵ ƐƚĂƚĞ ŝŶ ǇŽƵƌ ZĞƉŽƌƚ ƚŚĂƚ ǇŽƵ ƌĞĐĞŝǀĞĚ ϲϯ ƐƵďŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐ͘ ;dŚĞƌĞ ǁĞƌĞ ĂĐƚƵĂůůǇ ϲϰ ƐƵďŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐ͕
ďƵƚ ǇŽƵ ŽǀĞƌůŽŽŬĞĚ ^ǁĂǀĞƐĞǇ W͛Ɛ ƐƵďŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ ʹ ƐĞĞ ďĞůŽǁ͘Ϳ KŶĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞƐĞ ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚƐ͕ ƐƵďŵŝƚƚĞĚ ďǇ
ƚŚĞ ĂŵďƌŝĚŐĞ >ĂďŽƵƌ WĂƌƚǇ͕ ĐŽǀĞƌĞĚ ƚŚĞ ǁŚŽůĞ ĐŽƵŶƚǇ͕ ĂŶĚ ǇŽƵ ŚĂǀĞ ĐŚŽƐĞŶ ƚŽ ƵƐĞ ƚŚĂƚ ĂƐ ƚŚĞ
ďĂƐŝƐ ĨŽƌ ǇŽƵƌ ŽǁŶ ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂůƐ͕ ƌĞĨĞƌƌŝŶŐ ƚŽ ŝƚ ĂƐ ͞ĐŝƚǇͲǁŝĚĞ ƐƵďŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ͕͟ ͞ĚŝƐƚƌŝĐƚͲǁŝĚĞ ƐƵďŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ͟
ĂŶĚ ͞ĐŽƵŶƚǇͲǁŝĚĞ ƐƵďŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ͟ Ăƚ ĨƌĞƋƵĞŶƚ ŝŶƚĞƌǀĂůƐ ŝŶ ǇŽƵƌ ƌĞƉŽƌƚ͘ ,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕ ǇŽƵ ĚŽ ŶŽƚ ƐŚŽǁ Ăƚ
ĂŶǇ ƐƚĂŐĞ ƚŚĂƚ ǇŽƵ ŚĂǀĞ ĐŽŶĚƵĐƚĞĚ ĂŶǇ ĐƌŝƚŝĐĂů ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ ƚŚŝƐ ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚ͛Ɛ ƉƌŽǀĞŶĂŶĐĞ͕ ŶŽƌ ŽĨ
ƚŚĞ ĂŶŽŶǇŵŽƵƐ ĂƵƚŚŽƌ͛Ɛ ƋƵĂůŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ͕ ŶŽƌ ŽĨ ŚŝƐ ĚĞƚĂŝůĞĚ ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ ŽĨ Ăůů ƚŚĞ ĂƌĞĂƐ ŚĞ ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌƐ͕
ŶŽƌ ŝŶĚĞĞĚ ŽĨ ĂŶǇ ƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂů ďŝĂƐ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚŝƐ ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚ ŵŝŐŚƚ ĐŽŶƚĂŝŶ͘ /ŶĚĞĞĚ ŝƚƐ ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂůƐ ĨŽƌ
ĂŵďƌŝĚŐĞ ŝƚǇ ǁĞƌĞ ƌĞũĞĐƚĞĚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞŝƌ ĞŶƚŝƌĞƚǇ ďǇ ƚŚĞ ĂŵďƌŝĚŐĞ ŝƚǇ >ŝďĞƌĂů ĞŵŽĐƌĂƚ 'ƌŽƵƉ
ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ƚŚĞǇ ďĞůŝĞǀĞĚ ƚŚĞŵ ƚŽ ďĞ ƐĞƌŝŽƵƐůǇ ĨůĂǁĞĚ͘

ϭ͘Ϯ

dŚĞ ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚ ŝƐ ŚŝŐŚůǇ ƵŶƵƐƵĂů ŝŶ ƚŚĂƚ ŝƚ ŝƐ ǁƌŝƚƚĞŶ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĨŝƌƐƚ ƉĞƌƐŽŶ ďǇ ƐŽŵĞŽŶĞ ǁŚŽ ŚĂƐ ĐŚŽƐĞŶ
ƚŽ ĐŽŶĐĞĂů ŚŝƐ ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚǇ ĂŶĚ ŚŝƐ ƋƵĂůŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ͕ ĂŶĚ ǁŚŽ ŚĂƐ ŵĂĚĞ ŶŽ ĐůĂŝŵ ƚŽ ŬŶŽǁ ĂŶǇƚŚŝŶŐ ĂďŽƵƚ
ƚŚĞ ĂƌĞĂƐ ĨŽƌ ǁŚŝĐŚ ŚĞ ŝƐ ŵĂŬŝŶŐ ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂůƐ͘ /ƚ ŝƐ ĂůƐŽ ŚŝŐŚůǇ ƵŶƵƐƵĂů ĨŽƌ Ă WŽůŝƚŝĐĂů 'ƌŽƵƉ ƚŽ ĞŶĚŽƌƐĞ
ƐƵĐŚ Ă ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂůŝƐĞĚ ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚ ǁŝƚŚŽƵƚ ĂŶǇ ĞǆƉůĂŶĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ŚŽǁ ƚŚĞǇ ĐĂŵĞ ƚŽ ĐŽŵŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ ƚŚĞ ǁŽƌŬ
Žƌ ƚŽ ĂĚŽƉƚ ƚŚŝƐ ƉĞƌƐŽŶ͛Ɛ ǀŝĞǁƐ ĂƐ ƚŚĞŝƌ ŽǁŶ͘

ϭ͘ϯ

ŽƵŶƚǇ ŽƵŶĐŝůƐ ĂƌĞ ŝŶĞǀŝƚĂďůǇ ƉŽůŝƚŝĐŝƐĞĚ ďŽĚŝĞƐ͕ ĂŶĚ ŝƚ ƐĞĞŵƐ ƌĞŵĂƌŬĂďůĞ ƚŚĂƚ ǇŽƵ ƐŚŽƵůĚ ĂĚŽƉƚ Ă
ƐƵďŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ ĨƌŽŵ ŽŶĞ ƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂů ŐƌŽƵƉ ĂƐ ƚŚĞ ďĂƐŝƐ ĨŽƌ ǇŽƵƌ ŽǁŶ ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂůƐ͘ tĞ ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ
ĂĚŽƉƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ >ĂďŽƵƌ 'ƌŽƵƉ ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚ ŚĂƐ ƐĂǀĞĚ ǇŽƵ Ă ůŽƚ ŽĨ ǁŽƌŬ ŝŶ ĐƌĞĂƚŝŶŐ ǇŽƵƌ ŽǁŶ ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂůƐ
ĨƌŽŵ ƐĐƌĂƚĐŚ͕ ďƵƚ ǁĞ ďĞůŝĞǀĞ ƚŚĂƚ ǇŽƵ ŚĂǀĞ ƚŚĞƌĞďǇ ĨĂŝůĞĚ ƚŽ ĐĂƌƌǇ ŽƵƚ ǇŽƵƌ ƚĂƐŬ ǁŝƚŚ ĚƵĞ ĚŝůŝŐĞŶĐĞ͘

Ϯ
Ϯ͘ϭ

^ǁĂǀĞƐĞǇ W͛Ɛ ͚ůŽƐƚ͛ ƐƵďŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ
KǀĞƌ W ǁŽƌŬĞĚ ĐůŽƐĞůǇ ǁŝƚŚ ^ǁĂǀĞƐĞǇ W ŝŶ ƉƌĞƉĂƌŝŶŐ ƉĂƌĂůůĞů ƐƵďŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐ͕ ƐŝŶĐĞ ƚŚĞƌĞ ĂƌĞ ĐůŽƐĞ
ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ƚŝĞƐ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ ƚŚĞ ǀŝůůĂŐĞƐ͕ ĂƐ ǁĞ ĞĂĐŚ ƐĞƚ ŽƵƚ ŝŶ ŽƵƌ ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚƐ͘ zŽƵ ŚĂǀĞ ƚŽůĚ ^ǁĂǀĞƐĞǇ
W ƚŚĂƚ ǇŽƵ ĚŝĚ ƌĞĐĞŝǀĞ ƚŚĞŝƌ ƐƵďŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ŚĂĚ ŝŶĚĞĞĚ ƚĂŬĞŶ ŝƚ ŝŶƚŽ ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚ ǁŚŝůĞ ŵĂŬŝŶŐ ͚ǇŽƵƌ͛
ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂůƐ͕ ŵĞƌĞůǇ ŽŵŝƚƚŝŶŐ ŝƚ ǁŚĞŶ ƵƉůŽĂĚŝŶŐ ƚŚĞŵ ŽŶƚŽ ƚŚĞ ǁĞďƐŝƚĞ Ͳ ďƵƚ ƚŚĂƚ ŝƐ ƉĂƚĞŶƚůǇ ƵŶƚƌƵĞ͘
KŶ WĂŐĞ Ϯϳ ŽĨ ǇŽƵƌ ƌĞƉŽƌƚ͕ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ WĂƉǁŽƌƚŚ Θ ^ǁĂǀĞƐĞǇ ƐĞĐƚŝŽŶ͕ ǇŽƵ ƐƚĂƚĞ ͞tĞ ƌĞĐĞŝǀĞĚ ƚǁŽ
ƐƵďŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐ ĨƌŽŵ ƉĂƌŝƐŚĞƐ ŝŶ ƚŚŝƐ ĂƌĞĂ͟ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞŶ ĞǆƉůĂŝŶ ǁŚĂƚ ĂǆƚŽŶ W ĂŶĚ &ĞŶ ƌĂǇƚŽŶ W ǁĞƌĞ
ƌĞƋƵĞƐƚŝŶŐ͘ dŚĞƌĞ ŝƐ ŶŽ ŵĞŶƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ĂŶǇ ƐƵďŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ ĨƌŽŵ ^ǁĂǀĞƐĞǇ W͕ ǁŚŝĐŚ ǁŽƵůĚ ŚĂǀĞ ďĞĞŶ Ă
ƚŚŝƌĚ ƐƵďŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ͕ ƐŽ ŝƚ ŝƐ ƋƵŝƚĞ ĐůĞĂƌ ƚŚĂƚ ǇŽƵ ĚŝĚ ŶŽƚ ƚĂŬĞ ƚŚĞŝƌ ǀŝĞǁƐ ŝŶƚŽ ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚ͘

Ϯ͘Ϯ

^ŝŶĐĞ KǀĞƌ W ĂŶĚ ^ǁĂǀĞƐĞǇ W ǁĞƌĞ ďŽƚŚ ĂƐŬŝŶŐ ƚŽ ďĞ ƉůĂĐĞĚ ƚŚĞ ƐĂŵĞ ŝǀŝƐŝŽŶ͕ ǇŽƵ ŚĂǀĞ ĐůĞĂƌůǇ
ŽǀĞƌůŽŽŬĞĚ ŚĂůĨ ŽĨ KǀĞƌ W͛Ɛ ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂů ĂŶĚ ŚĂǀĞ ƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ ŐŝǀĞŶ ŝƚ ůĞƐƐ ǁĞŝŐŚƚ ƚŚĂŶ ŝƚ ĚĞƐĞƌǀĞĚ͕ ĂƐ
ǁĞůů ĂƐ ŽǀĞƌůŽŽŬŝŶŐ ^ǁĂǀĞƐĞǇ W͛Ɛ ǀŝĞǁƐ ĞŶƚŝƌĞůǇ͘

ϯ
ϯ͘ϭ

dŚĞ ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂů ĨŽƌ Ă ŶĞǁ ΗEŽƌƚŚƐƚŽǁĞ Θ KǀĞƌΗ ĚŝǀŝƐŝŽŶ
zŽƵ ƐƚĂƚĞ ;ŽŶ WϮϳ͕ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ƵŵƉƚĞĞŶƚŚ ƚŝŵĞͿ ƚŚĂƚ ͞ƚŚŝƐ ĚŝǀŝƐŝŽŶ ŝƐ ďĂƐĞĚ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ĐŽƵŶƚǇͲǁŝĚĞ
ƐƵďŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ ĨŽƌ ƚŚŝƐ ƉĂƌƚ ŽĨ ĂŵďƌŝĚŐĞƐŚŝƌĞ͕͟ ǇĞƚ ƚŚĂƚ ĐŽƵŶƚǇͲǁŝĚĞ ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚ ŵĂŬĞƐ ŵĂŶǇ
ƵŶƐƵƉƉŽƌƚĞĚ ĂŶĚ ŝŶĂĐĐƵƌĂƚĞ ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐ ĂďŽƵƚ ƚŚĞ ƚŚƌĞĞ ƉĂƌŝƐŚĞƐ ƚŚĂƚ ŝƚ ƉƌŽƉŽƐĞƐ ƚŽ ďƵŶĚůĞ
ƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ ǁŝƚŚ EŽƌƚŚƐƚŽǁĞ ƚŽ ĐƌĞĂƚĞ ƚŚĞ ŶĞǁ ĚŝǀŝƐŝŽŶ͘

ϯ͘Ϯ

dŚĞ >ĂďŽƵƌ 'ƌŽƵƉ ƐƵďŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ ĐůĂŝŵƐ ƚŚĂƚ ͞ ŬĞǇ ƐŚĂƌĞĚ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ ĨŽƌ Ăůů ƚŚƌĞĞ ƉĂƌŝƐŚĞƐ ǁŽƵůĚ ďĞ ƚŚĞ
ŶĞǁ ƐĞƚƚůĞŵĞŶƚ Ăƚ EŽƌƚŚƐƚŽǁĞ ǁŚŝĐŚ ǁŝůů ŝŵƉĂĐƚ ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚůǇ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ůŽĐĂů ĂƌĞĂ͘͟ dŚĂƚ ŝƐ ĐĞƌƚĂŝŶůǇ
ƚƌƵĞ ŽĨ >ŽŶŐƐƚĂŶƚŽŶ ĂŶĚ ŽĨ KĂŬŝŶŐƚŽŶ Θ tĞƐƚǁŝĐŬ͕ ǁŚŝĐŚ ǁŝůů ŝŶĞǀŝƚĂďůǇ ďĞĐŽŵĞ ƐƵďƵƌďƐ ŽĨ
EŽƌƚŚƐƚŽǁĞ ŝŶ ĚƵĞ ĐŽƵƌƐĞ͕ ďƵƚ ŝƚ ŝƐ ŵŽƐƚ ĚĞĨŝŶŝƚĞůǇ ŶŽƚ ƚƌƵĞ ŽĨ KǀĞƌ͘ tŝůůŝŶŐŚĂŵ ŝƐ ĨĂƌ ĐůŽƐĞƌ ƚŽ
EŽƌƚŚƐƚŽǁĞ ĂŶĚ ǁŝůů ƐĞŶĚ ŝƚƐ ĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ŶĞǁ EŽƌƚŚƐƚŽǁĞ ^ĞĐŽŶĚĂƌǇ ƐĐŚŽŽů ǁŚĞŶ ŝƚ ŽƉĞŶƐ͕
ǁŚĞƌĞĂƐ KǀĞƌ͛Ɛ ĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ǁŝůů ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞ ƚŽ ƚƌĂǀĞů ƚŽ ^ǁĂǀĞƐĞǇ sŝůůĂŐĞ ŽůůĞŐĞ͘ /ƚ ŝƐ ŚĂƌĚ ƚŽ ĚĞƚĞĐƚ ĂŶǇ
ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ ŝŶ KǀĞƌ ĂďŽƵƚ ƚŚĞ EŽƌƚŚƐƚŽǁĞ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ͕ ǁŚŝĐŚ ŝƐ ŐĞŶĞƌĂůůǇ ƌĞŐĂƌĚĞĚ ĂƐ ĂŶ ƵŶǁĞůĐŽŵĞ
ŝŵƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ůŽĐĂůŝƚǇ͘

ϯ͘ϯ

dŚĞ ΗĐŽƵŶƚǇͲǁŝĚĞ ƐƵďŵŝƐƐŝŽŶΗ ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞƐ͗ ͞ůů ƚŚƌĞĞ ǀŝůůĂŐĞƐ ŚĂǀĞ ƐŚĂƌĞĚ ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚƐ ĚƵĞ ƚŽ
ƚŚĞŝƌ ƉƌŽǆŝŵŝƚǇ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ϭϰ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ 'ƵŝĚĞĚ ƵƐǁĂǇ͘͟ dŽ ƌĞĂĐŚ ƚŚĞ ϭϰ ĨƌŽŵ KǀĞƌ ǁĞ ŚĂǀĞ ƚŽ ƚƌĂǀĞů
ĞŝƚŚĞƌ ĚŽǁŶ ƚŚĞ ϭϬϱϬ ƉĂƐƚ >ŽŶŐƐƚĂŶƚŽŶ Žƌ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ^ǁĂǀĞƐĞǇ͕ ǁŚŝůĞ tŝůůŝŶŐŚĂŵ͕ ^ǁĂǀĞƐĞǇ͕ &ĞŶ
ƌĂǇƚŽŶ ĂŶĚ ŵĂŶǇ ŽƚŚĞƌ ǀŝůůĂŐĞƐ ʹ ĂŶĚ ĞǀĞŶ EŽƌƚŚƐƚŽǁĞ ŝƚƐĞůĨ ʹ ĂƌĞ ĐůŽƐĞƌ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ϭϰ͘ Ɛ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ
'ƵŝĚĞĚ ƵƐǁĂǇ͕ ƚŚĞƌĞ ĂƌĞ ďƵƐ ƐƚŽƉƐ ŝŶ ^ǁĂǀĞƐĞǇ͕ >ŽŶŐƐƚĂŶƚŽŶ ĂŶĚ KĂŬŝŶŐƚŽŶ ƚŽ ƐĞƌǀĞ ƚŚĞŝƌ
ŝŶŚĂďŝƚĂŶƚƐ͕ ǁŚŝůĞ ƚŚĞ ďƵƐǁĂǇ ũƵƐƚ ƉĂƐƐĞƐ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ƚŚĞ ƐŽƵƚŚĞƌŶ ĞǆƚƌĞŵŝƚǇ ŽĨ ŽƵƌ ƉĂƌŝƐŚ͕ ǁĞůů ĂǁĂǇ
ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚĞ ǀŝůůĂŐĞ ŝƚƐĞůĨ͘ KǀĞƌ͛Ɛ ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ ŚĂǀĞ ƚŽ ƚƌĂǀĞů ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ďƵƐ ƐƚŽƉƐ Ăƚ ĞŝƚŚĞƌ ^ǁĂǀĞƐĞǇ Žƌ
>ŽŶŐƐƚĂŶƚŽŶ ƚŽ ĂĐĐĞƐƐ ƚŚĞ ďƵƐĞƐ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ƵƐǁĂǇ͘

ϯ͘ϰ

/ƚ ƐŚŽƵůĚ ďĞ ƋƵŝƚĞ ĐůĞĂƌ ďǇ ŶŽǁ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ ĂŶŽŶǇŵŽƵƐ ĂƵƚŚŽƌ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĂŵďƌŝĚŐĞ >ĂďŽƵƌ WĂƌƚǇ
ƐƵďŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ ŚĂƐ ůŝƚƚůĞ ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂů ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ Žƌ ͚ĨĞĞů͛ ĨŽƌ ƚŚŝƐ ĂƌĞĂ ʹ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĂƚ ŚŝƐ ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂůƐ ŵĂŬĞ ůŝƚƚůĞ
ƐĞŶƐĞ ĂƐ ĨĂƌ ĂƐ ŽƵƌ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ůŝŶŬƐ͕ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚƐ ĂŶĚ ďŽƵŶĚĂƌŝĞƐ ĂƌĞ ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶĞĚ͘ KǀĞƌ W͛Ɛ ƐƵďŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ
ƉŽŝŶƚĞĚ ŽƵƚ ƚŚĂƚ KǀĞƌ ŚĂĚ ǀĞƌǇ ůŝƚƚůĞ ŝŶ ĐŽŵŵŽŶ ǁŝƚŚ >ŽŶŐƐƚĂŶƚŽŶ͕ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĂƚ ŝƚ ƐŚĂƌĞĚ ŝƐƐƵĞƐ ŽĨ
ĨůŽŽĚŝŶŐ͕ ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚ ůŝŶŬƐ͕ ĞƚĐ͘ ǁŝƚŚ ^ǁĂǀĞƐĞǇ͕ tŝůůŝŶŐŚĂŵ ĂŶĚ &ĞŶ ƌĂǇƚŽŶ͘ ^ŽŵĞŚŽǁ ǇŽƵ ŚĂǀĞ
ŵĂŶĂŐĞĚ ƚŽ ŐŝǀĞ Ă ĨĂƌ ŐƌĞĂƚĞƌ ǁĞŝŐŚƚ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ŝůůͲĨŽƵŶĚĞĚ ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ ŽĨ ĂŶ ĂŶŽŶǇŵŽƵƐ >ĂďŽƵƌ WĂƌƚǇ
ĂƵƚŚŽƌ ƚŚĂŶ ƚŽ KǀĞƌ W͛Ɛ ʹ ĂŶĚ ^ǁĂǀĞƐĞǇ W͛Ɛ ʹ ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂůƐ͘

ϰ
ϰ͘ϭ

^ŚŽƌƚͲƐŝŐŚƚĞĚ ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂůƐ ƚŚĂƚ ǁŝůů ůĞĂǀĞ KǀĞƌ ͚ƐƚĂƚĞůĞƐƐ͛
tĞ ƌĞĂůŝƐĞ ƚŚĂƚ ǇŽƵ ĂƌĞ ŽŶůǇ ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚ ƚŽ ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌ ĞǆƉĞĐƚĞĚ ŐƌŽǁƚŚ ƵƉ ƚŽ ϮϬϮϬ͕ ďƵƚ ƚŚĞ ƌĂƉŝĚ
ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ EŽƌƚŚƐƚŽǁĞ ǁŝůů ƌĞŶĚĞƌ ǇŽƵƌ ƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚ ĚŝǀŝƐŝŽŶ ƵƐĞůĞƐƐ ĂĨƚĞƌ ƚŚĂƚ͘ zŽƵ ĂĐĐĞƉƚ ƚŚĞ
>ĂďŽƵƌ 'ƌŽƵƉ͛Ɛ ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚŝŽŶ ƚŚĂƚ EŽƌƚŚƐƚŽǁĞ ŶĞĞĚƐ KǀĞƌ ƚŽ ŵĂŬĞ ƵƉ ƚŚĞ ŶƵŵďĞƌƐ ŝŶ ǁŚĂƚ ǁŽƵůĚ
ŽƚŚĞƌǁŝƐĞ ďĞ Ă ƚŝŶǇ ĚŝǀŝƐŝŽŶ Ăƚ ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚ͕ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ ŶƵŵďĞƌƐ ǁŝůů ƚŚĞŶ ƌĞĂĐŚ ƉĂƌ ďǇ ϮϬϮϬ ʹ ĂŶĚ ǇŽƵ
ƐĞĞŵ ƚŽ ĨŝŶĚ ƚŚĂƚ ƐĂƚŝƐĨĂĐƚŽƌǇ͘ ,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕ ǁĞ ĚŽŶ͛ƚ͘ KǀĞƌ ŝƐ ďĞŝŶŐ ƉƵƐŚĞĚ ŝŶƚŽ ĂŶ ƵŶǁĞůĐŽŵĞ
ŐƌŽƵƉŝŶŐ ǁŝƚŚ EŽƌƚŚƐƚŽǁĞ ĂŶĚ ŝƚƐ ƐĂƚĞůůŝƚĞ ƉĂƌŝƐŚĞƐ ĂƐ Ă ŵĂŬĞͲǁĞŝŐŚƚ ƵŶƚŝů ϮϬϮϬ͕ ĂĨƚĞƌ ǁŚŝĐŚ ƚŝŵĞ
EŽƌƚŚƐƚŽǁĞ͛Ɛ ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵŝŶŐ ŐƌŽǁƚŚ ǁŝůů ŝŶĞǀŝƚĂďůǇ ůĞĂĚ ƚŽ ƵƐ ďĞŝŶŐ ƉƵƐŚĞĚ ŽƵƚ ŝŶƚŽ ǇĞƚ ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ
ĚŝǀŝƐŝŽŶ ƚŽ ĂĐƚ ĂƐ Ă ŵĂŬĞͲǁĞŝŐŚƚ ƚŚĞƌĞ͘ tĞ ĚĞƐĞƌǀĞ ďĞƚƚĞƌ ƚƌĞĂƚŵĞŶƚ ƚŚĂŶ ƚŚĂƚ͘

ϰ͘Ϯ

KǀĞƌ W ƉƵƚ ĨŽƌǁĂƌĚ ĐĂƌĞĨƵůůǇ ƌĞĂƐŽŶĞĚ ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂůƐ ŝŶ ĐŽŶũƵŶĐƚŝŽŶ ǁŝƚŚ ^ǁĂǀĞƐĞǇ W ďƵƚ͕ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ
ŝŶĐŽŵƉĞƚĞŶĐĞ ;ŽǀĞƌůŽŽŬŝŶŐ ^ǁĂǀĞƐĞǇ͛Ɛ ƐƵďŵŝƐƐŝŽŶͿ ĂŶĚ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ƚĂŬŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ĞĂƐǇ ƌŽƵƚĞ ŽĨ ĂĚŽƉƚŝŶŐ
ƵŶƚĞƐƚĞĚ ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂůƐ ŽĨ ĚƵďŝŽƵƐ ƉƌŽǀĞŶĂŶĐĞ͕ ǇŽƵ ŚĂǀĞ ƚƌĞĂƚĞĚ ƵƐ ŵŽƐƚ ƵŶĨĂŝƌůǇ͘ DŽƌĞ ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚůǇ
ǇŽƵ ŚĂǀĞ ĨĂŝůĞĚ ŝŶ ŽŶĞ ŽĨ ǇŽƵƌ ƚŚƌĞĞ ƐƚĂƚĞĚ ĂŝŵƐ ʹ ƚŚĂƚ ŽĨ ͞ƌĞĨůĞĐƚŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚǇ ĂŶĚ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚƐ ŽĨ
ůŽĐĂů ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ͘͟

ϱ
ϱ͘ϭ

ŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶ
tĞ ƵƌŐĞ ǇŽƵ ƚŽ ƌĞĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌ ǇŽƵƌ ŝůůͲĨŽƵŶĚĞĚ͕ ƐŚŽƌƚͲƐŝŐŚƚĞĚ ĂŶĚ ŵƵĚĚůĞĚ ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂů ƚŽ ŐƌŽƵƉ KǀĞƌ
ǁŝƚŚ EŽƌƚŚƐƚŽǁĞ͕ >ŽŶŐƐƚĂŶƚŽŶ ĂŶĚ KĂŬŝŶŐƚŽŶ Θ tĞƐƚǁŝĐŬ͕ ĂŶĚ ĂƐŬ ƚŚĂƚ ǇŽƵ ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌ ƚŚĞ KǀĞƌ W
ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ^ǁĂǀĞƐĞǇ W ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂůƐ ƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ ;ǁŚŝĐŚ ǇŽƵ ŚĂǀĞ ŶŽƚ ĚŽŶĞ ƐŽ ĨĂƌͿ ĂŶĚ ŐŝǀĞ ƚŚĞŵ ƚŚĞ
ƐĞƌŝŽƵƐ ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞǇ ĚĞƐĞƌǀĞ͘

Hinds, Alex
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka
18 June 2015 09:35
Hinds, Alex
FW: Electoral Boundary Review - Cambridgeshire County Council

From: Mishka Mayers On Behalf Of reviews
Sent: 18 June 2015 09:19
To: Hinds, Alex
Subject: FW: Electoral Boundary Review ‐ Cambridgeshire County Council
Cambridgeshire email submission
From: Gabrielle Van Poortvliet
Sent: 17 June 2015 14:34
To: reviews
Subject: Electoral Boundary Review ‐ Cambridgeshire County Council
I am writing on behalf of Whaddon Parish Council, Cambridgeshire to say that we are happy with the current
proposals and the electoral district which Whaddon will be in. We have no further comments.
Best wishes
Gabrielle van Poortvliet
Clerk - Whaddon Parish Council

1

Fuller, Heather
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Clerk
09 June 2015 11:59
reviews
Electoral Review

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

Dear Sirs
I am writing on behalf of Willingham Parish Council in response to your draft recommendations for the Electoral
Review of Cambridgeshire.
Willingham Parish Council note that under the new plans Willingham would move away from its current ward with
Over and instead join Cottenham and Rampton. Over would then be grouped with Northstowe. Whilst the Council
does not have an issue being grouped with Cottenham and Rampton it does have some concerns regarding the
possible implications of the change. The current boundary with Over is at the very edge of the village development
with no green space between the boundary. The Council are concerned that this could mean future Northstowe
developments infringing on Willingham. It is felt that the boundary to Over could be moved towards Over to allow
green space between the boundaries and village development with minimum impact or significant change to
parishioner numbers.
I would be grateful if you could acknowledge receipt of these comments and any notify me of any action that may
be taken as a result.
Kind regards

Mandy Powell
Parish Clerk
Willingham Parish Council
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Hinds, Alex
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
01 July 2015 15:10
Hinds, Alex
FW: Electoral Review of Cambridgeshire

From: CLERK
Sent: 01 July 2015 15:03
To: reviews
Subject: Electoral Review of Cambridgeshire
The draft recommendations in relation to the Electoral Review of Cambridgeshire were considered by Wisbech
Town Council on 22 June 2015.
Although members of the council understand the rationale behind the recommendations, i.e. to achieve electoral
equality within County Council electoral divisions, they are of the opinion that, because of the strong and
established links between the wards which make up the current electoral divisions for Wisbech, the status quo
should be allowed to remain.

Terry Jordan
Clerk to the Council
Wisbech Town Council

Tel:
Website: www.wisbechtowncouncil.org.uk

Follow us on Twitter
Office hours 9.00 – 3.00pm Monday to Friday inclusive
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Cambridgeshire County
Personal Details:
Name:

Alysoun Hodges

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Witchford Parish Council

Comment text:
Witchford Parish Council does not agree with the proposal to merge the existing Haddenham
and Littleport West divisions to create a single Littleport West division. The Parish Council
considers that this is a meaningless geographical division, which will have no cohesion. The
Parish Council considers that electoral divisions should be based on geographical areas that
have meaning to the residents. Witchford Parish Council considers that the status quo should be
retained with regard to these divisions.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/5334

08/06/2015

Local Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

Page 1 of 1

Cambridgeshire County
Personal Details:
Name:

John Peal

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: YELLING Parish Council

Comment text:
I disagree with the proposal to combine the existing rural parishes, of which Yelling is one, with
Loves Farm and the Wintringham development. The more numerous residents in the edge of
town developments will swamp the views of the residents in the rural communities. I am
Chairman of Yelling Parish Council.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/5378

15/06/2015

