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Submission to the Boundary Commission on the Review of the Divisions in
Cambridgeshire by the Liberal Democrat Group on Cambridge City Council.
1. The Timing of this Submission.
The Commission has allowed submissions from Cambridge City Council to be sent after the
official closing date of 19th January up to 31st January,
This submission is by the Liberal Democrat group on Cambridge City Council.
It would have been impossible to have got a meaningful submission in by the 19th January as the
correct numbers were not available at that date (see item 2).
We contend that the scheme submitted by the Cambridge Labour Party through the City Council
is fundamentally flawed as it is based on incorrect numbers and not compliant with the rules
governing reviews of County Council electoral arrangements in two-tier areas (see item 3).
2. The Numbers of Electors.
The numbers of electors in Cambridge has changed in two ways since summer 2014 when the
Commission indicated that it was “minded to” fix the numbers of members of the County Council
(and hence the Divisions) at 63.
Number of students underestimated.
The original numbers overlooked new student accommodation in the city which is projected to
house 2,410 students. As Cambridge University records show that approximately 16% of students
are not citizens of the UK, EU or a Commonwealth country, it is reasonable to assume that 84% (ie
2,025) are expected to be eligible to vote in some UK elections. This number therefore needs to be
added to the electorate of Cambridge City as estimated in summer 2014.
Number of new houses underestimated.
The most recent projections for new housing in the City in its Annual Monitoring Report,
published in December 2014, updates information about housing that should be considered as part
of the review period. Some sites should be included as they will be brought forward quicker than
previously expected eg. in Queen Edith's division. The County Council in summer 2014 expected
growth to add about 8,600 electors by 2020. The latest estimate suggests that the total growth will
be around 12,200, a further increase of some 3,600 electors. The 2,025 students are additional to
both these figures.
It can be seen that this is an increase of some 5,635 electors to the number taken into account
by the County Council when putting forward its proposals for council size and allocation of
seats to each district in the summer of 2014.
The housing projections also show that some new build had been wrongly allocated to the present
wards. Much of the new build on the Darwin Green site will not be in the present Castle ward as
previously expected, but in Arbury and the new build on the CB1 site will be in the present
Trumpington ward rather than Petersfield.
These errors of placement have now been accepted by the Boundary Commission but are not
recognised in the Cambridge Labour Party submission (see item 3).
For Districts other than the City, the December 2014 Annual Monitoring Reports with their
up-to-date projections for housing, and the consequent calculations for numbers of electors, are not
yet available to the County Research Unit . The overall numbers for the County are therefore

uncertain. In addition, new electoral registers were published on 1st December 2014. The
numbers of electors in each district are also not yet available.
We therefore request that the Commission seeks clarification of the numbers across the
County before confirming that they will be working to 63 or re-opening the question.
It should be noted that the addition just of the students overlooked when the allocation of 63
was calculated, means that the option of retaining 69 members, with 14 in Cambridge, should
have been considered feasible, when on the figures used at the time it was not.
The final numbers may well make the City under-represented if the Commission retain the
proposed 63 divisions, in that divisions in the City could be significantly larger than those in the
rest of the County. As alternatives, it may be possible to retain the present number of 69 or reduce
the number to 61 or 60 to obtain parity.
We would prefer retaining the present number of 69, as less disruptive.
As Cambridgeshire (especially the southern part) is one of the fastest growing areas in the
country, another review in the near future is highly likely. Having as little disruption as
feasible this time is therefore desirable.
3. The Submission by the Cambridge Labour Party.
We believe this submission is seriously flawed.
Firstly, it was done on the old numbers, with the misplacements and the absence of 2,025 students
and 3,600 residents as indicated by the new housing figures (see item 2). In all about 5,635
electors are missing from their scheme.
Secondly, it pays little regard to the principles set out by the Commission and is not compliant with
the rules governing reviews of County Council electoral arrangements in two-tier areas which the
Commission is bound to follow.
3.5 the need to reflect the identities and interests of local communities;
i) Taking the northern part of Romsey to put it with Barnwell (Abbey) was
suggested by Labour at the last review and provoked an unusually large negative response (the
majority of consultation responses) from the residents as people in that area consider that they live
in Romsey which has a very clear community identity.
ii) Dividing the dense community in the Park Street area into two divisions does
not respect that local community.
iii) As primary schools tend to be the focus of their community, keeping boundaries
some way from them is good practice. In the Labour scheme, Mayfield School, Park Street
School and St Philip's School are all divided from a sizeable section of their immediate catchment
area, each being located almost directly on a division boundary.
iv) Shopping patterns and secondary school catchment areas can also indicate
communities but the Labour scheme completely ignores both of these in the Chesterton and Kings
Hedges areas north of the river.
v) Roads are sometimes the focus of a community and sometimes mark the edge of
one: Mill Road is without doubt the focus of its community, but the Labour submission makes it a
boundary between two divisions on its western side.
East Road, Gonville Road and the rest of the southern inner ring road (see below) marks the edge
of a community and has been referred to as a ring of steel because of the traffic. The Labour

party's submission crosses it and consequently breaks up communities on either side.
3.6. Our aim is to identify clear and long-lasting boundaries for ward/division. We also take into
account factors such as the location and boundaries of parishes and the physical features of the
local area when drawing boundaries.
There is a very long established boundary between the North and West of the city and the South
and East, along the river and the line of Elizabeth Way, East Road, Gonville Place, Lensfield Road
and Fen Causeway to the river again. This, with minor flexibility around, for example, Lensfield
Road, is very well established for nearly 50 years and separates the city into two equal halves.
The Labour party's submission ignores this boundary.
3.7
In addition, in reviewing two-tier county councils we are required to have regard to the
boundaries of district or borough wards. We will seek to use them as the building blocks for
county electoral divisions. In making our recommendations, we must ensure that every electoral
division is wholly within a single district, so that no division crosses the boundary between two
neighbouring districts.
Almost none of the boundaries in Labour party's submission follow present ward boundaries so do
not, in any way, "have regard to them".
In view of these serious flaws we request the Commission disregard the Cambridge Labour
Party submission.
We are aware that the County Council considered internal submissions for both 12 and 14
county councillors in Cambridge. We trust that the Commission is aware of these schemes
and will take them into account. You will find that they both make serious attempts to
comply with 3.7, not surprisingly, more successfully for 14 wards than for 12.

Labour Group Submission to the LGBCE for Cambridge District in Cambridgeshire
County Council
Contents
1. Requirements provided by the Local Government Boundary Commission
2. Principles governing Labour’s proposals for Cambridge District
3. The detailed proposal
4. Map of the proposal
1. Requirements provided by the Local Government Boundary Commission
The Local Government Boundary Commission has written as follows to county and district
councils in Cambridgeshire:
In developing its work programme for 2014-15, the Commission identified
Cambridgeshire County Council as requiring a Further Electoral Review. Each year,
the Commission studies the levels of electoral imbalance arising in each local
authority area in order to establish whether there is a need, because of imbalances
which have arisen, for an electoral review.
Electoral imbalances arise when voters are either over-represented or underrepresented by their councillor(s) when compared to average levels of representation
for the authority as a whole. Under the criteria adopted by the Commission, if the
following criteria [sic] is met, then consideration is given to the need for a review.
These criteria are:
* Any local authority with an electoral division or ward that has an electoral variance
in excess of 30%. For Cambridgeshire, this means a division having over 30% more
or fewer electors per councillor than is average for the county council as a whole;
and/or
* Any local authority where more than 30% of divisions or wards have an electoral
variance in excess of 10% from the average for that authority; and
* The imbalance is unlikely to be corrected by foreseeable changes to the electorate
within a reasonable period.
Cambridgeshire County Council meets these selection criteria. The data shows that 19
(31.67%) of the 60 electoral divisions have an electoral variance in excess of 10%
from the average for the authority.
The Local Government Boundary Commission has set out the key requirements for valid
proposals or responses:
... to have regard to:
• the need to secure equality of representation;
• the need to reflect the identities and interests of local communities; and
• the need to secure effective and convenient local government.
3.6 Included in the community identities and interests criterion is the desirability of
fixing boundaries which are and will remain easily identifiable, and which will not
break local ties. Our aim is to identify clear and long-lasting boundaries for
ward/division. We also take into account factors such as the location and boundaries
of parishes and the physical features of the local area when drawing boundaries.
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3.7 In addition, in reviewing two-tier county councils we are required to have regard
to the boundaries of district or borough wards. We will seek to use them as the
building blocks for county electoral divisions. In making our recommendations, we
must ensure that every electoral division is wholly within a single district, so that no
division crosses the boundary between two neighbouring districts.
2. Principles governing Labour’s proposals for Cambridge District
Labour’s proposals for the Cambridge District review are intended to respond appropriately
to the Commission’s guidelines. The proposals also assume, as the Commission has resolved,
that Cambridgeshire County Council will comprise 63 members by 2017 with no dualmember divisions. Respect has been paid primarily, as required, to the principle of equal
electoral districts – a principle which earlier iterations appear to have failed adequately to
respect. The proposals reflect the problem posed by major growth in some parts of the city
and the essential pre-requisite that the proposals should ‘correct imbalances’ by anticipating
growth up to 2020. The proposals are made on the basis of the information which
Cambridgeshire County Council has provided noting that, by the time the new registers are
intended to come into operation in 2017, half of this anticipated growth is likely already to
have occurred.
The proposals also reflect the Commission’s concerns for:
 boundaries between divisions ‘which are and will remain easily identifiable’
 historic village identities (these are the proposed Chesterton Division, Cherry Hinton,
Trumpington, and Newnham)
 historically identifiable geographical locations which have constituted wards or
divisions in the past (these are Arbury, the proposed Barnwell Division, Castle,
King’s Hedges, Romsey, the proposed St Matthew’s Division, the proposed St Paul’s
Division, and Queen Edith’s)
In addition, a further principle has been developed here: that the universities and university
colleges should be dispersed and diluted amongst as many divisions as is compatible with
considerations of numbers and geography.
These principles are developed in greater detail below:
1. Equal divisions constitute the cardinal principle in establishing valid representative
electoral areas.
2. There are significant physical boundaries to communities in the city: the river, the
railway line, and certain roads:
a. The river boundary should only be breached where there are many and flexible
crossings. In practice, this means the city centre, where many colleges stretch
across both sides of the river. In addition, smaller watercourses such as Vicar’s
Brook do not form physical boundaries but are clearly identifiable features
suitable for use as division boundaries.
b. The railway line frequently divides communities, especially where there are a
limited number of crossings and where traffic levels cause them to form
bottlenecks. The present Abbey and Cherry Hinton divisions already cross
railway lines and this has not caused representational problems, while
connections between Trumpington and Addenbrookes Hospital are being
improved by the construction of new bridges. However, the Mill Road railway
bridge between the present Petersfield and Romsey divisions and the Hills
Road railway bridge between the present Coleridge and Trumpington
divisions are clearly bottlenecks and it is not therefore appropriate for
divisions to be connected over them.
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c. Roads are often community identifiers but they are equally often barriers
which militate against effective division boundaries. For example, while Mill
Road may appear to be a unifying feature to outsiders for whom it is primarily
a retail location, the residential communities on either side of Mill Road in the
present Petersfield Division are divided by Mill Road and are distinct
communities of fundamentally different characters. This is reflected by the
existence of different community organisations: Petersfield Area Community
Trust (PACT) and South Petersfield Residents’ Association (SOPRA).
3. Community identity is a significant issue but can be difficult to pin down. Local
councillors and activists can easily confuse existing division boundaries in which they
may have thrived politically with what constitutes a ‘community’.
4. Villages such as Cherry Hinton, Chesterton, Newnham, and Trumpington are historic
parishes. However, these areas have seen significant development since they were
incorporated and the generally transient nature of much of Cambridge’s population
means that it is unwise to adhere too slavishly to historical boundaries.
5. The area surrounding the historic castle mound is a significant feature whose
community identity has not been respected in recent boundary arrangements.
6. The present Market Division has long been a local government ward/division and has
represented the defined geographic area of the city centre. However, this does not
mean it represents a community. The division has historically experienced some of
the lowest turnouts in Cambridge District, largely due to its large student population,
and this has meant non-student electors in Market have in practice had their votes
count more than electors elsewhere in the city. There are therefore benefits in
diffusing the impact of the university colleges across as wide a number of divisions as
is compatible with topographical coherence: to the proposed divisions of Castle,
Newnham, St Matthew’s, and St Paul’s.
7. Moreover, the students of Cambridge University do not constitute a unified
community. The collegiate nature of the university means that students look to their
colleges rather than to their university for key services. Their shared interests with
students at Anglia Ruskin University (most of whom resident in the Mill Road area)
also deserves to be taken into consideration. Like all other residents of the city centre
area, students are affected by issues like public safety on the greens and commons as
well as congestion in the city centre. It is proposed that no effort should be made to
group colleges together artificially into one division. By placing colleges with
residential areas with which they share interests, it is hoped that political engagement
with university students will be measurably improved.
8. Schools and colleges may have inherited, or with their catchment areas generated,
weaker versions of community identities. Examples include Chesterton and
Coleridge. But secondary school catchments are wider, and those of primary schools
narrower (such St Luke’s, St Matthew’s, and St Paul’s), than the areas or parishes
from which they commonly derive their names. Catchment areas are thus mentioned
in the proposals where they support community identities. But the absence of a shared
catchment area for a proposed division does not constitute evidence of absence of
community identity.
9. Communities in Cambridge without these historic or institutional features have often
made valiant efforts to establish themselves with communal activities such as the Mill
Road and Romsey Fairs, Arbury Carnival, and Abbey People.
10. These communities, though often dynamic, experience ebbs and flows which ought
not to confer on them unchallenged status as valid communities in the face of the
over-riding principle that one person’s vote should be worth neither more nor less
than another’s.
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3. The detailed proposal
The proposal is summarised below:
Proposed division Proposed %
2014
variance
voters
from 2014
average
1 Arbury
7899
+2
2 Barnwell
8431
+8
3 Castle
7844
+1
4 Cherry Hinton
8162
+5
5 Chesterton
8583
+11
6 King’s Hedges
9012
+14
7 Newnham
5973
-23
8 Queen Edith’s
7897
+2
9 Romsey
8481
+9
10 St Matthew’s
8094
+4
11 St Paul’s
8447
+9
12 Trumpington
4262
-45
Total

93,085

7757

Predicted
growth/
shrinkage
by 2020
+134
+263
+1016
+80
+269
-40
+2464
+310
+140
+125
+392
+3510

Predicted
2020 total

8033
8694
8860
8242
8852
8972
8437
8207
8621
8219
8839
7772

%
variance from
predicted 2020
average
-5
+3
+5
-3
+4
+5.9
0
-3
+2
-3
+4
-8.3

8663*

101,748*

8478

* Note that these two totals amount to 10 voters more than the County Council’s predicted growth figures, the
source of which we cannot locate.

Explanations for these proposed divisions are below:
1. Arbury Division is clearly bounded on the west by the eponymous Arbury Road, which
it now includes. It also includes those streets which directly access the north end of
Arbury Road. North of Campkin Road, housing on Arbury Road is located only on the
western (Arbury) side. The road also divides the catchment area of Arbury Primary
School from that of King’s Hedges Primary School and that of Chesterton Community
College from that of North Cambridge Academy. Arbury Road thus serves as a
meaningful and clearly identifiable barrier. The division clearly includes the entire length
of Histon Road and extends as far as Windsor Road to the west. In the south it is clearly
bounded by Victoria Road then extends eastwards to include streets north of Chesterton
Community College, bisecting Gilbert Road at the traffic lights outside the school. The
division thus includes those roads which lead off Victoria Road to the north which also
have traffic access northwards to Darwin Drive and Bateson Road. As had been the case
in earlier iterations of the boundaries, it also includes North Street.
2. Barnwell Division is extended to include all communities bordering on Coldhams
Common, which acts as a key shared interest particularly with respect to leisure. Its north
side is established by the River Cam. The boundary with Romsey Division is clearly
identified by the traffic barriers all along the roads at the north end of the existing
Romsey Division. The proposed boundary also reflects distinct community differences in
Romsey, bisecting historic nineteenth- and twentieth-century terraced housing from midtwentieth-century semi-detached housing which was originally council-owned. The
boundary with the proposed St Matthew’s Division is clearly set at Newmarket Road. As
a major transport artery with limited pedestrian crossings, it forms a clearly and largely
impermeable boundary.
3. Castle Division clearly comprises the eponymous and historic Castle area bounded in the
north by Victoria Road, known informally as the ‘Triangle’, and includes those roads to
4

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

which only Victoria Road provides vehicular access. It clearly consists of those streets
between Histon Road and Madingley Road, including the north side of Madingley Road
itself. South of the river, it includes areas of Magdalene College and St John’s College,
both of which occupy properties on both sides of the Cam and residential areas which
(due to bollards) can only be accessed north of the Cam.
Cherry Hinton Division contains the historic village and is clearly bounded by the
airport to the north, by the city boundary to the east, and by Cherry Hinton Brook to the
west. To the south and south west, its boundaries are set to include the north side only of
Cherry Hinton Road and Perne Road but also to include Perne Avenue and Gisborne
Road. It also includes two roads to the south of Cherry Hinton Road whose vehicular
access is confined to Cherry Hinton Road.
Chesterton Division approximates the historic Chesterton village. While this abolishes
the present East Chesterton and West Chesterton divisions, this distinction is meaningful
primarily to political activists rather than to residents. Road signs direct motorists neither
to East Chesterton nor West Chesterton but to Chesterton. School catchment areas are not
divided along Elizabeth Way and the Chesterton Residents’ Association serves
communities currently in both East Chesterton and West Chesterton. Historically and
architecturally, Elizabeth Way provides a wholly artificial and false boundary between
divisions. The proposed division’s boundaries are set clearly to reflect existing features.
In the east it has those roads to which only Fen Road provides vehicular access, separated
between Franks Lane and Cam Causeway to the north and Fallowfields and Cheney Way
to the south. Further north, the junction of Green End Road with High Street and Water
Lane forms the boundary. The division takes in roads accessible only from Scotland Road
as well as communities on both sides of Milton Road. In the north, Chesterton
Community College marks the boundary while, in the west, Mitcham’s Corner forms a
clear boundary. The division thus includes all of Milton Road as far east as Arbury Road
and streets between Gilbert Road and Arbury Road.
King’s Hedges Division is situated to the east of Arbury and encompasses communities
on both sides of Milton Road with Chesterton as the bordering division. The importance
of Arbury Road as a dividing line between communities has already been laid out and the
proposed division excludes the entirety of Arbury Road. Milton Road, however, serves to
unite the communities that look onto it. Both Woodhead Drive (to the north) and the
Fraser Road area (to the south) have vehicular access only onto Milton Road and
communities on both sides are served by the Guided Busway and the Citi 2 service. Road
signage on Arbury Road and Milton Road at Mitcham’s Corner also point to this area as
King’s Hedges. Children on both sides of Milton Road attend North Cambridge
Academy. The properties in the parts of the division south of Milton Road include a high
proportion of new developments (particularly in the ‘Apples’ estate) and they thus have
similar interests to those historically located in King’s Hedges rather than with the more
established communities in Chesterton.
Newnham Division respects the historic village identity of the area west of the River
Cam and south of Madingley Road. It includes Queens’ College which bridges the river,
Silver Street, and Little St Mary’s. It conforms exactly to the catchment area of Newnham
Croft Primary School.
Queen Edith’s Division’s northern side is clearly demarcated as the area south of Cherry
Hinton Road, excluding only a small area (Bullen Court and Missleton Court) whose only
vehicular access is via Cherry Hinton Road. To the west it is bounded by the railway as
far south as Long Road. The area around Addenbrooke’s Hospital is identified as part of
the major development in the south of the city associated with Trumpington and the
boundary of Queen Edith’s Division is therefore set to exclude those properties on Hills
Road and Babraham Road which abut the hospital site.
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9. Romsey Division incorporates all the existing division minus those parts of northern
Romsey absorbed into the new Barnwell Division, following the line of the existing
traffic barriers. It is bounded by the railway in the west until that meets Hills Road at
which point it is clearly then bounded in the south by Cherry Hinton Road, of which it
retains only the north side. To the east it is bounded by, but does not include, Perne Road,
Perne Avenue, and Gisborne Road. It does include Brooks Road and Brookside. The
name Romsey is chosen in recognition of the historic consideration that Coleridge
Division was originally created out of Romsey. Unlike the present Petersfield Division,
Mill Road east of the railway serves as a community unifier. Residents in the existing
Romsey and Coleridge divisions identify themselves as residents east of the railway and
locate Mill Road as the central spine of their community. In particular, Mill Road serves
as a key transport routé for Coleridge residents who access the road via Coleridge Road.
10. St Paul’s Division is created from the northernmost part of the existing Trumpington
Division, the southern and western part of existing Market Division, and the southern part
of the existing Petersfield Division. Its boundaries are clearly set at the railway to the east
as far north as the Mill Road railway bridge. It includes all those streets to the west of
Mill Road (but not Mill Road itself), Parker’s Piece, and Emmanuel College, as well as
those streets west of Sidney Street as far north as the junction at the Round Church. It
excludes St John’s College. To the west it is bounded by the River Cam but excludes
Queens’ College, Silver Street and Little St Mary’s Street. To the south west it is bounded
by Vicar’s Brook and Empty Common, and includes the developments on the Cambridge
University printing and government offices site. The proposed division reflects strong
community identity between southern Petersfield and Newtown. Both areas are connected
by Hills Road, especially retail facilities and bus services, and use similar community
facilities such as St Paul’s Church. Both areas are also served by St Paul’s Primary
School. The community in southern Petersfield is also strongly demarcated from the
community in northern Petersfield by Mill Road, reflected in the two residents’
associations serving the two different communities.
11. St Matthew’s Division is clearly demarcated to the east by the railway and to the north
by Newmarket Road as far west as Elizabeth Way. It includes all the east side of the
existing Market Division up to and including Christ’s College, Sidney Street, and Park
Street up to the vehicle barriers. Its south-west side is clearly demarcated by Parkside and
Mill Road as far east as the railway bridge. The proposed St Matthew’s Division restores
the historic local government electoral ward/division which covered the area now known
as northern Petersfield and the area surrounding the Grafton Centre. This is reflected in
the name of the local primary school, whose catchment area would conform with the
proposed division, and the 1960s housing estate built alongside Norfolk Street and East
Road commonly known as the St Matthew’s Estate. The present boundaries rely on the
artificial and false boundary of East Road which provides a popular interchange for
residents accessing northern Petersfield from the Grafton Centre and vice versa.
12. Trumpington Division is based on the historic village, retaining the southernmost parts
of the existing division, but excluding those northern parts which become St Paul’s
Division whose boundary is Vicar’s Brook and the Brooklands Avenue junction with
Trumpington Road. This also matches the catchment area of Fawcett Primary School. It
also incorporates all of Long Road and the roads abutting Addenbrooke’s Hospital on the
west side of Hills Road and Babraham Road. Further development in the south of the city
will lead to an increase in the numbers of voters in this division and care has been taken
to ensure that this division will continue to provide electoral equality in 2020 and beyond.
New bus connections now mean that Addenbrooke’s is accessible from Trumpington. The
division thus respects the continuing identity of Trumpington as a community partially
separate from Cambridge and also unites the city’s hospital and a large number of its
employees in the same division.
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4. Map of the proposal
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Labour Group Submission to the LGBCE for South Cambridgeshire District in
Cambridgeshire County Council
Profile of the district
South Cambridgeshire is a district of the county of Cambridgeshire, situated to the south of
East Cambridgeshire, to the south-east of Huntingdonshire and entirely surrounding
Cambridge. It is made up of small towns and villages, most of which look towards
Cambridge, although in parts of the district Royston, Haverhill, St Ives and St Neots also
serve as urban hubs. The population of South Cambridgeshire is growing rapidly due to the
attractions of the Greater Cambridge area and limited space for development within
Cambridge itself. There has been growth throughout the district, although this has been
greatest in the new town of Cambourne and on the fringes of Cambridge in areas such as
Orchard Park. Projected growth in electorate is highest in the planned new town of
Northstowe and at various development sites spanning the administrative boundary between
Cambridge and South Cambridgeshire.
At present South Cambridgeshire has an electorate of 114587 and by 2020 this predicted to
have grown to 127100. With a council size of 63, the district would be entitled to 15.07
county councillors at present, increasing to 15.36 by 2020. Rounding would suggest that the
district should be assigned 15 councillors, which would be one fewer than it currently has
with a council size of 69. A councillor in South Cambridgeshire would on average represent
less than 0.5% more electors than the county average today, but by 2020 this would have
increased to nearly 2.5%. This has an impact on the range of possible arrangements for the
district, especially given the unequal distribution of growth within the district.
All of South Cambridgeshire is parished and there are 102 parishes in all, the most populous
of which is Cambourne. None has an electorate large enough to require it to be divided
between divisions and I have therefore taken care to avoid splitting any parish and to ensure
that all the parishes in a grouped parish council are assigned to the same division.
South Cambridgeshire is represented by 57 district councillors representing 34 wards. This
means that there will be 3.8 district councillors for every county councillor. This is close
enough to an integer ratio to allow co-terminosity between district wards and county
divisions in most cases, although varying levels of electoral equality across the district render
this impossible in some cases.
Proposed arrangements
The current county council divisions have formed the basis of my proposed arrangement in
South Cambridgeshire, since I believe that by minimising upheaval this will promote
convenient and effective local government. Modifications have been necessary due to South
Cambridgeshire’s entitlement to one councillor fewer than it currently possesses, and I have
also gone beyond a least change arrangement in north-west of the district, in order to ensure
that the planned new town of Northstowe is not divided between divisions.
My proposed divisions divide into three broad geographic groups. In the north of the district,
five divisions are centred on land between the river Cam on the east and the A14 in the south.
In the east of the district, there are four divisions broadly comprising land to the east of the
Cam and the Granta. Six divisions are assigned to the west of the district.
1.

The north of the district

At present there are three divisions, represented by four councillors, which have the bulk of
their electorate located between the A14 to the south, the River Cam to the east and the
borders with East Cambridgeshire to the north and Huntingdonshire to the west. In addition
the Bar Hill division presently has around 47% of its electorate situated to the north-east of
the A14 in the parish of Girton and by 2020 this is projected to increase to 56%. Moreover,
the village of Bar Hill’s only road link is via the A14 and it therefore makes sense to consider
this district along with the others in the north of the district.
At present the two-member Cottenham, Histon & Impington division covers the six parishes
of Cottenham; Histon; Impington; Oakington & Westwick; Orchard Park and Rampton. It is
co-terminous with the district wards of Cottenham and Histon & Impington. The division
combines two communities with different interests. Histon and Impington have a grouped
parish council and for most purposes function as a single village. The village borders the A14
and is a contiguous part of the Cambridge urban area. The parish of Orchard Park and the
Impington South ward of Impington (covering the Meadows estate) are both situated south of
the A14 and look towards Cambridge for shops, medical services and school catchment areas.
Cottenham, on the other hand, is several miles distant from Cambridge. Although many of its
residents look to Cambridge for employment, it is not so inextricably linked to the city as are
Histon and Impington and it shares common interests with the other Fen Edge villages to the
south-east and north-west. It is therefore sensible to consider whether it is necessary for these
different communities to be combined in the same division, or whether an arrangement of
single-member wards would better reflect local identities.
A division that was co-terminous with the Histon & Impington district ward and comprised of
the parishes of Histon; Impington and Orchard Park would today have 6% more electors than
the county average today and 7% more by 2020. I suggestion this division should be called
Histon & Impington. It would form a cohesive community united around the village of
Histon and Impington and serving the catchment area of Impington Village College. Whilst
Orchard Park and the Meadows look primarily towards Cambridge, county divisions are
legally prohibited from crossing district boundaries. However, these areas have good links
with Histon and Impington via the guided busway and the 8 bus route, whilst they have no
community links of significance with other parts of South Cambridgeshire.
The parishes of Landbeach; Milton and Waterbeach currently form the Waterbeach division.
This division is co-terminous with the district wards of Milton and Waterbeach. It constitutes
a cohesive community, made up of villages linked to Cambridge along the A10 road.
However, on its current boundaries the division would have 13% fewer electors than the
county average by 2020 and hence would not provide acceptable electoral equality. The
division is linked by road to three South Cambridgeshire parishes, namely Cottenham,
Horningsea and Impington. However, both Cottenham and Impington have too many electors
to be added to the division without it needing to shed territory elsewhere, which would break
apart the community the division represents. Horningsea, on the other hand, could be added
to the division without difficulty. Although it is located on the other side of the Cam from the
rest of the division, the settlement of Clayhithe in the north of the parish is only a few
minutes’ walk from the centre of Waterbeach and residents of Horningsea make use of
services such as Waterbeach’s GP surgery and the Tesco superstore at Milton. I therefore
suggest that the new division (made up of the parishes of Horningsea, Landbeach, Milton and
Waterbeach) should continue to be named Waterbeach. It would today have 3% more
electors than the county average today and by 2020 would have 9% fewer.

In theory those parts of the Cottenham, Histon & Impington division not forming the Histon
& Impington division (the parishes of Cottenham; Oakington & Westwick and Rampton)
would have a sufficiently high electorate by 2020 to be entitled to a county councillor of their
own. However, at present such a division would have 18% fewer electors than the county
average. Moreover, by 2020 construction of the new town of Northstowe will have begun on
the boundary between the parishes of Longstanton and Oakington & Westwick and this
arrangement would thus divide the new settlement’s county council representation.
Community identities will be better preserved if parts of the Cottenham, Histon & Impington
division are combined with parts of the Willingham division to form two new divisions. The
first, Cottenham & Willingham, would be made up of the parishes of Cottenham, Rampton
and Willingham. All three of these parishes are covered by the Fen Edge Community
Association, demonstrating a common identity based upon their shared geographic location.
All fall within the catchment area of Cottenham Village College (which is not the case for the
rest of the current Willingham division) and Willingham and Cottenham have shared interests
as large villages which provide services for smaller settlements in their locality. This new
division would have 7% more electors than average in 2014 and 8% more in 2020.
The second, Northstowe & Over, would be made up of the parishes of Longstanton,
Oakington & Westwick and Over. A key shared interest for all three parishes would be the
development of the new settlement at Northstowe which will impact significantly upon the
local area. All three villages have shared transport interests due to their proximity to the A14
and to the Guided Busway. This new division would have 23% fewer electors than average in
2014 but 4% more in 2020. Given the rapid growth expected in these parishes, the initially
small electorate of the new division is almost unavoidable and should be quickly rectified.
The present Bar Hill division is made up of the parishes of Bar Hill, Boxworth, Dry Drayton,
Girton and Lolworth and is co-terminous with the district wards of Girton and Bar Hill. It
represents communities in close proximity to the A14 and is served by the 5 bus from
Cambridge to Bar Hill. I would suggest that the current boundaries of the division are
effective and sensible, but I recommend that the name of the division be changed to Girton
& Bar Hill. Girton already has a larger electorate than Bar Hill and its electorate is predicted
to increase sharply over the rest of the decade due to new developments on the North West
Cambridge sites. It is therefore high time it was recognised in the division name. The new
division would have 3% fewer electors than average in 2014 but 6% more in 2020.
2.
The east of the district
At present three divisions, represented by four councillors in total, have the bulk of their
electorate to the east of the Rivers Cam and Granta, and in addition parts of the Duxford
division (covering the district ward of The Abingtons) are also located in this area. I propose
that in future that this area should be represented by four county councillors in four singlemember divisions.
At present the Fulbourn division is made up of the seven parishes of Fen Ditton; Fulbourn;
Great Wilbraham; Horningsea; Little Wilbraham; Stow cum Quy and Teversham. This
division represents communities on the eastern edge of Cambridge, bordered by the Gog
Magog Hills to the south and the A11 to the south-east. However, whilst it undeniably forms
a strong and cohesive community, planned electorate growth means that by 2020 the existing

division would have 18% more electors than the country average and therefore boundary
changes are unavoidable.
The parishes of Fulbourn and Teversham both include areas that are contiguous with Cherry
Hinton in Cambridge district, around Yarrow Road and Gazelle Way respectively. In addition
significant growth in the electorate of Fen Ditton will occur in the near future on the
boundary with Cambridge, as part of the Wing development. As much as possible therefore,
it makes sense to ensure that the new division represents these communities and is focused
upon parishes with strong social and economic links to Cambridge itself.
As has already been discussed above, I propose that the parish of Horningsea should be
included in a new Waterbeach division. This would create a strong northern boundary for the
new Fulbourn division based along the A14 east of Cambridge.1 However, a division based
upon the remaining six parishes would still have 15% more electors than the country average
by 2020, meaning that an additional parish must be shed. I would suggest that the obvious
candidate is Great Wilbraham, which has strong borders with Fulbourn and Little Wilbraham
along the Fleam Dyke and the Little Wilbraham River respectively. A case could be made for
also removing Little Wilbraham from the division, but if this were done then the resulting
division would at present have 11% fewer electors than the country average.
I therefore propose a new Fulbourn division made up of the parishes of Fen Ditton;
Fulbourn; Little Wilbraham; Stow cum Quy and Teversham. This would contain the entirety
of the district wards of Fulbourn and Teversham and a part of the district ward of The
Wilbrahams. This would be a compact division based upon the eastern fringes of Cambridge,
with strong shared interests in relation to the A14 and Cambridge Airport. Children in this
division would attend Bottisham Village College, except for students in those parts of
Fulbourn and Teversham who attend Netherhall School in Cambridge. The new division
would have 7% fewer electors than average in 2014 but 9% more in 2020.
At present the Linton division covers eleven parishes in the south-east of the district,
extending from the A11 to the outskirts of Haverhill. Under its current boundaries, its
electorate is projected to remain broadly stable between the present day and the end of the
decade and therefore by 2020 it would have 11% fewer electors than the county average. It
therefore needs to gain electors, and I would suggest the simplest option is a new Linton
division which would add the parish of Great Wilbraham and hence would consist of
Balsham; Bartlow; Carlton; Castle Camps; Great Wilbraham; Hildersham; Horseheath;
Linton; Shudy Camps; West Wickham; West Wratting and West Colville parishes. Children
in the new division would generally attend Linton Village College and the division would be
served by the 13, 13A, X13, 16 and 17 buses. The new division would have 3% more electors
than average today, but 5% fewer electors in 2020.
At present the two-member Sawston division covers the parishes of Great Shelford; Harston;
Hauxton; Little Shelford; Newton; Sawston and Stapleford. It is hence co-terminous with the
district wards of Harston & Hauxton; Sawston and The Shelfords & Stapleford. However,
with a council size of 63, councillors for the present division would represent 12% fewer
electors than average in 2014 and this would have worsened slightly by 2020. It is clear that
1

Although the parish of Stow cum Quy is north of this road, it has good connections with communities to the
south via junction 35 of the A14, which is crossed by the A1303. Moreover, an arm of the parish of Fen Ditton
separates Stow cum Quy from Horningsea and there is therefore no way that Stow cum Quy could be placed in
the same division as Horningsea without splitting parishes.

boundary changes are required here and I suggest that division should also be broken up into
two single-member divisions.
The first would continue to be called Sawston and would cover the parishes of Babraham;
Great Abington; Hinxton; Little Abington; Pampisford and Sawston. It would hence be coterminous with the district wards of Sawston and The Abingtons. This would have a strong
boundary to the west along the River Granta and Cambridge-London Liverpool Street railway
line. In the east the villages of Great and Little Abington lie beyond the A11, but the road is
crossed by several junctions and the services here also serve to ensure that the A11 is not an
insurmountable barrier to communication here. Sawston medical practice serves residents of
the division and public transport connections are provided by 7, 13, 13a and X13 buses. This
new division would have 4% fewer electors than average in 2014 and 6% fewer in 2020.
The second division would be called Shelford and would be made up of the parishes of Great
Shelford; Harston; Hauxton; Little Shelford; Newton and Stapleford. It would hence be coterminous with the district wards of Harston & Hauxton and The Shelfords & Stapleford. The
communities here sit on the southern edge of Cambridge, abutting the M11 and the railway
lines to London. They have seen considerable development in recent years and more is
expected in future, particularly in Hauxton. As villages with a significant commuting
population, they share different interests from Sawston, which is more distant from
Cambridge and has historically been an industrial centre for paper-making. This new division
would have 3% more electors than the county average both today and in 2020.
3.
The west of the district
At present there are seven divisions based to the south of the A14 and to the west of the River
Granta. However, limited electorate growth is predicted in this part of the decade, with only
four parishes predicted to gain more than 200 electors between now and 2020.
With a council size of 63 South Cambridgeshire must return one fewer county councillor than
is currently the case. Two divisions within this part of the district have notably small
electorates, namely Bassingbourn and Papworth & Swavesey. Bassingbourn currently has
29% fewer electors than the county average and by 2020 this will have worsened to 36%
fewer, whilst Papworth & Swavesey currently has 16% fewer electors than the county
average and this is predicted to worsen to 19% fewer by 2020. It is therefore clear that the
lost council division will be in this region of the district.
However, in one part of the division substantial growth is expected, namely in the vicinity of
Cambourne. South Cambridgeshire’s Local Plan envisages two significant developments,
namely Bourn Airfield and Cambourne West. Whilst the former development is not expected
to deliver prior to 2020 and therefore need not be considered as part of this review, the latter
development is largely responsible for the projected quadrupling of the electorate in the
parish of Caxton between 2014 and 2020. This, along with developments within the parish of
Cambourne itself, mean the present division of Bourn (made up of the parishes of Bourn;
Cambourne and Caxton) is projected to have 12% more electors than the county average by
2020. Revision of boundaries is therefore unavoidable here.
Since Cambourne West will straddle the parish boundary between Cambourne and Caxton, it
does not make sense to remove Caxton from the present division. On the other hand the
village of Bourn does not have a direct road link to Cambourne and thus does not have close
enough links that it could not easily be placed in an alternative county division. The recent

construction of Cambourne’s housing, its continuing development and the relatively high
housing density all give a set of needs and interests distinct from those of smaller and longerestablished villages in the neighbourhood. I suggest that these should be represented by a new
Cambourne division comprised of the parishes of Cambourne and Caxton, which would
have 14% fewer electors than average at present but by 2020 would have 3% more electors
than average. Although initial electorate equality would be sub-optimal, this would quickly
be rectified and such an arrangement does respect the distinctiveness of Cambourne and give
clear, easily identifiable boundaries on the ground.
The present division of Papworth & Swavesey is made up of ten parishes in the west of the
district. As mentioned above, with a council size of 63 it would need to gain a substantial
number of electors to provide acceptable levels of electoral equality. It currently borders three
divisions, namely Willingham to the north; Bar Hill to the east and Bourn to the south. I have
already outlined proposals for the areas currently covered by Bar Hill and Willingham
divisions and think it would make most sense is the Papworth & Swavesey division expanded
to the south.
To do so it must add the parish of Bourn. The planned development on Bourn Airfield
crosses the parish boundary between Bourn and Caldecote and although this will not affect
the size of the electorate prior to 2020, the impact of the development (particularly in terms
of its effect upon the A428 and its feeder roads) is likely to be of interest to residents in both
Bourn and Caldecote. In addition the parishes of Childerley and Kingston, both of which are
part of the Caldecote district ward, have shared interests with Bourn in relation to GP services
and the fact that they all form part of the catchment area of Comberton Village College. The
parish of Toft, which is also part of the Caldecote district ward, could not form part of the
same division without ignoring electoral equality. However, as primary school children in
Toft attend Meridian Primary School in Comberton, whereas primary school children
elsewhere in Caldecote district ward attend Bourn CE Primary School or Caldecote Primary
School, it can be argued that Toft has stronger links east towards Comberton than west
towards Caldecote.
In view of the division’s extension south of the A428, I suggest the new division should be
named Caldecote, Papworth & Swavesey (with the order of the names being determined by
alphabetical order.) It would unite rural communities distant from Cambridge where public
transport connections are limited and agriculture is a significant part of the local economy.
The following fourteen parishes would be situated in the division: Bourn; Caldecote;
Childerley; Conington; Croxton; Elsworth; Eltisley; Fen Drayton; Graveley; Kingston;
Knapwell; Papworth Everard; Papworth St. Agnes and Swavesey. Although initially the
division would have 14% more electors than the county average, by 2020 it would only 9%
more electors than the county average.
The new Caldecote, Papworth & Swavesey division would have knock-on consequences on
the present Hardwick division, which would need to increase its electorate to maintain
appropriate levels of electoral equality. At present the division combines compact villages,
often with moderately large electorates, situated along the A428 and B1040 roads within
close commuting distance of Cambridge and the M11.
Evidently it would not be sensible to extend the division to the west away from Cambridge
(nor, in light of the distribution of population in this part of the district, would that be
particularly extensive.) Instead I believe it should extend south to gain the parishes of Harlton

and Haslingfield. These villages are linked by road to the villages of Comberton and Barton
in Hardwick division by Comberton Road/Royston Lane; the A603 road and Barton
Road/Haslingfield Road. Whilst this would divide the present Haslingfield & The Eversdens
district ward between divisions, the A603 road (here following the course of the old Roman
Road, Akeman Street) acts as an easily recognisable dividing line between the two halves of
the ward.
I suggest that this new division continue to be named Hardwick, since the eponymous
village remains the largest settlement in the ward. The new division would be made up of the
nine parishes of Barton; Comberton; Coton; Grantchester; Hardwick; Harlton; Haslingfield;
Madingley and Toft. It would unite communities within the catchment area of Comberton
Village College. At present it would have 3% more electors than average, increasing to 5%
more in 2020.
At present the Gamlingay division stretches from the Bedfordshire border to the Cambridge
city limits, taking in thirteen parishes and the three district wards of Gamlingay; Haslingfield
& The Eversdens and Orwell & Barrington. At present it hardly reflects a cohesive collection
of communities, but by combining the bulk of it with the western half of the Bassingbourn
division, a new division could be created that reflected the interests of the south-west of the
district, where connections westwards to Bedfordshire and the A1 are as, if not more,
important than links eastwards to Cambridge and the M11.
This new division would continue to be called Gamlingay and would take in the sixteen
parishes of Abington Pigotts; Arrington; Barrington; Croydon; Gamlingay; Great Eversden;
Guilden Morden; Hatley; Little Eversden; Little Gransden; Longstowe; Orwell; Shingay cum
Wendy; Steeple Morden; Tadlow and Wimpole. It would contain the entirety of the wards of
Gamlingay; Orwell & Barrington and The Mordens district wards, along with part of
Haslingfield & The Eversdens and one parish of Bassingbourn district ward. This division
would today have 11% more electors than the county average, but by 2020 this would have
fallen to 4% more electors.
Whilst initial electoral equality is outside the desired range, this is only very narrowly true. It
could be rectified if the parish of Shingay cum Wendy (the sole parish from Bassingbourn
ward included in the division) were removed. However, the only road links between
Abington Pigotts and the rest of The Mordens ward and between The Mordens ward and the
rest of the division both pass through Shingay cum Wendy. I would suggest that initially have
very slightly suboptimal electoral equality is a price to pay for ensuring that the new divisions
do reflect established community links and possess strong road connections between their
various parts.
The rest of the current Bassingbourn division can be combined with parts of the Melbourn
division to create a new division named Melbourn & Bassingbourn which would be made
up of communities which looks towards Royston as their nearest urban centre. Shared
transport links include Meldreth train station, the 26 bus from Cambridge to Royston and the
27 bus from Cambridge to Guilden Morden via Bassingbourn. The parishes in this division
would be Bassingbourn; Litlington; Melbourn; Meldreth and Whaddon. This division would
have 12% more electors than average in 2014, but by 2020 this would have improved to 3%
more electors than average.

Finally, I suggest modifications to the present Duxford division, shifting it westwards so that
it no longer extends east of the Granta and re-uniting the Fowlmere & Foxton district ward,
which is currently divided between county divisions. The new division would be comprised
of the parishes of Duxford; Fowlmere; Foxton; Great & Little Chishill; Heydon; Ickleton;
Shepreth; Thriplow and Whittlesford. It would contain all of the district wards of Duxford;
Fowlmere & Foxton and Whittlesford, together with parts of the wards of Melbourn and
Meldreth. This division would serve residents living in close proximity to the major transport
arteries of the A10 and the Cambridge-Kings Cross rail line on the one hand and the M11 and
the Cambridge-Liverpool Street rail line on the other. Initially this division would have
almost exactly the average amount of electors for a county division with a council size of 63,
but by 2020 it would have 8% fewer electors than average.
Appendix – Alternative Arrangements for Gamlingay; Melbourn & Bassingbourn and
Duxford
At present the Gamlingay division stretches from the Bedfordshire border to the Cambridge
city limits, taking in thirteen parishes and the three district wards of Gamlingay; Haslingfield
& The Eversdens and Orwell & Barrington. At present it hardly reflects a cohesive collection
of communities, but by combining the bulk of it with the western half of the Bassingbourn
division, a new division could be created that reflected the interests of the south-west of the
district, where connections westwards to Bedfordshire and the A1 are as, if not more,
important than links eastwards to Cambridge and the M11.
This new division would continue to be called Gamlingay and would take in the fifteen
parishes of Abington Pigotts; Arrington; Barrington; Croydon; Gamlingay; Great Eversden;
Guilden Morden; Hatley; Little Eversden; Little Gransden; Longstowe; Orwell; Steeple
Morden; Tadlow and Wimpole. It would contain the entirety of the wards of Gamlingay;
Orwell & Barrington and The Mordens district wards, along with part of Haslingfield & The
Eversdens. This division would today have 9% more electors than the county average, but by
2020 this would have fallen to 3% more electors.
In the south of the district the large villages of Bassingbourn and Melbourn each command a
two-member district ward and both sit in close proximity to the town of Royston, just over
the Hertfordshire border. Though neither has a train station, both contain significant numbers
of commuters and by combining them in a division named Melbourn & Bassingbourn a
division can be created which reflects the interests of residents who rely upon good transport
connections for employment and access many services beyond Cambridgeshire’s borders.
The division would contain the following seven parishes: Bassingbourn; Great & Little
Chishill; Heydon; Litlington; Melbourn; Shingay cum Wendy; Whaddon. It could be coterminous with the district wards of Bassingbourn and Melbourn. Initially this division would
have 3% more electors than the country average, falling to 5% fewer than average by 2020.
Finally, I suggest modifications to the present Duxford division, shifting it westwards so that
it no longer extends east of the Granta and re-uniting the Fowlmere & Foxton district ward,
which is currently divided between county divisions. The new division would be comprised
of the parishes of Duxford; Fowlmere; Foxton; Ickleton; Meldreth; Shepreth; Thriplow and
Whittlesford. It would be co-terminous with the district wards of Duxford; Fowlmere &
Foxton; Meldreth and Whittlesford. This division would serve residents living in close
proximity to the major transport arteries of the A10 and the Cambridge-Kings Cross rail line

on the one hand and the M11 and the Cambridge-Liverpool Street rail line on the other. Four
train stations lie within the division’s boundaries and another two are situated just across
county boundaries (in Royston and Great Chesterford). This division would hence be well
served by public transport links and would value representation seeking to maintain these
services. Initially this division would have just under 10% more than the average amount of
electors for a county division, but by 2020 it would have 1% more electors than average.

Labour Group Submission to the LGBCE for Fenland District in Cambridgeshire
County Council
Profile of the district
Fenland is a district of the county of Cambridgeshire, situated to the north of East
Cambridgeshire and to the north-east of Huntingdonshire. It also shares borders with the
counties of Norfolk and Lincolnshire and the unitary authority of Peterborough. The district
is made up of four main towns (Chatteris; March; Whittlesey and Wisbech) and a number of
villages and smaller settlements. The entire district is parished and there are sixteen parishes
in total.
At present Fenland has an electorate of 74875 and by 2020 this is projected to have grown to
79100. This is a much slower rate of growth than elsewhere in Cambridgeshire and moreover
it is projected to be concentrated almost entirely within the district’s towns. With a council
size of 63, the district would be entitled to 9.85 county councillors at present, falling rapidly
to 9.56 by 2020. Rounding suggests that the district should be assigned ten county
councillors, which would be a reduction of one from its present complement. By 2020,
councillors in Fenland would on average represent 4% fewer electors than councillors in
Cambridgeshire as a whole. In light of this and the unequal distribution of projected
electorate growth across the district, only a limited number of solutions will provide effective
electoral equality.
Fenland has recently been subject to a Further Electoral Review by the LGBCE, which
equalised electorates and reduced the size of the district council from 40 members to 39. In
most of the district the changes were limited, but in Whittlesey the older arrangement of six
single-member wards covering the urban area was replaced by three single-member wards
and one two-member ward. In the south of the district, the single-member wards of
Doddington and Wimblington were merged into a two-member Doddington & Wimblington
ward.
However, the electorate figures provided by the LGBCE continue to refer to the older ward
pattern. Where this submission gives figures for electorates, this therefore refers to the older
ward pattern. In practice, where possible it would be desirable to instead align divisions with
the newer ward boundaries as much as is practicable.
Proposed arrangements
When assigning divisions, I have found it helpful to consider the district in three separate
parts. The first part consists of Chatteris and parishes to the south and east of March. This
part has been assigned two divisions, which resemble existing divisions as much as is
possible whilst respecting electoral equality. The second part consists of Wisbech and the
parishes surrounding it. This part has been assigned four divisions. Two of these are
unchanged from the present arrangement, whilst a small number of properties are transferred
between the other two divisions to restore electoral equality. The third part consists of the
towns of Whittlesey and March, which together are assigned four divisions. In light of the
low current electorates of the existing divisions, it is here that a county division is removed
and this has consequences for the boundaries of all other divisions in the area.
1.
Chatteris and the south of the district
The market town of Chatteris is located on the A141 road from Huntingdon to March at the
southern end of the district. In addition to its links to those two towns, it also has public

transport connections to Cambridge and Ely. Many residents of Chatteris work in
neighbouring towns, but the town is also a key service centre for villages and hamlets in its
vicinity. To the north lie the parishes of Benwick; Doddington; Wimblington; Manea and
Christchurch. Except for Christchurch, these parishes are all part of the catchment area for
Cromwell Community College in Chatteris and they share common interests linked around
the A142, B1093 and B1098 roads and the Sixteen Foot Drain.
If all of Chatteris were placed in a single division, it would have 8% more electors than the
county average today and by 2020 it would have very slightly less than 10% more electors.
Whilst this would provide effective electoral equality for the town, all other divisions in the
district would have to be substantially undersize to compensate and would have 6% fewer
electors than the county average by 2020, meaning they would have 1300 fewer electors than
in Chatteris. This hardly abides by the spirit of electoral equality and thus I suggest that it will
be necessary to divide the parish of Chatteris between divisions.
Obviously therefore one needs to identify areas of Chatteris that have least in common with
the built-up area of the town and most in common with its rural hinterland. The clearest
candidate is the How Fen parish ward, which is made up rural areas in the east of the parish
and forms part of the Manea district ward.
I thus propose that there should be a Forty Foot division consisting of the parishes of
Benwick; Christchurch; Doddington; Manea and Wimblington and the How Fen parish ward
of Chatteris and a Chatteris division made up of the rest of Chatteris. The former division
would contain all of the Manea and Doddington & Wimblington district wards, together with
parts of the wards of Benwick, Coates & Eastrea and Elm & Christchurch. Both these wards
are currently divided between divisions and hence this plan does not worsen co-terminosity.
The latter division would be co-terminous with the district wards of Birch; The Mills; Slade
Lode and Wenneye.
If this does not provide effective electoral equality, the Curf parish ward could be moved
from Chatteris to Forty Foot. Like How Fen, this ward covers a largely rural area north of the
A141 road and this would make for a strong divisional boundary.
2.
Wisbech and environs
Wisbech is situated in the north of the district on the Norfolk border. It is the largest town in
Fenland. At present two divisions (Wisbech North and Wisbech South) consist entirely of
portions of the town, one division contains parts of the town and also neighbouring parishes
and one division contains none of Wisbech but consists of communities which look to the
town for employment, public transport links and key services.
The current division of Roman Bank & Peckover consists of the parishes of Gorefield;
Leverington; Newton and Tydd St. Giles, along with the Peckover parish ward of Wisbech
(consisting of those parts of the town west of the River Nene). It is co-terminous with the
district wards of Roman Bank and of Peckover. The division is served by the 50 and 51 bus
services and children within it attend Thomas Clarkson Academy. At present the division has
5% fewer electors than the county average and in 2020 it will have slightly less than 10%
fewer electors than average. It thus already provides appropriate electoral equality and I
hence recommend no change to its boundaries.

The current division of Wisbech North is co-terminous with the district wards of Clarkson;
Kirkgate and Waterlees. Except for a minor alteration of the boundary between Clarkson and
Kirkgate and the renaming of Waterlees to Waterlees Village, these wards were not affected
by the Further Electoral Review of Fenland and hence will remain co-terminous. The division
represents the interests of the northern half of Wisbech and has strong external boundaries
along the River Nene, the A1101, the Norwich Road and the county boundary. At present the
division has 2% more electors than the county average and in 2020 it will have 2% fewer
electors than average. It thus already provides appropriate electoral equality and I hence
recommend no change to its boundaries.
The current division of Waldersey is made up of the parishes of Elm; Parson Drove and
Wisbech St. Mary. Each of these parishes is made up of a number of villages, which are
connected to Wisbech via the A47 and by the 46 and 56 bus services. Children generally
attend Thomas Clarkson Academy (except in Guyhirn) and GP services are accessed in either
Parson Drove or Wisbech. However, at present the division has 9% fewer electors than the
county average and by 2020 this will have deteriorated to 16% fewer electors than average.
The division thus needs to gain electors and in view of its links to Wisbech, the town is the
obvious place to look.
Specifically, I suggest that the new Waldersey division should take those portions of Octavia
Hill ward south of Weasenham Lane and the College of West Anglia’s Isle Campus. These
areas are linked to the village of Elm via Elm Low Road and the A1101, whereas they are
separated from other residential areas of the town by Isle Campus, Thomas Clarkson
Academy and the Weasenham Lane Industrial Estate. The remainder of Octavia Hill ward,
along with the entirety of Medworth and Staithe wards, would form a new Wisbech South
ward.
3.
March and Whittlesey
The town of March sits in the centre of the district and is currently represented by three
county councillors, whilst the town of Whittlesey (which also incorporates the separate
villages of Coates, Eastrea and Turves) is currently represented by two county councillors.
The towns are both on the Ely-Peterborough railway line, although the most convenient direct
road link between them (the A605 and the A141) passes through the parish of Elm.
All of the current county divisions covering March and Whittlesey have electorates that are
too small to provide effective electoral equality and only in March West would it be obtained
by 2020. Thus it must be accepted that significant changes are necessary throughout the area
and rather than seeking to minimise change, we should seek to ensure that the new pattern of
divisions is as logical as possible, even if this requires greater change from present
arrangements.
The built-up area of Whittlesey is presently covered by the wards of Bassenhally; Delph;
Kingsmoor; Lattersey; St. Andrews and St. Marys. At the next district elections in 2015,
these will be replaced by the new wards of Bassenhally; Lattersey; St. Andrews and Stonald.
In total the urban area presently has an electorate of 10,175 and by 2020 this will have risen
to 10,570. Whilst this is too large for one division, it is far too small to justify having two
divisions both based upon and drawing the bulk of their electorate from Whittlesey. Instead
there should be one division containing the bulk of Whittlesey, whilst those parts of town
which have strongest connections to the rest of the district should be placed in a different
division.

I therefore recommend a new Whittlesey division made up of the new district wards of
Lattersey; St. Andrews and Stonald and the parish ward of Delph. This division would
contain the town centre, the railway station and would have strong boundaries along the
B1040, the Bassenhally Road, Cemetery Road and the A605. Whilst it is not ideal that the
new Bassenhally district ward is thus divided between divisions, the average electorate of the
new wards and the requirement for most Fenland divisions to have smaller electorates than
the county average conspire to make it difficult to avoid ward-splitting. This arrangement
does however ensure that parish wards are not split and that the centre of Whittlesey remains
in the division of that name.
The remainder of the parish of Whittlesey (the parish wards of Bassenhally; Coates & Eastrea
and Elm) would then be combined with those parts of March north of the Ely-Peterborough
railway line, namely the BB2 polling district of the March North district ward and a small
part of the BB1 polling district of March North. This division, which I suggest should be
named Whittlesey East & March North, would be made up of communities along the A141
and A506 roads, linked by the 33 bus from March to Peterborough via Whittlesey.
A further two divisions can then be assigned to March south of the railway line. The present
March East division is made up of the district ward of the same name and the Christchurch
parish. However it currently has 14% fewer electors than the county average and if it were
left unchanged, it would worsen to 16% fewer electors by 2020. I propose a new March
South East division, made up of the March East district ward and the BC2 polling district of
the March West district ward. The division would thus be made up of the B1101
(Wimblington Road/The Avenue/The Causeway/Broad Street/Station Road) and south of the
railway line. It would unify the catchment area of Cavalry Primary school and would be
extensively served by the 33 bus route. The change of name is proposed in order to avoid
confusion between the district ward and the county division.
The remainder of the town (the BC1 and BC3 polling districts of March West, the BB3
polling district of March North and those parts of the BB1 polling district south of the railway
line) would then form a new March West Central division, covering the town centre and
western portions of the town. It would have strong boundaries with March South East along
the B1101 and with Whittlesey East & March North along the railway line.

Labour Group Submission to the LGBCE for East Cambridgeshire District in
Cambridgeshire County Council
Profile of the district
East Cambridgeshire is a district of the county of Cambridgeshire, situated to the south of
Fenland, to the east of Huntingdonshire and to the north of South Cambridgeshire. In the west
of the district Ely is the primary urban centre, whilst in the eastern parts of the district
residents tend to look either to Soham or to the town of Newmarket in Suffolk.
All of East Cambridgeshire is parished and there are 35 parishes in total. Most represent
relatively small nucleated villages or collections of hamlets. Soham has a town council
covering the entire urban area of the settlement. Ely is a city but the parish includes not just
the urban area but also the small villages of Chettisham, Prickwillow, Queen Adelaide and
Stuntney.
At present East Cambridgeshire has an electorate of 65,530 and by 2020 this is predicted to
have grown to 71650. Around 40% of the growth is predicted to occur in Ely, with the
remainder concentrated in Burwell, Littleport and Soham. With a council size of 63, the
district would be entitled to 8.62 county councillors at present, increasing to 8.66 by 2020.
Therefore it seems reasonable to assign 9 councillors to the district, as is currently the case
with a council size of 69. However, on average an East Cambridgeshire county councillor
would represent 4% fewer electors than the county average. If electoral equality is to be
maintained, this will have an impact on the range of possible arrangements of divisions in the
district.
East Cambridgeshire is represented by 39 district councillors representing 19 wards. This
means that there will be 4.33 district councillors for every county councillor. As there is not
an integer ratio between county and district councillors, maintaining co-terminosity between
district wards and county divisions would ordinarily be extremely difficult, but this is to some
extent mitigated by the poor electoral equality provided by East Cambridgeshire wards.
Proposed arrangements
The current county council divisions have formed the basis of my proposed arrangement in
East Cambridgeshire, since I believe that by minimising upheaval this will promote
convenient and effective local government. Modifications have been made to improve
electoral equality and to divide the current two-member Soham and Fordham Villages
division into two single-member divisions, one based upon Soham itself and one upon nearby
villages.
I have divided the district into three separate parts. The first, which receives two divisions,
covers parishes in the south-east of the district which look towards Newmarket and to a lesser
extent Cambridge. The second, which also receives two divisions, is made up of Soham and
its hinterland. The third, which has five divisions, contains the west of the district, in which
the primary settlements are the City of Ely and the town of Littleport.
1.
The south-east of the district
The present Burwell division is based upon four parishes to the west of Newmarket, namely
Burwell; Reach; Swaffham Bulbeck and Swaffham Prior. The former parish is also a threemember ward of East Cambridgeshire district council, whilst the latter parishes form the
single-member the Swaffhams ward. With a council size of 63, the present division would

have 14% fewer electors than average today and electoral equality would have worsened by
2020. Burwell must therefore add one or more parishes to achieve acceptable levels of
electoral equality.
Three East Cambridgeshire parishes border the present division. To the north-east is the
village of Fordham, but it has too many electors for electoral equality to be provided if it
were added to Burwell. To the north-west is the parish of Wicken, but this is separated from
Burwell by the Burwell Lode and Wicken Fen, whereas it has good connections along the
A1123 both eastwards to Soham and westwards towards Stretham. Neither of these parishes
is therefore a viable option.
To the south is the parish of Lode, which is located a mile from Swaffham Bulbeck along the
A1102 and is linked to it by the 10 bus from Cambridge to Newmarket, which also passes
through Swaffham Prior and Burwell. Lode therefore has clear links to the existing Burwell
division and I recommend that a new Burwell division be created from the parishes of
Burwell; Lode; Reach; Swaffham Bulbeck and Swaffham Prior. This division would have
4% fewer electors than average in 2014 and 6% fewer in 2020.
Such an arrangement would divide the present district ward of Bottisham between divisions,
but it would do so upon a clear and locally recognisable boundary (the A1102 road). In any
case, no neighbouring district ward could be combined with the Burwell and The Swaffhams
wards whilst still providing acceptable levels of electoral equality.
To the south of Burwell, the present Woodditton division is made up of eleven parishes to the
south of Newmarket, which together make up the district wards of Bottisham, Cheveley and
Dullingham Villages. These parishes are only connected to the rest of East Cambridgeshire
via parishes in the present Burwell division and the scope for radical change to arrangements
here is effectively non-existent. I therefore propose that the new Woodditton division lose
the parish of Lode and should henceforth be formed from the parishes of Ashley; Bottisham;
Brinkley; Burrough Green; Cheveley; Dullingham; Kirtling; Stetchworth; Westley Waterlees
and Woodditton. This division would have 3% fewer electors than average in 2014 and 7%
fewer in 2020.
2.
Soham
The present two-member Soham & Fordham Villages division is made up of the town of
Soham and the nearby parishes of Chippenham; Fordham; Isleham; Kennett; Snailwell and
Wicken. The division contains the single-member Isleham district ward (covering the
eponymous parish); the two-member Fordham Villages ward (covering Chippenham;
Fordham; Kennett and Snailwell); the two-member Soham North ward (containing areas to
the north of the town centre) and the three-member Soham South ward (containing the rest of
Soham and the parish of Wicken.)
As a general rule, I feel that two-member county divisions do not provide for convenient or
effective local government, since it is difficult for any councillor to effectively represent and
communicate with over 12,000 electors, particularly when they are spread across a wide array
of rural communities. Moreover, the market town of Soham has very different interests to the
more rural parishes, particularly since some such as Kennett and Snailwell have better
transport links to Newmarket than to Soham.

However, Soham has too many electors for the entire town to form a single county division. I
therefore propose that one division should broadly cover the urban core of the town, whilst
outlying areas should be combined with Fordham and the other parishes.
Regrettably, such an arrangement would not be co-terminous with existing district wards,
since the bulk of the town’s electorate is situated in the Soham South district ward, which
also includes the village of Wicken. However, electoral equality is already poor in the town,
with councillors in Soham North representing 28% more electors than the district average.
Given the likelihood that the present arrangement of wards will be altered by a Further
Electoral Review prior to the end of the decade, I think it would be sensible to seek
identifiable natural boundaries within the town rather than to concentrate to too great an
extent upon co-terminosity.
I therefore suggest a Soham North division covering the district ward of the same name and
the Soham Central polling district of Soham South district ward. This would have a
reasonably clear boundary along Tanner’s Lane. A stronger boundary could likely be created
by removing areas to the south of Soham Lode and I suspect it would be possible to do so
whilst continuing to provide acceptable electoral equality. If the boundary remained Tanner’s
Lane, this new division would have 4% fewer electors than average in 2014 and 4% fewer in
2020.
Other areas currently in the Soham & Fordham Villages division (Chippenham; Fordham;
Isleham; Kennett; Snailwell; Wicken and the Soham South polling district of Soham South
district ward) would form a new Fordham Villages & Soham South division. This ward
would have strong internal communications along the A1123 and the various roads radiating
out from Fordham and would be served by the 12 bus from Ely to Newmarket. If the
boundary with Soham North remained Tanner’s Lane, this new division would have 8%
fewer electors than average in 2014 and 6% fewer in 2020.
3.
The west of the district
This part of the district is, broadly speaking, made up of areas west of the River Ouse. At
present it is covered by five divisions. Two of these take in the entirety of the city of Ely, one
covers the town of Littleport and the remaining two divisions (Sutton and Haddenham) are
made up of a number of parishes to the west and south of Ely respectively.
At present only the Haddenham division provides acceptable electoral equality with a council
size of 63. The Ely South & West, Littleport and Sutton divisions have 10%, 12% and 12%
fewer electors than average, whilst the Ely North & East division has 13% too many electors.
By 2020 the present Littleport division would provide acceptable electoral equality, but Ely
South & West and Sutton would have 19% and 18% fewer electors than average respectively,
whilst Ely North & East would have 35% more than average.
The root of this problem lies in growth in the north of Ely, which is expected to gather speed
over the rest of the decade as part of the North Ely developments. By 2020 it would still
theoretically be possible to fit the city entirely within two divisions, but this would make the
remaining seven divisions in the district unreasonably small. Any workable plan must
therefore distinguish between the urban extent of the city, whose limits should be respected
as much as reasonably possible, and the outlying villages which have many interests in
common with parishes just outside the city limits.

I begin by proposing that the Haddenham division, covering the parishes of Haddenham;
Stretham; Thetford; Wentworth; Wilburton and Witchford, remain unchanged. The division
is co-extensive with the district wards of Haddenham and Stretham and is comprised of
villages with good links to Ely and Cambridge along the A10 and A142. Secondary school
students in the division would all attend Witchford Village College. It currently has 3% more
electors than average and by 2020 would have 3% fewer electors than average. Since it
provides good electoral equality, is co-terminous with district wards and represents a defined
group of communities, there is no point altering the division’s boundaries for its own sake.
The present Littleport division, covering the eponymous town, should also remain
unchanged. Although it currently has 12% fewer electors than average, this will be rectified
by 2020, when it is predicted to have 6% fewer electors than average. Moreover, the division
has few realistic options for expansion. It could not gain the parish of Downham whilst
retaining reasonable electoral equality, whilst if it took northern villages within the city of
Ely, it would force the Downham division to gain integral parts of the Ely urban area, which
would not be a satisfactory representation of local identities.
The present Sutton division (made up of the parishes of Coveney; Downham; Mepal; Sutton
and Witcham) cannot therefore head either north or south to gain electors. The division
therefore needs to head east, adding villages to the north of Ely. I propose that it gain the
villages of Chettisham, Prickwillow and Queen Adelaide, all of which are nominally part of
the city of Ely but are not part of the contiguous urban settlement. The division would thus
represent communities which are dependent upon Ely for employment and many key
services, but nevertheless remain rural and distinct from the core urban area. To reflect the
more easterly orientation of the new division, I suggest a change of name to Sutton &
Downham, reflecting the fact that Sutton is in the extreme west of the division and is remote
from constituencies such as Chettisham. This new division would have 2% fewer electors
than average in 2014 and 9% fewer in 2020.
In Ely, the present Ely South & West division, which is made up of the Ely South and Ely
West district wards, needs to gain electors. Given rapid projected changes in the city’s
electorate, co-terminosity is not a reasonable objective here and I have instead sought strong
and easily identifiable borders for the division. I would suggest that the easiest way to
accomplish this would be by adding the HH1 polling district, made up of streets east of Back
Hill, which becomes Lynn Road, the present boundary between Ely’s two divisions. In
addition, Ely Cathedral sits just to the east of the proposed boundary, which would provide a
universally recognised boundary marker. In addition, I propose that the new division should
gain the village of Stuntney in order to improve population equality. Given that the new
division would no longer be based solely upon the Ely South and Ely West district wards, I
propose a change of name to Ely South West. The new division would have 2% more
electors than average in 2014 but 1% fewer in 2020.
The remainder of Ely (the Ely East polling districts HG1 and HK1 and the Ely North polling
districts of HF1 and HF2) would form a new Ely North East division. This new division,
would include the bulk of recent and planned new development in the town, would have 9%
fewer electors than average in 2014 but 8% more in 2020.

Labour Group Submission to the LGBCE for Huntingdonshire District in
Cambridgeshire County Council
Profile of the district
Huntingdonshire is a district of the county of Cambridgeshire, situated to the south-west of
Fenland, to the west of East Cambridgeshire and to the north-west of South Cambridgeshire.
To the north is shares a border with the unitary authority of Peterborough, to the west it
borders Northamptonshire and to the south it borders the preserved county of Bedfordshire.
The district’s three primary urban centres are St. Neots in the south, Huntingdon in the centre
and St. Ives in the east. A number of smaller towns such as Ramsey act as service centres for
their rural hinterland. In addition, many residents of the district look outside the county
boundaries, particularly to Peterborough and Cambridge, for employment, medical and retail
needs.
All of Huntingdonshire is parished and there are 81 parishes in total. The smallest, Morborne,
currently has an electorate of only 19, whilst the largest, St. Neots, has an electorate of
24,209, which is likely to increase to 28,100 by 2020.
At present Huntingdonshire has an electorate of 130,757 and by 2020 this is predicted to have
grown to 141,780. The largest single component of this will be in St. Neots, where most
development will come to the east of the railway line as part of the continuing development
of Love’s Farm. Other developments leading to significant growth in electorate with occur in
The Stukeleys, to the North of Huntingdon; in Huntingdon itself and in Godmanchester, with
limited growth occurring in other towns and large villages throughout the district. In rural
areas, minimal growth in electorate is predicted, particularly in the northern portion of the
district.
With a council size of 63, the district would be entitled to 17.20 county councillors at present,
declining to 17.13 by 2020. Therefore it seems reasonable to assign it 17 county councillors,
which would be two less than it currently returns.
Huntingdonshire is represented by 52 district councillors representing 29 wards. This means
that there will be 3.06 district councillors for every county councillor. In principle therefore it
ought to be possible to obtain a high-level of co-terminosity between district wards and
county divisions, although this is complicated somewhat by varying levels of electoral
equality. At present a quarter of the district’s wards have an electorate per councillor more
than 10% above or below the district below (and in one wards, the deviation is above 30%).
By 2020, it is predicted that half the wards will have an electorate more than 10% above or
below the district average (and in three wards the deviation will be above 30%). Therefore in
places the desire to maintain co-terminosity between wards and divisions must take second
place to the need to ensure electoral equality.
Proposed arrangements
The reduction in the number of county councillors assigned to the district necessitates
significant changes to the existing divisional boundaries. Nevertheless, so far as has been
possible I have sought to use them as the basis for my proposed arrangements, except that I
have sought to replace the existing two-member divisions within the district with singlemember divisions.

In the north of the district, the present Norman Cross division returns two councillors and
consists of 13 parishes. However, if it were left unchanged with a council size of 63, each
councillor would at present represent 14% fewer electors than the county average and by
2020 this would have worsened to 21% fewer electors than average. Plainly such a level of
electoral inequality is unacceptable and major changes are required here.
At present Norman Cross is co-terminous with the three district wards of Elton &
Folksworth; Stilon and Yaxley & Farcet. Yaxley & Farcet is made up two parishes to the east
of the A1(M), located just to the south of Peterborough. Aside from Yaxley, Farcet borders
only two other Huntingdonshire parishes, namely Holme and Ramsey. No road connects
Farcet to Holme, whilst the road from Farcet to Ramsey passes through Fenland along its
route. The B1091 to Yaxley is therefore Farcet’s only road link which is located entirely
within the division. This road is used by the Citi 5 bus service to Peterborough, which serves
both Yaxley and Farcet. Children in both parishes (but in no other Cambridgeshire parish) are
in the catchment area of Stanground Academy.
Thus there are very strong grounds to demand the creation of a Yaxley & Farcet division,
covering the two eponymous parishes and co-terminous with the district ward. This would
have 12% more electors than average initially, but by 2020 it would have only 5% more
electors than average. In view of the strong evidence of community links and Farcet’s limited
connections with other parts of Huntingdonshire, this level of initial electorate deviation
ought still to be acceptable.
The remainder of the present Norman Cross division then needs to gain large numbers of
electors. The division borders three district wards, namely Ramsey; Sawtry and Upwood &
The Raveleys. The last can be discarded as an option, since its only road links to the Norman
Cross division pass through either Ramsey or Sawtry. Ramsey district ward is composed of a
single parish and is too large to be added to the Norman Cross division in its entirety. Since
parishes ought not to be divided between divisions except where it is absolutely unavoidable,
we must reject this as an option and instead seek to combine elements of the present Norman
Cross division with elements of Sawtry.
The electorate of Sawtry district ward is too large for it to be combined in its entirety with the
Elton & Folksworth and Stilton district wards from Norman Cross. However, 80% of Sawtry
district ward’s electorate resides in the village of Sawtry itself and thus there is no way it
could be excluded from such a division. In addition, the neighbouring parish of Conington
must be included to provide a link between Sawtry and the north of the division, but the other
small parishes surrounding Sawtry cannot be included in the division whilst still providing
acceptable levels of electoral equality. Both Conington and Sawtry are served by the B
Guided Busway service on its way to Peterborough, whilst children in Stilton, Folksworth
and neighbouring communities attend Sawtry Community College.
I thus propose a new Norman Cross division consisting of the following 13 parishes:
Alwalton; Chesterton; Conington; Denton & Caldecote; Elton; Folksworth & Washington;
Haddon; Holme; Morborne; Sawtry; Sibson-cum-Stibbington; Stilton and Water Newton.
The maintenance of the existing name is justified, despite the significant changes in the
division’s borders, because Sawtry was also historically a part of the Norman Cross rural
district from which the division takes its name. This division would have an electorate 16%
higher than average in 2020, but by 2020 this would have settled to a more reasonable 7%
above average.

At present the Ramsey division consists only of the eponymous parish and is co-terminous
with the Ramsey district ward. However, with a council size of 63 such a division would at
present have 11% fewer electors than average and by 2020 this would have worsened to 15%
fewer than average. The division hence needs to expand beyond its current borders. The most
suitable candidate for expansion by far is the parish of Bury, situated to the south of Ramsey.
The built-up area of Ramsey in fact fades imperceptibly into Bury and Bury residents access
GP services from one of two surgeries, both of which are located in Ramsey. Similarly, both
communities are served by Ramsey Library and there is thus ample evidence of sufficient
shared interests to justify the inclusion of both communities in a single division, which
should be named Ramsey & Bury. This would initially have an electorate 8% higher than
average, falling to 5% higher than average by 2020.
Currently western rural areas of Huntingdonshire are covered by the divisions of Brampton &
Kimbolton and Sawtry & Ellington. However, the former represents two distinct groups of
communities, namely a suburban community on the outskirts of Huntingdon on the one hand,
and a large number of small rural parishes on the other. These two elements are separated
from one another by the reservoir of Grafham Water, without any direct road link. They sit in
different school catchment areas, access GP services from different surgeries and have no
shared public transport interests. In short, there is no reason why we should seek to preserve
Brampton & Kimbolton on its present boundaries. Where Sawtry & Ellington is concerned,
the loss of Sawtry itself to Norman Cross necessitates major change to boundaries. I thus
propose that the remainder of this division should be combined with Kimbolton and
neighbouring areas in order to create a new division representing the interests of small
villages in the west of Huntingdonshire.
This new division would be named Alconbury & Kimbolton and would consist of the
following 24 parishes: Alconbury; Alconbury Weston; Barham & Woolley; Brington &
Molesworth; Buckworth; Bythorn & Keyston; Catworth; Covington; Easton; Ellington;
Glatton; Great Gidding; Great Staughton; Hail Weston; Hamerton & Steeple Gidding;
Kimbolton; Leighton; Little Gidding; Old Weston; Spaldwick; Stow Longa; Tilbrook; Upton
& Coppingford and Winwick. It thus consists of almost every community west of the A1 and
the A1(M) and represents the interests of rural electors in this section of the county. It
contains within it the entirety of the district wards of Ellington and Kimbolton & Staughton,
together with most of the parishes of Sawtry ward and those parishes of Alconbury & The
Stukeleys which are separated from Huntingdon by the A1 and the A1(M). At present its
electorate matches the county average, and by 2020 it will be 8% lower than the district
average.
The remainder of the present Brampton & Kimbolton (namely those parishes which presently
make up the Brampton district ward) can then be placed in a division with other parishes
located between St. Neots and Huntingdon, which access services from and provide
commuters to both towns. I therefore propose a new Brampton & Buckden division made
up of the following seven parishes: Brampton; Buckden; Diddington; Grafham; Offord Cluny
& Offord D’Arcy; Perry and Southoe & Midloe. It would thus contain all of the district wards
of Brampton and of Buckden, together with part of the Gransden & The Offords ward. Pupils
in the division would attend Hinchingbrooke School and the division would be served by the
66 bus from St. Neots to Huntingdon. Initially the division would have an electorate 13%
higher than average, but this would decline rapidly and would be only 7% higher than
average by 2020.

At present St. Neots’ electorate is high enough that it could return three councillors without
these divisions needing to include areas outside the town. However, this would not reflect the
historical pattern of warding in the town and by 2020 there is likely to have been sufficient
growth in electorate that three councillors would no longer be sufficient, meaning that parts
of the town would need to be represented by a fourth councillor. I have therefore sought as
much as possible to reflect existing community identities in St. Neots, rather than to radically
reshape boundaries.
The current St. Neots Eaton Socon & Eynesbury division, situated in the south of the town,
returns two members and is co-terminous with the wards of St. Neots Eaton Socon and St.
Neots Eynesbury. However, these areas are separated from one another by the River Great
Ouse and although they are linked by the A428, this is the St. Neots bypass and is thus
wholly different in character from a road lined by houses. All public transport services
connected the two parts of the division also pass through the centre of St. Neots and thus a
case cannot be made that these two sections of the town are more closely connected to one
another than they are to other parts of St. Neots.
Moreover, Eynesbury itself has the right electorate to be entitled to a division of its own.
Historically it was a separate settlement and this identity can still be seen in the existence of
the Eynesbury Village Association and in the guise of sports clubs such as Eynesbury Rovers
F. C. I therefore propose the creation of a new single-member division, St. Neots Eynesbury,
which would be co-terminous with the district ward of the same name. Currently it has an
electorate 1% higher than average and by 2020 would have a 5% fewer electors than average.
St. Neots Eaton Socon could then be combined with parts of St. Neots Eaton Ford in a new
single-member division made up of areas on the west bank of the Great Ouse which were part
of Bedfordshire prior to 1965. The boundary between Eaton Ford and Eaton Socon is not
clear on the ground and both receive GP services from the Eaton Socon Health Centre.
Unfortunately, including the entirety of both Eaton Socon and Eaton Ford would create a
division with 29% more electors than average in 2014 and 16% more electors than average in
2020, which would not provide acceptable levels of electoral equality. Thus it will be
necessary to divide the St. Neots Eaton Ford between district wards.
I recommend that the St. Neots The Eatons division should consist of the entirety of St.
Neots Eaton Socon and all of St. Neots Eaton Ford except the following streets in the EN
polling district: Browning Drive; Burns Court; Byron Place; Chaucer Place; Coleridge Court;
Cowpers Court; Cross Hall Road; Fielding Court; Hardy Place; Keats Court; Kipling Place;
Longfellow Place; Marlowe Court; Masefield Avenue; Milton Avenue; Savile’s Court;
Shelley Place; Spencer Close; Stevenson Court; Tennyson Place and Wordsworth Avenue.
These streets would be combined with the remainder of the present Little Paxton & St. Neots
North division (i. e. the district ward of Little Paxton and those parts of the district ward of
St. Neots Priory Park west of the East Coast Main Line) to form a new single-member St.
Neots Priory Park & Little Paxton division. This would unite communities on both sides of
the Great Ouse within the catchment area of Longsands Academy in a single division.
Although this would continue the split of St. Neots Priory Park ward between divisions, by
2020 the ward will have an electorate too large to be contained within a single division and
thus some form of split is unavoidable. The railway line forms a strong impermeable barrier
and the new communities to its west have differents to its west to the more established
communities within St. Neots proper.

At present only a little over 2000 electors reside in parts of St. Neots to the east of the East
Coast Main Line, but by 2020 that number is expected to almost triple. Inevitably this will
have an impact upon divisional boundaries, since it will be necessary to initially create a
division with a smaller electorate in order to take account of projected growth. Thus the
present Buckden, Gransden & The Offords division needs to be altered from a predominantly
rural division incorporating a small part of St. Neots, to a predominantly St. Neots-based
division incorporating a rural element. This can be accomplished by the simple expedient of
removing both Buckden and The Offords to the new Brampton & Buckden division. The
remainder of the division can be re-named St. Neots East & Gransden and would consist of
the East parish ward of St. Neots and the six parishes of Abbotsley; Great Gransden; Great
Paxton; Toseland; Waresley-cum-Tetworth and Yelling. At present this area has an electorate
of only 4,669, meaning that it has 39% fewer electors than the county average. 55% of the
electorate resides outside St. Neots. However, by 2020 the area’s electorate is projected to
have grown to 8,560, 3% above the county average and nearly 70% of the electorate will be
based in St. Neots.
Nine divisions have thus been assigned to the north, west and south of Huntingdonshire,
leaving a further eight to assign in the centre and east of the district. At present the town of
Huntingdon is covered by two two-member divisions. The first of these, Godmanchester &
Huntingdon East, consists of the nearby town of Godmanchester and the district ward of
Huntingdon East. The other division, Huntingdon, is made up of the other two district wards
covering the town along with the district ward of Alconbury & The Stukeleys, covering an
area to the north of Huntingdon.
However, Alconbury itself and the neighbouring parish of Alconbury Weston both have the
bulk of their electorate situated to the west of the A1(M) and have hence been placed in the
Alconbury & Kimbolton division. RAF Alconbury, situated in The Stukeleys, is the site of
the Alconbury Weald development, which aims to transform the area into a manufacturing
and engineering centre and also to create a sizeable housing development. I have therefore
chosen not to link this area with Huntingdon, but instead with areas to the east where other
developments on former airfields are mooted.
If we thus consider only the parishes of Godmanchester and Huntingdon, we find that they
have almost exactly the right electorate to be assigned three councillors, two of whom would
represent solely parts of Huntingdon, whilst one would represent all of Godmanchester and a
part of Huntingdon. Godmanchester’s only road links to Huntingdon are via the A14 and the
B1044 road (The Avenue). Thus it has a road connection only to the town centre, situated in
Huntingdon East and covered by the polling district CG. On the basis that there is little point
dividing district wards between divisions when this is not necessary, it makes more sense to
then add other areas of Huntingdon East, rather than to venture into Huntingdon West.
Polling district CG is bordered by polling district CH and these two, along with
Godmanchester, have sufficient electorate to justify the creation of a single-member ward.
This would have strong borders along the High Street, Hartford Road, Nursery Road, Priory
Road, American Lane and Mayfield Road, covering the Newtown area of Huntingdon.
Although this division shares most of the territory currently to be found in Godmanchester &
Huntingdon East, in light of its new boundaries I believe that Godmanchester &
Huntingdon South would more accurately describe its geographical position. Initially it
would have an electorate 8% below the county average, but by 2020 it would have only 3%
fewer electors than average.

In the east of Huntingdon, the CJ polling district (covering the Hartford area of town) could
then be combined with Huntingdon North district ward to form a new single-member ward of
Huntingdon North & Hartford. This would represent neighbourhoods in the eastern portion
of the town, served by the 30 and 25 bus routes. It would have an electorate 9% higher than
average in 2014, but by 2020 its electorate would be only 1% higher than average.
The remainder of Huntingdon, consisting of the Huntingdon West district ward and the CL
polling district of Huntingdon East (covering areas north of Priory Road and American Lane)
would then form a single-member Huntingdon West division. Whilst initially it would have
11% fewer electors than average, significant projected electorate growth in the Stukeley area
of the city would ensure that by 2020 it had almost exactly the same number of electors as the
county average.
To the south-east of Godmanchester along the A14 sit the district wards of The Hemingfords
and Fenstanton, which together form the current division of The Hemingfords &
Fenstanton. The division comprises communities within the catchment areas of Fenstanton
& Hilton Primary School; Hemingford Grey Primary School and Houghton Primary School,
all of which are dependent upon the A14 for access to employment opportunities. At present
the division is almost exactly at the county average for a council size of 63, whilst by 2020 it
would have 2% fewer electors than average. Since it represents a well-defined set of
communities, is co-terminous with district wards and provides good electoral equality, I
recommend that this division remain unchanged.
To the north of The Hemingfords & Fenstanton sits the town of St. Ives. At present a twomember division covers the entire town and also the neighbouring parish of Holywell-cumNeedingworth. However, an alternative arrangement of two single-member divisions would
provide good levels of electoral equality whilst better respecting existing differences within
the town and its hinterland.
I propose the creation of a new St. Ives North division, comprised of the district wards of St.
Ives East and St. Ives West, which would have an electorate 1% above average in 2014 and
2% below average in 2020. This would cover areas of post-war residential development to
the north of the A1123, which fall within the catchment areas of Thorndown Primary School
and Wheatfields Primary School.
These areas have different interests to the centre of the town (covered by the St. Ives South
district ward), which has significant medieval and Victorian elements and where local
schoolchildren attend Eastfield Infant School and Westfield Junior School. St. Ives has
suffered from serious flooding in the past and the areas of town most threatened by this are
situated close to the Great Ouse, in the historic centre of the town. They thus share an interest
in flood protection with the parish of Holywell-cum-Needingworth, located downstream
along the Great Ouse on the edge of the Fens. Moreover, secondary school children in
Holywell-cum-Needingworth (unlike children in the rest of the Earith district ward) attend St.
Ivo school, which is located in St. Ives South district ward. I therefore propose that a singlemember division should be assigned to these areas and that this division should be named St.
Ives South & Needingworth. Initially it would have an electorate 2% below average, falling
to 9% below average by 2020.

To the north of Huntingdon sits the present Warboys & Upwood division, comprised of eight
parishes. However, one of these, Bury, has already been assigned to the new Ramsey & Bury
division and the rest of the division needs to expand in order to obtain electoral equality. The
obvious candidate for addition is the parish of The Stukeleys, which along with four parishes
presently in Warboys & Upwood falls within the catchment of St. Peters School in
Huntingdon and which looks, like the rest of the division, to Huntingdon for employment
opportunities, hospital services and in many cases also GP services.
However, the electorate of The Stukeleys is expected to almost quadruple between 2014 and
2020 due to significant new housing developments and this imposes severe restrictions on the
range of possible arrangements which will provide acceptable levels of electoral equality at
the later date. If The Stukeleys and all the current Warboys & Upwood division were
combined, the resulting division would have an electorate 12% above average by 2020,
which would provide acceptable levels of electoral equality. If the Wyton-on-the-Hill parish
were removed from the division, this would provide acceptable levels of electoral equality in
2020, but this would worsen electoral equality in 2014 both in this and in neighbouring
divisions. Wyton-on-the-Hill is separated from the rest of the division by the A141 and unlike
other parishes relies upon St. Ives for some key services, such as a GP surgery and thus its
removal can be justified. However, better electoral equality is obtained if in return the
division gains the parish of Broughton, which lies immediately to the south of Warboys and
where local schoolchildren attend Warboys Community Primary School. I thus propose a
new division of Warboys & The Stukeleys, covering communities between the A1(M) and
the A141 and made up of the eight parishes of Abbots Ripton; Broughton; Kings Ripton; The
Stukeleys; Upwood & The Raveleys; Warboys; Wiston and Wood Walton. In 2014 it would
have 20% fewer electors than the county average but by 2020 it would have 3% more electors
than average.
The remaining parishes of the district, comprising areas to the north-east of St. Ives which sit
on the edges of the Fens and where public transport connections are limited to a peak-time
Guided Busway A service, would form a revised Somersham & Earith division, comprised
of the eight parishes of Bluntisham; Colne; Earith; Old Hurst; Pidley cum Fenton;
Somersham; Woodhurst and Wyton-on-the-Hill. This would have 9% more electors than
average today and 1% more than average in 2020.
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Hi Alex,
Please see submission below for Cambridgeshire.
Helen
From: chris boden
Sent: 19 January 2015 22:27
To: Reviews@
Subject: NECCA submission re Cambridgeshire County Division Boundaries

Good Evening.
Earlier today, I emailed you the attached submission from the North East Cambridgeshire Conservative
Association relating to the current Review of Divisions in Cambridgeshire County Council. Please now also
find attached to this email a spreadsheet showing, polling district by polling district in the District of
Fenland, how the 2020 electorate numbers supplied by the Commission for this review have been used by
us to create the ten Divisions within our submission.
Of the 54 polling districts in the District, you will see that 46 have been allocated in full to a single
proposed Division without being split.
Eight polling districts have been split, labelled A to H on the attached spreadsheet. Details of how we
propose that those eight polling districts be treated in this Review are as follows:
A: Polling District AA1 ‐ BIRCH
As a result of last year's Community Governance Review, the LGBCE agreed in November that the area
which had been designated by the Commission as the How Fen Town Ward of Chatteris Town Council in
the District Boundary Review (SI2014/27) should become a part of the Parish of Manea. However, the
data used to create the projected 2020 electorates was compiled using the old polling district boundaries,
so this area is included within the Commission's electoral data as part of polling district AA1. The 120
voters from "How Fen", now being part of the Parish of Manea rather than the Town of Chatteris, are
included with Manea in our proposed March Rural South‐East Division, whilst the remainder of this polling
district is included in our proposed Chatteris Division.
B: Polling District BA3 ‐ MARCH EAST
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340 of the electors from polling district BA3 have been included in our proposed March Town East
Division. The remainder of the polling district is included in our proposed March Rural South‐East
Division. The 340 electors comprise the following roads within this polling district: Chandlers Way,
Eastwood Avenue, Roses Close, St Peters Road, White Lion Close.
C: Polling District BB2 ‐ MARCH NORTH
We propose that 200 of the electors from polling district BB2 be included in Waldersey Division, whilst the
remainder of the polling district be included in our proposed March Town North‐West Division. The 200
electors from BB2 are those in the following roads: Duncombes Road, Goosetree Estate, Grandford Drove,
Middle Road, Whitemoor Road, Whittlesey Road, Wisbech Road.
D: Polling District BB3 ‐ MARCH NORTH
In polling District BB3 we propose that 380 electors be allocated to our proposed March Town East
Division, with the remainder of the polling district being included in our proposed March Town North‐West
Division. The 380 electors are those in the following roads: Alftruda Close, Gordon Avenue, Hobart Court,
Norwalde Street, Princes Walk, Robin Goodfellows Lane (including Oberon Park), Wake Road.
E: Polling District BC1 ‐ MARCH WEST
From polling district BC1 we propose that 170 electors be included in our proposed Waldersey Division and
that the remaining electors in the polling district be included in our proposed March Town North‐West
Division. The 170 electors are those from the following roads: Floods Ferry Road, Hakes Drove, Marina
Drive, Middle Road, Staffurths Bridge Road Including Staffurths Bridge Farm), West Fen (Hakes Drove),
West Fen Drove, Whitemoor Road, Whittlesey Road (including West Fen Cottage Pearsons Farm).
F: Polling District BC2_3 ‐ MARCH WEST
From polling district BC2_3 we propose that 60 electors be included in our proposed Waldersey Division,
that 60 electors be included in our proposed March Town East Division, and that the remainder be
included in our proposed March Rural South‐East Division. The roads we propose to include in the
Waldersey Division are those to the west of the A141 by‐pass, namely Coneywood Road, Cross Road,
Floods Ferry Road, Hook Drove, Knights End Road (only that part west of the A141), Staffurths Bridge
Farm. The roads we propose to include in our March Town Eat Division are St Peters Road, The Causeway
(north of Woodlands Avenue), High Street.
G: Polling District BC4 ‐ MARCH WEST
From polling district BC4 we plan to allocate 10 electors to Waldersey Division, and the remainder to our
proposed March Town North‐West Division. The ten electors are all those in this polling district west of
the A141 by‐pass ‐ specifically, the westernmost electors in Gaul Road and Burrowmoor Road.
H: Polling District DF1 ‐ ST MARYS
From polling district DF1 we propose to allocate 1100 electors to the Whittlesey North Division and 1070
to the Whittlesey South Division. There has been considerable boundary change in this area. The electors
from this old polling district which we propose to include in Whittlesey North are those who are now in
the new Delph Town Ward within the new Bassenhally District Ward. The electors we propose to include
in Whittlesey South are those who are now in the St Marys Town Ward which forms part of the new St
Andrews District Ward.
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With Kind Regards,
Chris Boden
Organising Secretary, North East Cambridgeshire Conservative Association
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SUBMISSION
FROM
THE
NORTH
EAST
CAMBRIDGESHIRE CONSERVATIVE ASSOCIATION
TO THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT BOUNDARY
COMMISSION FOR ENGLAND IN RESPECT OF THE
FIRST PUBLIC CONSULTATION PROCESS RELATING
TO THE REDRAWING OF THE BOUNDARIES OF
ELECTORAL DIVISIONS FOR CAMBRIDGESHIRE
COUNTY COUNCIL.

1. The North East Cambridgeshire Conservative Association (NECCA) supports

the proposal to reduce the number of Members of Cambridgeshire County
Council from 69 to 63. Such a reduction facilitates effective and convenient
local government by achieving cost savings whilst retaining a sufficient number
of Members to fulfil Members’ statutory and representative functions within the
Authority, given the Council’s governance arrangements.

2. Within Cambridgeshire, NECCA notes that the total electorate projected for

2020 is given by the Commission as being 521,380 providing, on a Council size
of 63, an average of 8,276 electors per Councillor across the County.

3. In respect of the District of Fenland, NECCA notes that the projected 2020

electorate figures would entitle Fenland to 10 County Councillors.

4. NECCA is aware that there has been considerable discussion within

Cambridgeshire County Council about the desirability of ensuring that each
County Councillor represents a single, separate, Electoral Division. NECCA
supports the establishment of a scheme of single-Member Divisions across the
County, both to provide consistency and to ensure that the size of Divisions
does not unduly distance individual electors from their County Councillor.

5. NECCA notes the three main statutory requirements for the drawing of new

boundaries: (a) the reflection of the interests and identities of local
communities (b) the provision of effective and convenient local government (c)
the delivery of electoral equality . So far as the District of Fenland is
concerned, we wish to advise the Commission how we see that each of these
statutory requirements can best be satisfied in this review of County Divisions
given the District’s geography, population distribution and distinct established
communities of interest.

Reflection of interests and identities of local communities

6. The District of Fenland consists of four quite distinct, separate towns (Wisbech,

March, Whittlesey and Chatteris) together with a number of less urban parished
areas. Each of these four towns provides a clear focus for their local
community, both within the town itself and for nearby parishes.

7. March,

Whittlesey, Chatteris and Wisbech are ancient Market
towns. Whittlesey, Chatteris and Wisbech are all mentioned in the Domesday
Book, and the hilltop settlements of March, Chatteris and Whittlesey were for
centuries, before the draining of the fens, effectively islands in the marshy
fens.

8. Each of the four towns in the District has a Town Council, with its own Mayor,

sustaining a strong sense of local identity within each Town. The remainder of
the District is divided between 12 civil parishes, each of which has its own wellestablished Parish Council.

9. Residents within the four towns in Fenland District have a far closer sense of

identity with their town that they do with the District of Fenland. Historically,
before the 1972 Local Government Act re-organisation, each of the four towns
comprised, or was the focus of, a separate district council, and this sense of
separate identity between the four towns persists very strongly to this day.

Provision of effective and convenient local government

10. NECCA believes that the interests of effective and convenient local government

will be best provided for if (a) there is significant co-terminosity
between County Divisions’ boundaries in Fenland and the Fenland District
Council ward boundaries (b) the separate identity of each of the four Fenland
Towns is respected by ensuring that no individual Division contains some
electors from one Town and some from another (c) none of the other 12 Civil
Parishes within the District is artificially split between different County
Divisions.

11. If a Division were to be created which mainly consisted of electors from one of

the four Fenland market towns whilst also containing a minority of electors
from another town, NECCA strongly believes that the interests of the majority
from one town would, frequently, be seen to be taking precedence over the
interests of the minority in the other town. It would be impossible for a
Member adequately to represent the interests of all of his electors in such an
arrangement – there would be too many circumstances, in the provision of
services and otherwise, where the interests of a minority of that Member’s
electorate in one town would conflict with the interests of the majority of the
Member’s electorate in another town. Many County Councillors are also Town
Councillors, strengthening community links with the County Council and
promoting clear lines of communication and accountability between the County
and each town. Were a County Councillor expected to try to represent a
Division which was split between two towns, those valuable links would be
broken.

12. NECCA is concerned that the electoral data provided by the Commission for

this Review is based on Fenland District Council ward boundaries which will be
changed at the May 2015 local elections, two years before the new boundaries
for the County Divisions come into effect. NECCA strongly believes that
effective and convenient local government will be far better served if this
Review uses the new Fenland District Council ward boundaries as its “building
blocks”, as detailed in the Fenland (Electoral Changes) Order 2014 (SI
2014/27).

13. Additionally in 2014, following a Community Governance Review, the LGBCE

gave its agreement to the redrawing of the boundary between the Parish of
Manea and the Town of Chatteris, to make that boundary consistent with the
Fenland District Council ward boundaries created by SI 2014/27. This will
have the effect of transferring 120 electors in 2020 (consisting of the
Commission’s previously proposed How Fen Town Ward of Chatteris Town
Council) from the Town of Chatteris to the Parish of Manea. Effective and
convenient local government will be best achieved if this boundary change is
fully recognised in this current County Divisional Electoral Review. The
figures within the electoral data provided by the Commission for this Review do
not reflect this boundary change between Manea and Chatteris.

Delivery of electoral equality

14. It is never going to be possible to achieve perfect electoral equality within any

scheme of electoral divisions in an area. The Commission has therefore readily
accepted that electoral variances of up to 10% are generally acceptable in its
Reviews.

15. The 2020 electorates of the four Fenland towns have been given by the

Commission as follows: Wisbech 18,900; March 18,420; Whittlesey 13,330;
Chatteris 8,980 [after adjusting for How Fen’s 120 electors – see paragraph 13
above]. With an average 2020 County electorate of 8,276 per Division, this
would give the following theoretical entitlements for each town: Wisbech
2.284; March 2.226; Whittlesey 1.611; Chatteris 1.085. In the case of Wisbech,
we note that that part of Wisbech east of the river has a projected 2020
electorate of 16,850, giving a theoretical entitlement to 2.036 County
Councillors.

16. Although it would be highly desirable to make County Divisions co-terminous

with Town Council boundaries, it is clear from the preceding paragraph that this
will not be possible in March, Whittlesey or Wisbech without breaching the
Commission’s 10% variance guideline. However, the Town of Chatteris would
be able to be allocated a single County Councillor to represent the whole of the
Town within that 10% variance limit. Although such a Division would have an
electorate towards the upper end of the Commission’s preferred size range,
NECCA supports the creation of a Division which consists solely of the Town
of Chatteris, as this would best satisfy the Commission’s statutory criteria,
through creation of a Division which would strongly reflect the interests and
identity of the local community and which would substantially promote the
provision of effective and convenient local government.

17. NECCA notes that none of the other 12 Civil Parishes within the District of

Fenland has a projected 2020 electorate in excess of 3,100. Given the County
average Divisional electorate of 8,276, NECCA does not believe that the
achievement of electoral equality will require any of the other 12 Civil Parishes
in the District needs to be split between two different Divisions as a result of
this Review.

Divisions in the North of Fenland.

18. In the North of the District, NECCA notes that the existing Roman Bank &

Peckover Division’s projected 2020 electorate of 7,450 falls within the
Commission’s preferred 10% variance limit, and that the neighbouring existing
Divisions of Wisbech North and Wisbech South, with projected 2020
electorates of 8,140 and 8,740, also fall within the 10% limit. There is no
practical alternative arrangement of the Wards in northern Fenland which
provides a better arrangement of Divisions than maintaining the existing Roman
Bank & Peckover Division and maintaining two Divisions, entirely within
Wisbech Town, east of the river (which provides a very strong boundary within
the Town). However, we do note that a different split of Fenland District
Council wards east of the river would not impact negatively on community
interests and identities or convenient and effective local government, but would
improve electoral equality between the two Divisions in Wisbech east of the

river. We would therefore propose that Wisbech North Division be composed
of the (newly revised) Fenland District Council wards of Waterlees Village,
Kirkgate and Staithe, whilst Wisbech South Division should comprise the
(newly revised) Fenland District Council wards of Octavia Hill, Medworth and
Clarkson.

Divisions in the South of Fenland.
19. As detailed in paragraph 16 above, NECCA supports the creation of a new

Chatteris Division which would be precisely co-terminous with the Town of
Chatteris (as amended following the recent Community Governance Review
previously mentioned in paragraph 13).

20. Given that the Town of Whittlesey is projected to have 13,330 electors in 2020,

it will be necessary to include at least 1,500 electors from elsewhere in order to
create an area with an electorate sufficient to form two Divisions in the South
West of the District. For the reasons given above in paragraphs 6 to 11, it
would be highly undesirable to include a relatively small part of the Town of
March within a Division mainly consisting of areas in the Town of
Whittlesey. The relatively few electors in the rural parts of March and
Whittlesey Towns would mean that any Division consisting partly of electors
from March and partly from electors from Whittlesey would have to include
electors from parts of the more urban core of each Town. Such an arrangement
would be seen as highly artificial, and would not reflect local residents’ sense of
community identity. NECCA therefore believes that the Town of Whittlesey
should be included with the Parishes of Benwick and Doddington, and that two
Divisions should be formed from that area. Benwick is already linked with
Whittlesey in the Fenland District Council ward of Benwick, Coates and
Eastrea, and Doddington is of a very similar nature to Benwick and the more
rural parts of Whittlesey, so these areas would fit together well within a single
Division. NECCA therefore proposes that the new Whittlesey North Division
should consist of the newly revised Fenland District Council wards of
Bassenhally, Stonald and the new St Andrews Town Ward, and that the new
Whittlesey South Division should be comprised of the newly revised Fenland
District Council wards of Lattersey and Benwick, Coates & Eastrea, together
with, in Whittlesey, the new St Marys Town Ward and the Parish of
Doddington.

Divisions in the Centre of Fenland.

21. NECCA’s proposals in paragraphs 18-20 above allow for six Divisions

covering the northern and southern sections of Fenland District. That leaves
four Divisions to be allocated to the Town of March and the Parishes of Parson
Drove, Wisbech St Mary, Elm, Christchurch, Manea and Wimblington.

22. The existing Division of Waldersey comprises the Parishes of Parson Drove,

Wisbech St Mary and Elm. Its projected 2020 electorate, at 6,980, falls just a
few hundred short of the Commission’s preferred 10% variance level, compared
to the County average. It could be argued that the advantage of continuity of
the existing Division outweighs the slight shortfall in the projected 2020
electorate in this Division, but on the assumption that the Commission intends
strictly to observe its stated 10% variance criterion, NECCA proposes the
addition to this rural Division of the 440 electors in the more rural western part
of the Town of March, in the areas of Westry and Whittlesey Road, as
illustrated in paragraph 28, below.

23. March Town’s electorate in 2020 is far too small to justify three Divisions

entirely contained within the Town. It is mathematically inevitable, therefore,
that several thousand urban March Town electors will need to be included in a
Division which also contains a significant number of electors from outside the
boundaries of March Town. Examining the links which exist between the urban
part of March and neighbouring areas, it is clear that the closest connections,
and the clearest commonalities of interest, lie between the urban south-eastern
part of March and the Parishes of Wimblington and Christchurch. It is therefore
appropriate, given the arithmetic need to include at least a couple of thousand
March Town electors in a Division which primarily lies outside the Town’s
boundaries, that this “cross-border” Division, “March Rural South-East”, should
consist of South-East March and the Parishes to the south-east of March.
NECCA therefore proposes that the Parishes of Manea (as amended by the
Coomunity Governance Review), Christchurch and Wimblington be joined with
South-Eastern March Town in a single Division (March Rural South-East), the
precise boundaries of which within March being given in paragraph 28, below.

24. The majority of March Town, not proposed to be included in the March Rural

South-East (paragraph 23) or the Waldersey (paragraph 22) Divisions, contains
an appropriate number of electors in 2020 to form two Divisions, both of which
would lie entirely within the boundaries of March Town. The most obvious
boundary within the Town is the river – however, too many electors in March
are north of the river for that to be able to be used as the Division boundary
within the Town without breaching the Commission’s 10% variance rule. It
therefore appears appropriate to NECCA that the two remaining March
Divisions should be split east-west (“March Town North-West” and “March
Town East”) with the High Street forming the boundary between these two
Divisions south of the river. North of the river, the best established boundaries
which achieve the necessary numerical split between divisions are Broad Street
(which is the continuation of High Street) and those boundaries which currently
the Town’s separate polling districts, roughly to the north of Broad Street.
Once again, this is illustrated in paragraph 28, below.

Summary
25. Overall, NECCA therefore proposes the following ten County Divisions for the

area of Fenland District Council, with the following 2020 electorates and the
resultant variances from the County-wide 2020 average electorate:
DIVISION

2020 ELECTORATE

2020 VARIANCE

Roman Bank & Peckover

7450

-10%

Wisbech North

8400

+ 1%

Wisbech South

8450

+ 2%

Waldersey

7420

-10%

March Town North-West

7510

- 9%

March Town East

7430

-10%

March Rural South-East

7430

-10%

Chatteris

8980

+ 9%

Whittlesey South

8400

+ 1%

Whittlesey North

7630

- 8%

26. This proposal utilises strong boundaries through most of the District and

achieves very high co-terminosity with the new District Council ward
boundaries (only the new Wimblington & Doddington Ward, the new St
Andrews Ward and the three District Council wards in March Town would be
split between Divisions). The creation of a Division consisting of the whole of
the Town of Chatteris will, in particular, promote effective local government by
reflecting the Town Council’s boundaries. Most importantly, to reflect the
interests of local communities, no Division is proposed which artificially
includes, within the same Division, part of one of the four Fenland market
towns with part of another. Although there are, necessarily, differences between
the electorates of the proposed ten Divisions, no variance from the County-wise
average exceeds 10%. NECCA believes that this arrangement of Divisions
best achieves the Commission’s statutory criteria.

Boundaries between proposed Divisions within March Town

27. The size of the existing Fenland District Council wards within March Town

makes it almost impossible to use the district ward boundaries as a significant
element in the boundaries for the new County Divisions in the Town – March
Town is divided into three District Council wards, but only has an entitlement to
2.226 County Councillors using the projected figures for the town’s electorate
in 2020. Any boundaries between new Divisions within March Town will
therefore be difficult to draw, but NECCA believes that using strong wellknown lines of demarcation such as the A141 by-pass, part of the railway line
and, in the town centre, High Street and Broad Street will provide boundaries
which will be clearly understood.

28. The proposed boundaries within March Town are precisely defined in the

attached polling district schedule. The following boundaries would exist, under
NECCA’s proposals, between the Divisions in March:
(i)

boundary between Waldersey and March Rural SouthEast: The A141 by-pass,

(ii)

boundary between Waldersey and March Town NorthWest: The remainder of the A141 by-pass, the Peas Hill
roundabout, through March trading park and north to the Town
boundary

(iii)

boundary between March Rural South-East and March Town
North-West: The southern boundaries of Kingswood Park and
Pavilion Recreation Ground, from the A141 by-pass to The
Causeway (this is the current boundary between polling districts
BC2_3 and BC4)

(iv)

boundary between March Town North-West and March Town
East: The Causeway, High Street, Broad Street, Dartford Road
(up to and including Gordon Avenue), then north (to the west of all
properties in Gordon Avenue and Hobart Court, across the football
ground to the junction of Robin Goodfellows Lane and Maple
Grove, then north along the rear of the properties to the point just
north of the properties on Acacia Grove, then between the
properties on Acacia Grove and Wake Road, then north to the west
of Wake Road, then north between Norwalde Street and Southwell
Close, then west between the properties on Southwell Close and
Robin Goodfellows Lane to the junction with Norwood Road, then
north to the rear of the properties on the east side of Norwood
Road as far as the railway line, then east along the railway line to
the level crossing at the Station, north to the junction with Estover
Road, then south down Creek Road to the railway line and from
there to the river.

(v)

boundary between March Town East and March Rural SouthEast: Going from a point on The Causeway north of Woodlands
Avenue: (1) north of the properties in Woodlands Avenue (2)
West of the westernmost properties in Olivers Way (3) Between

Olivers Way and Chandlers Way/White Lion Close/ Eastwood
Avenue (4) South of Eastwood Avenue (5) through Eastwood
Cemetery to Upwell Road then (6) following the existing boundary
between BA4 and BA3 eastwards along Upwell Road to a point
east of Green Street then (7) following the whole of the existing
boundary between BA2 and BA3 to the river: (a) eastwards north
of the properties on Upwell Road then (b) north along Silt Road to
the river (including Badgeney Lodge in March Town East).
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