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Orton Waterville Parish Council
________________________________________________________________________________________________
Telephone:

Clerk
Mrs A Brown

E-mail:

19 September 2014

Mr W Morrison
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
3rd Floor Layden House
78-86 Turnmill Street
London
EC1M 5LG

Dear Mr Morrison
Electoral review of Peterborough City Council: Draft recommendations
Orton Waterville Parish Council wish to make the following objection regarding the parish warding
arrangement that are suggested on page 16, clause 86 of the draft recommendations.
The recommendation is that the parish is divided into two wards; at present the parish is divided into
five wards. The parish council are content with the present arrangement and wish it to remain
(subject to the slight adjustment necessary because of the suggested revised City council ward
boundary).
The Parish Council thinks that the presently suggested adjustment may be due to lack of detailed
information supplied to the Boundary Commission reviewers. The information supplied to you by
the City council may have just given overall totals for the parish rather than informing you of the
warding arrangement within the parish which is, at present:Village Ward (ORW1) – 3 councillors
Wistow Ward (ORW4) – 3 councillors
Brimbles Ward (ORW2) – 3 councillors
Goldhay West Ward (ORW3) – 2 councillors
Goldhay East Ward (ORL4) – 2 councillors
Our preferred arrangement, with the adjustment you are suggesting to the City ward boundary taken
into account is:Village Ward (ORW1) – 3 councillors
Wistow Ward (ORW4) – 3 councillors
Brimbles Ward (ORW2) – 3 councillors
Goldhay West Ward (ORW3) – 3 councillors
Goldhay East Ward (ORL4?) – 1 councillor

To many people within the Peterborough area, the name Orton Waterville brings up an image of a
village of thatched houses, which certainly do exist but only now as a very small part of a very large
parish (pop. approx. 10,500). The parish council tries to project the true image of the total parish
which includes extensive housing, industrial estates, office estates, a large shopping centre as well as
the East of England showground and a large part of Ferry Meadows Country Park. We believe that
naming wards, which project the true extent of the parish to the wider public, helps us in that respect.
We hope that the Boundary Commission’s present suggestion is due to a lack of information and can
be amended as we suggest. If that is not the case and it is a positive recommendation may we ask
WHY?
Yours sincerely

Mrs A Brown
Parish Clerk

Clerk: Ms K Day,
E‐mail:

.

Tel:
Web: www.hamptonpc.org.uk

Review Officer (Peterborough)
LGBCE
Layden House
76‐86 Turnmill Street
London
EC1M 5LG
3 October 2014
Dear Sir
The Parish Council has received, and read with interest the revised proposals for the Electoral Review of the City of
Peterborough which do not appear to have taken into account the previous proposals submitted by the Hampton Parish
Council which represents the electoral areas of Hampton Hargate (ORH3) and Hampton Vale (ORH4) within the ward of Orton
and Hampton.
In your draft recommendations document dated July 2014 you refer to the necessity to ‘provide good electoral quality, with
each councillor representing, as closely as possible, the same number of voters’ whilst ‘reflecting community interests and
identities and include evidence of community links’ and the Parish Council wonders why, Hampton Parish which has a clearly
defined geographical area, infrastructure and community has not been designated a three councillor ward in its own right?
The ‘strong, easily identifiable boundaries’ for the Parish Council are shown on the enclosed map. The residential area of the
Parish runs between junction 2 and junction 3 of the A1139 Fletton Parkway (dual carriageway) to the north, the historical
London Road (A15) to the east and Natures Way and the Hampton Nature Reserve, (Orton Pit Special Area of Conservation,
Site code: UK0030053 and the Orton Pit SSSI which is Orton Pit is of special scientific interest by reason of its population of
great crested newts Triturus cristatus and a network of meso‐eutrophic standing water habitats which support an assemblage
of nationally rare and scarce charophyte (stonewort) species). The ‘southern’ boundary runs from the A15 following the line of
County Road, James Lake and Albert Crescent to Natures Way.

Orton With Hampton
Ward

Electorate October
2013

Forecast of Electorate
December 2019

Our Proposed
Hampton Ward

ORH1
ORH2
ORH3
Hampton Hargate
ORH4
Hampton Vale
ORH5

2017
508
3777

2020
1310
3790

3790

3105

3110

3110

76
9483

5400
15630

6900

Our proposed
Hempstead and
Haddon Ward
2020
1310

5400
7420

As you can see from the table, Peterborough City Council forecasts no significant changes in the electorate for wards Hampton
Vale ORH3 and Hampton Hargate ORH4 which with 6900 electors would provide a suitable three councillor ward within
Peterborough City Council leaving ORH, ORH2 and ORH5 which contain the developing areas of Hempstead and Haddon as a
similar three ward Councillor area.

The combination of these wards, particuarly ORH2 and ORH5 would work well in practical terms as Peterborough City Council
planners have already advised Hampton residents at public meetings that they are aware of the layout and road problems
that are specific to Hampton. With officers stating ‘they will not make the same mistakes in Hempstead and Great Haddon as
were made in Hampton’.
In addition:
 Both areas will have similar needs as both are newly developing areas.
 Both are separated from Hampton by major roads and geographical features:
a Great Haddon is separated from Hampton by Natures Way (due to be upgraded to a dual carriageway) and the
Nature Reserve and Natures Way will have a separate community and individual identity.
b Hempstead and the Hampton Leys/Gardens areas which is separated from Hampton by the Fletton Parkway dual
carriageway and the Hampton industrial area.
c The Hempstead and Hampton Leys/Gardens areas are on the same side of the A15 and will join together at Yaxley
with Great Haddon.
 A new shared school has been agreed for the areas of Hempstead, Hampton Leys/Gardens, Yaxley and Great Haddon
on the Hampton Leys/Gardens site which will also serve Great Haddon pupils.
 The road links and bus route for all three areas off the A15 is covered by a single bus service which does not include
Hampton.
The Parish Council believes that Hampton has always been intended, from the first planning stages to be an independent area
and the established community of Hampton deserves and needs ward councillors who, for the first time, will be committed to
supporting Hampton projects and resolving the problems faced by Hampton residents, particularly the recognized road and
traffic problems which the Parish Council is working with the Peterborough City Council to try to resolve. There is a single bus
serving the Hampton community and, as the 2011 census confirms, Hampton has the highest percentage of cars per
household, with 40% of households with two or more cars and the highest proportion of residents, 54.9%, using their vehicle
to get to work whilst just 3.4% using the bus. As a result the community of 10,472 residents (detailed in the census) face daily
difficulties travelling though Hampton's roads due to the limited off road and roadside parking from the original design.
In addition, the Parish Council believes that by splitting the established parish area into two wards will reduce the ability for
the Parish Council to ‘help the council to deliver effective and convenient local government’. At present the Hampton Parish
electorate know exactly which ward councillors to contact on the City Council as the same three ward councillors represent
the whole of Hampton. Under the current proposals part of the Parish will be represented by the three councillors who will
also represent the separate area of Great Haddon and the remainder by ward councillors responsible for Hampton
Hempstead. Clearly, this does not represent a commitment to local communities and residents who would be better served by
ward councillors committed to a single area, thus avoiding conflict of interest and duplication of work for the ward councillors
who would, potentially be expected to attend two or three different parish council meetings.
The existing parish structure which is promoted and supported by the City Council as an effective means of building
community involvement and cohesion and particularly in the Hampton Parish Council area of ORH3 Hampton Hargate and
ORH4, Hampton Vale area there is a strong community identity:





a.

b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.

There is a shared transport/ single bus route through the Hampton Parish Council area meeting your criteria of ‘good
links across the proposed ward’ with just five ‘entrances’ into the Hampton Parish Council area, the area with natural
and constructed areas previously referred to defined by Plan 1 making Hampton self‐contained in terms of traffic and
transportation issues.
In terms of community groups representing the area as well as the Hampton Parish Council there is the Hampton
Community and Sports Association (HCSA), Hampton Seniors Activities and Social Centre, the Hampton Community
Panel, Hampton Cricket Club, and the Hampton Skate Park Forum which are resident based organisations serving the
area of Hampton Parish Council.
With regards to facilities and interests:
There are three schools, Hampton Vale Primary School, Hampton Hargate Primary School and Hampton College
(primary through to secondary) whose catchment areas correspond with the Hampton Parish Council ORH3 and
ORH4 electoral areas.
There is a single medical practice for Hampton in Hampton Hargate.
A single post office for Hampton in Hampton Vale.
A Hampton pharmacy in Hampton Vale.
Hampton vets surgery in Hampton Hargate.
Hampton sports facilities provided by Vivacity in Hampton Vale and the HCSA sports facilities which are managed by
the community in Hampton Hargate.
The open spaces are maintained by a single body, O & H, Hampton.

Most Peakirk residents attend the Glinton doctors’ surgery. The Thorney practice only accepts
people east of the railway, which excludes 96% of the Peakirk population.
The nearest Post Offices and General Stores are in Glinton and Northborough.
Peakirk has its own village fete, harvest festival, voluntary litter pick, bowls club, village hall, and
mums and tots group. We have a clear and separate community identity.
Peakirk is cooperating with Glinton and Northborough on drawing up a Neighbourhood Plan.
Peakirk has never had any common events or organisations with Eye & Thorney.

Effective & Convenient Local Government
Glinton is 1.5 miles away on the B1443. Northborough is 1.4 miles. Deeping Gate 2.2 miles.
Newborough is 2.4 miles. Helpston is 4.3 miles.
Eye is 6 miles away. Eye is almost a small town with completely different needs from Peakirk. It is
more like a suburb of Peterborough and should be included in an urban ward.
Thorney is 8 miles away on the B1443. Thorney is a much larger village than Peakirk.
Large rural wards are difficult to cover owing to the number of communities and the long distances
between them.
We would prefer a relationship with a single ward councillor who understands our local needs and
wishes. Having more than one councillor will dilute their efforts and confuse voters.
There is no public transport between Peakirk and Eye and Thorney. Residents without cars would
find it difficult to attend councillors’ surgeries held in Eye and Thorney.

Recommendations
1. Peakirk remains in a single member ward as this ensures electoral fairness, preserves its
community identity and promotes effective and convenient local government.
2. Peakirk is not put in a ward with Eye because Eye has urban needs and identity and nothing
in common with Peakirk.

Henry Clark
Chairman – Peakirk Parish Council
1 October 2014
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City of Peterborough
Personal Details:
Name:

Gillian Haythornthwaite

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

Comment text:
This is a letter from Marholm Parish Council. Marholm Parish Council supports the proposal that
has been put forward by the Peterborough City Council for Marholm to remain in the Glinton
and Wittering Ward and join with Northborough to form a 3 City Councillor Ward. Gillian
Haythornthwaite Parish Clerk Marholm Parish Council
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City of Peterborough
Personal Details:
Name:

Gillian Haythornthwaite

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

Comment text:
Marholm Parish Council carried out a petition to get the views of residents of Marholm.
Residents were asked if they want Marholm Village to be part of a rural ward and not part of
Bretton - an urban ward. More than 95% of the village was asked to sign the petition, and
everyone asked did sign. Those that didn't sign were just not available on the day to sign. As a
result we believe that Marholm is unanimously in favour of being in a rural ward and not an
urban ward. As such we are in support of the Peterborough City Council proposal that Marholm
would be in the Glinton and Wittering Ward along with Northborough. This would be a rural
ward. Gillian Haythornthwaite Parish Clerk Marholm Parish Council
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ecclesiastical centre for a long period of time until 1539.
Thorney was a monastic establishment until 1550. The fen area was drained in the 17th
century.
Agricultural and economic conditions were such that, in 1910, the Russell family sold the
estate at Thorney. The village began a new phase of development in the twentieth century
and expanded as new areas of one and two storey houses were developed. These are now
established and well-kept residential areas, among which are some small shops and
businesses. In recent years, more homes have been added, much of it infilling along main
roads, together with a variety of larger industrial areas.
From 1849, the seventh Duke of Bedford initiated the rebuilding of the village according to
high aesthetic and practical standards as a 'model village' which would be good for tenants
and trades people as well as for the estate. The buildings included many cottages, whose
rows form a major architectural feature of modern Thorney. Fresh water and sewage
systems, a gas supply and engineering workshops supported the village, together with
schools, a post office, shops and a relieving office for the poor and infirm.
The project was built in a picturesque style, borrowing from medieval and Tudor designs in
the surrounding local environment. The 19th Century industrial centre in the Tank Yard is
now a focus for village life, which includes the Village Hall, museum, fire station, a day
nursery and drainage board offices.
Today, Thorney consists of approximately 1000 residential houses with a range of shops,
amenities, light industry and attractions. It is still separated from other communities by
several miles of open countryside in each direction.
From the history above Thorney can be seen as being a model village, separate from other
nearby populations. Merging with Eye would negate that community identity because
decisions concerning its future would be represented by Councillors elected from a dominant
neighbouring small town.
Effective and Convenient Local Government
Members of Parish Councils, many City and County Councils and Members of Parliament
are elected en bloc at regular intervals. At present we have 2 members elected in different
years. This leads to much confusion in the local electorate as it does not correspond to that
which they are used to by Central Government elections. By having a 3 member ward this
will reinforce the confusion and therefore its effectiveness. The cost will also be 3 times more
that elections en bloc.
Recommendations
Thorney should become a single member ward to ensure its historical community identity is
preserved. It is a very large rural ward and its member should have knowledge of this to
ensure effective local government.
Eye has the needs of a small town, urban needs that are not common to Thorney. It should
have its own representatives.
Yours faithfully,

A E Hovell
Clerk to Thorney Parish Council

LGBCE REPORT : A SUBMISSION FROM THE
BARNACK WARD GROUP OF PARISHES
The Ward Group’s Position :
In our first submission to the Commission we argued the case for retaining the status quo
with the current Barnack Ward maintaining its geography and its representation by a single
member. We were disappointed to find that the Commission’s recommendations include an
enlarged Barnack Ward, based on 14 parishes as opposed to the current 6, and with an
increase to 3 member-representation. Having considered the implications of this we wish to
argue the case again for maintaining the current model.

Statutory Criteria :
In Para.11 of its report the Commission refers to the statutory criteria set out in “the 2009
Act” and quotes the requirement for recommendations to “reflect the identities and interests
of local communities, in particular (a) the desirability of arriving at boundaries that are easily
identifiable and (b) the desirability of fixing boundaries so as not to break any local ties.” In
its summary it says that “our proposals will provide good electoral equality while reflecting
community identities and transport links in the district.” Our contention is that these criteria
have not been met in the case of the proposal for a new 3-member “Barnack Ward” stretching
right across the rural north of Peterborough District. But they were met in the argument for
maintaining the existing one-member Barnack Ward.

Boundaries :
Our earlier submission pointed out that the current Ward is clearly delimited by the A1 in the
west, the A47 in the south, the East Coast Main Line (ECML) in the east and the River
Welland/Birmingham -Norwich line in the north. The proposal to create a Ward stretching
from Wittering in the west to Deeping Gate and Northborough in the east - a distance of 15
kms - is based on no clear boundaries and simply looks like an amalgamation of the parishes
left over once the urban parishes had been assigned.

Community Identity :
Similarly, there is no community identity between the existing Ward and those
villages/parishes east of the East Coast Main Line. So, echoing the statutory criterion that
boundaries should not break local ties, we argue that it is similarly inappropriate to
amalgamate parishes without local ties. The issue of local ties is reflected in the definition of
the new Barnack Benefice by Peterborough Diocese which is largely co-terminous with the
current Ward.
As we pointed out in our earlier submission the current Ward has a long pedigree as it was in
large part created as Barnack Rural District in 1894 and existed as such until 1974 when it
was subsumed within the new Peterborough District. This has ensured that a tradition of
community identity and partnership within the Ward has been long-established. This was
expressed most recently with the establishment of the Barnack Ward Group in 2006. Chaired
by the PCC Ward Member, it was formed to provide a co-ordinating forum for allocating
monies from the PCC’s Community Leadership Fund. This has led to a number of key
strands of work :

Road safety :
 A lorry ban on the B1443
 Traffic calming measures
 Acquisition of speed monitoring equipment
Environment :
 A circular cycle-trail
 7 interlocking footpaths with accompanying leaflets
 Historical information boards in each village
 Wooden benches on the footpath network
 Planting of hundreds of trees and miles of reinstated hedges
 Creation of wildlife corridors
 Work with the Ward’s 2 primary schools
 An annual Barnack Wildlife meeting
A Ward neighbourhood plan is under development and our contention is that our nucleated
Ward can deliver this whereas the proposed enlarged and elongated Ward would undermine
the community focus and spirit that has driven all of the above initiatives. Because, apart
from some secondary age children going to school in Glinton, the existing Ward has no
strong social interaction with the settlements east of the ECML. The latter acts as a very
effective social barrier. This was exemplified a couple of years ago when the City Council’s
attempt to establish a Neighbourhood Council across the proposed new Ward did not survive.

Representation :
The Commission argues in its recommendations that as Peterborough has a 3-year cycle of
elections then the expectation is that the number of Wards should be a multiple of three.
However, we understand that the inclusion of a single-member Ward would not be a
precedent and we would not want to be part of a system that, on the basis of the above
argument, is less democratic simply because it does not meet the statutory criteria. On the
voter projections for 2020 the variance from the average would be less than 3% so it cannot
be argued that maintaining the status quo would create a democratic deficit. We also have a
concern that, in order to maintain their electability, all 3 Ward Members in the proposed
Ward would want to attend all Parish Council meetings. This is unsustainable and something
we would not welcome.

Conclusion and Recommendation :
So, in conclusion, we strongly suggest that the current Ward’s history, geography and
community identity support retention of the existing single-member Barnack Ward and fully
meet the statutory criteria as enunciated in the 2009 Act. Whereas the LGBCE proposal for
the enlarged 3-member Ward is a denial of the statutory criteria and a recipe for a reduction
in the democratic process. Our recommendation, therefore, is that the status quo should
maintained.
KEITH LIEVESLEY
Chairman Ufford Parish Council
On behalf of Barnack Ward Group
October 2014

UFFORD PARISH COUNCIL’S SUBMISSION TO THE
LOCAL GOVERNMENT BOUNDARY COMMISSION FOR
ENGLAND CONCERNING ITS RECOMMENDATIONS FOR
BARNACK WARD
Background :
The LGBCE’s response to Peterborough City Council’s proposal for twenty 3-member wards
and a one-member Ward based on the existing Barnack Ward includes rejection of the latter.
The main reason for this is the general presumption that areas with a 3-year electoral cycle
will have a number of Wards divisible by three. Ufford Parish Council wishes to argue
against this and support the City Council’s proposal for Barnack Ward to retain its current
boundaries and remain as a one-member Ward. In doing so we wish to argue particularly that
the current Ward meets the statutory criteria as set out in the 2009 Act and which have been
used by the Commission in reaching its conclusions and recommendations.

History :
Barnack Ward currently consists of the Parishes of Bainton with Ashton, Barnack with
Pilsgate, Helpston, Southorpe, Ufford and Wothorpe. All of these, bar Helpston, were
constituents of Barnack Rural District from its formation in 1894 until its absorption into
Peterborough in 1974 following on from the Local Government Act of 1972. This long
history of partnership led to the formation of a Barnack Ward Group in 2006 to administer
the allocation from the City Council’s Community Leadership Fund. This Group meets every
couple of months, under the chairmanship of the Ward Councillor, to discuss matters of
common interest, relating to issues such as the environment, transport and road safety and to
implement joint initiatives across the Ward. This partnership is reinforced by the Ward
member’s commitment to attend all individual parish council meetings, giving him an insight
into what is happening in all of the villages and what the Councils are doing to represent their
constituents.

Geography and Settlement:
The LGBCE in Para.11 of its report refers to the statutory criteria set out in the 2009 Act and
quotes the requirement for recommendations to “reflect the identities and interests of local
communities, in particular (a) the desirability of arriving at boundaries that are easily
identifiable and (b) the desirability of fixing boundaries so as not to break any local ties.” The
logic of Barnack Ward as it currently exists is strongly based on its geography. It lies almost
entirely east of the A1, west of the East Coast Main Line, north of the A47 and south of the
River Welland, which is the county boundary with Lincolnshire, and the PeterboroughBirmingham railway line. The exception is Wothorpe Parish which lies just west of the A1
but has strong historic links, including being a former member of Barnack Rural District. The
character of the landscape was determined by the enclosures in the early nineteenth century
which were the subject of criticism by the great poet John Clare who lived in and is buried in
the Ward at Helpston. So, physically, the Ward feels a sense of unity and common identity
stretching back some 200 years. There is also a common feeling of being a set of small,
formerly agricultural villages. Whereas the settlements to the east of the A15 are very much
larger and have grown considerably to satisfy the demands of Peterborough commuters. To
merge Barnack Ward with the likes of Glinton and Northborough will lead to an imbalance,
generating fear that concerns of import to us would not be similarly perceived by them. The
Commission’s proposed Barnack Ward would be over 15 kms east to west and this does not
1

sit well with the statutory criteria in terms of community cohesion and boundaries. It is of
interest to note that Peterborough Diocese a few years ago re-defined the Barnack Benefice to
cover most of the area of the existing Ward.

Transport :
The villages are inter-connected with two main east-west arteries linking (a) Ufford, Barnack
and Pilsgate and (b) Pilsgate, Barnack, Bainton and Helpston. The former King Street
provides a north south link as do the roads between Bainton and Ufford and Barnack and
Southorpe. .

Services :
Barnack and Helpston are the only villages with a shop/Post Office and most shopping trips
are made to Stamford or Peterborough.
Barnack and Helpston have primary schools which absorb the children in the Ward. Those
attending private schools at this age gravitate towards Stamford and to Uffington, both over
the Lincolnshire border. Secondary age children go to Peterborough, Stamford or Glinton.
Barnack, Helpston and Ufford all have public houses/hotels which serve both locals and
people from outside the Ward. Residents from those villages without a pub use these three,
notably the one in Ufford.
There are Anglican churches in Bainton, Barnack, Helpston and Ufford which form the
greater part of the Barnack Benefice, which, as noted earlier, almost replicates Barnack
Ward. There is close co-operation and interaction between the various churches. NonConformists are focussed on the chapel in Barnack.

Recreation and Environment:
The common awareness of the area led the Ward to build extensively on work commenced
twenty years or so ago by Peterborough City Council and develop an extensive network of
footpaths. Waymarkers and seats have been provided and a series of Ward leaflets published
to promote each of the separate paths. This initiative has been able to take advantage of the
restoration of John Clare’s Cottage in Helpston as a visitor attraction.
The Ward has been very active in trying to enhance the environment for both residents and
visitors. It has undertaken verge surveys and designated protected verges with the aim of
creating wildlife corridors between villages. It has undertaken hedge surveys and followed up
with major programmes of tree and hedge planting. It has provided bat boxes, bird nesting
boxes, owl boxes and bumble bee hotels in the various woods and has liaised with the two
primary schools to set up an annual wildlife project.

Future Development :
Because of the Ward’s common heritage the Ward Group is co-operating to produce a
Neighbourhood Plan to ensure that development is appropriate.

Representation :
As noted above, the Commission argues in its recommendations that as Peterborough has a 3year electoral cycle of elections then the expectation is that the number of Wards should be a
multiple of three. In terms of the LGBCE’s criteria of equality of votes per member and a
2

suitable figure of 2000 voters, we contend that, with 2570 voters in 2019, Barnack Ward
currently stacks up as an entity without any additions and the variance by 2020 would be less
than 3%. This number enables our Ward Councillor to attend all Parish Council meetings and
to provide an excellent service. For electoral purposes, all 3 Ward Councillors under the
Commission’s proposals would inevitably wish to appear in all Parishes to ensure their reelection. This could hardly be seen as adding to the democratic process and, we would argue,
could act to our detriment and undo the all the excellent work that we have undertaken in our
Ward Group. We also understand that our remaining as a one-member Ward would not set a
precedent and that similar designations already exist in Nottinghamshire and elsewhere.

Why should Barnack Ward remain as it is ?
In conclusion, Ufford Parish Council wishes to suggest that Barnack Ward should retain its
current geography and one-member representation . The following factors support the status
quo :


The Ward is defined by clear physical barriers on all sides



The Ward has an historical identity which is still relevant today



There is considerable social interaction within the Ward



The Ward has little or no social interaction with the Parishes/villages posited as
our partners in an enlarged Ward



The Barnack Ward villages have a completely different size profile and
character to the proposed partners



The Ward Group has a long tradition of partnership, co-operation and joint
action



The variance in voter projections for the Ward in 2020 falls well within the
statutory criteria



Our remaining as a one-member Ward in the City Council’s proposed structure
would not set a precedent



Switching to a 3-member model in an enlarged Ward would be to the detriment
of our representation at City level rather than its enhancement. And a one
member Ward would also be based on a representation of voters/member that
would be within the Commission’s criteria.

October 2014
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THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT BOUNDARY COMMISSION FOR
ENGLAND’S REVIEW OF PETERBOROUGH UNITARY
AUTHORITY: PROPOSALS FOR BARNACK WARD
VIEWS OF BARNACK PARISH COUNCIL
We understand that the Local Government Boundary Commission for England (LGBCE)
has proposed a 60-councillor structure for Peterborough Unitary Authority, with 20 wards,
each represented by three councillors. Under these proposals, the area in the north west of
Peterborough would form the new ‘Barnack Ward’, which would stretch from Deeping
Gate, Northborough, Peakirk and Glinton in the east, to Wothorpe and Wittering in the
west. This would roughly double the area of the present Barnack Ward and quadruple its
voting population.
The projected electorate for the whole of Peterborough in 2019 is 150,000. Each of the 60
councillors would therefore represent, on average, 2,500 electors. The proposed new
boundaries for Barnack Ward would produce an electorate of over 10,000, so each of the
three Barnack Ward councillors would represent more than 3,300 electors.
The LGBCE’s key criteria for setting ward boundaries are that there should be electoral
equality between wards and that the boundaries should reflect the interests and identities of
local communities, thus creating effective and convenient local government. Barnack
Parish Council feels that these criteria would be best satisfied by maintaining the status
quo, in which a single councillor serves the six parishes of Bainton (with Ashton), Barnack
(with Pilsgate), Helpston, Southorpe, Ufford and Wothorpe. The projected number of
voters in this area is 2,570 in 2019, which is in line with the aim of achieving electoral
equality throughout Peterborough.
Barnack Parish Council endorses the views of the Barnack Ward Group, which were set out
earlier this year. For the reasons summarised below, the Ward Group and Barnack Parish
Council feel that a change to a three-member ward would be detrimental to both
community cohesion and effective local government.


The present Barnack Ward is geographically well defined:
o physical boundaries to the Ward are created by the River Welland to the
north, the main line railway to the east and the A1 to the west
o the Ward’s settlements are mostly small, in contrast to larger ones to the
east, in the A15 corridor, which have recently grown more rapidly
o there are good internal road connections within the Ward, with minor roads
linking the villages on both north-south and east-west axes
o the area is relatively sparely populated, consisting of small villages built
round cores of traditional stone buildings, in an agricultural setting
o the landscape is heavily influenced by the underlying limestone geology,
making it distinct from the fen borders to the east
o the northern and western boundaries of the ward abut the counties of
Lincolnshire and Northamptonshire.



The present Barnack Ward has a strong community identity:

o the geographical location and shared landscape has led to a sense of
community, with no strong links to settlements beyond the Ward boundaries
o Barnack Rural District Council, covering the same area as the present Ward
operated between 1894 and 1972
o there are two village schools, making the Ward relatively self sufficient for
primary/junior education
o the new Church of England benefice has a similar footprint.


The Ward has a tradition of partnership and joint action:
o the Barnack Ward Group provides a mechanism for allocating money from
the Community Leadership Fund and developing coordinated policies and
activities relating to such things as traffic calming, environmental
improvement and the provision of enhanced broadband
o the Ward Group has produced a draft Neighbourhood Plan to reinforce this
cohesive approach.

One of the key aims of the Barnack and Pilsgate Parish Action Plan, produced in 2013, is to
maintain the rural and historic character of the villages by limiting growth, maintaining the
objectives of the conservation area, conserving wildlife habitats and preserving landscape
features. We wish to remain distinct from the City by resisting ribbon and greenfield
development that may ultimately result in villages being absorbed into a conurbation. If our
six parishes were to be merged administratively with those to the east (Etton, Glinton,
Peakirk, Maxey, Northborough, Deeping Gate) we feel that this process will have begun.
Barnack Ward has been well served by Councillor David Over, who knows the area
intimately and has been active in attending parish council meetings and supporting local
causes. If councillors were obliged to cover a ward twice the size, with thirteen parishes
and three times the population, this appreciation of local needs and their representation to
the City Council would inevitably be diluted. Councillors would find it impossible to attend
more than a minority of meetings and events within the new ward. The proposed model is
discriminatory because this problem would not exist in urban wards, with their smaller
geographical area, greater population density and lack of parish councils. This means that
the LGBCE’s proposed new model would make local government for the parishes in the
north west of Peterborough less fair and effective than it is at present.
Barnack Parish Council therefore endorses Peterborough City Council’s proposal that there
should be 61 councillors, with an average councillor:elector ratio of 1: 2,460, and that
Barnack Ward should retain its present boundaries and be represented by a single
councillor.
Barnack Parish Council
26th September 2014
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Comment text:
The changes to ward boundaries proposed by the Boundary Commission are not acceptable to
this Parish Council. Our reasons are stated below as well as our alternative proposals. 75% of
the proposed West Ward would be composed of South Bretton and Longthorpe electors and the
remaining villages would only be 25%. The proposals state that this would be a rural ward but
this is simply not the case as the rural number would be small and its voice would be lost. The
proposal to combine the village of Marholm with urban North Bretton presents a similar
mismatch. The present Glinton and Wittering Ward is wholly rural in which are many local
communities with strong connections. The villages of Ailsworth, Castor, Sutton, Upton and
Marholm form one church benefice sharing the same priest and many linked local services.
Splitting Marholm off to a different ward does not make good community cohesion sense. The
children from these same villages go to the Castor Pre-School before joining Castor Primary
School, after which many of them join with children from other rural communities to attend The
Arthur Mellows Village College in Glinton. This school was established specifically for the
children in the villages north and west of Peterborough because of the shared community
identity. Children from South Bretton and Longthorpe do not attend The Village College. These
villages have many family connections with each other and the surrounding area. Many of the
local clubs and groups have members from the villages. Facilities are shared too but not with
Longthorpe and North Bretton. We hope for councillors who will spend time fighting for the
retention of our village shop, dentist, doctor, and pharmacy etc. Key aspects of village life such
as housing needs, public transport, the farming industry and village amenities are different from
those in cities and it is upon these that councillors should be able to focus their efforts. The
built environment and the cultural heritage of villages generate issues of a particular type for
which rural councillors should be able to become thoroughly aware without the distraction of
urban matters. We understand that you have tried to simplify the ward system in order to
obtain electoral equality but the two councillor ward we have at present works very well
because the councillors can focus on rural affairs and in doing so have an intimate
understanding of their rural communities and represent us with confidence. We have conducted
a public consultation as well as meeting Ailsworth residents in the street to find out their views
and we have yet to find anyone who does not already feel equally represented. Our current two
councillor system serves the ward well. Our proposal is to keep the present Glinton and
Wittering Ward with two councillors. If this is not possible then the ward combining
Northborough(2360) with Glinton and Wittering Ward(5260), as proposed by Peterborough City
Council, is our preferred option both of which give a councillor to resident ratio in line with
LGBC criteria. Both options enable residents living in our village to feel confident that the
criteria set by the LGBC i.e. electoral equality; community identity and cohesion; effectiveness
and convenience, have been met. (Figures in parentheses are the 2019 estimate) Ailsworth
Parish Council

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/3896
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The village of Newborough is situated North of the A16 trunk road – a natural barrier
between Newborough and Eye. There are no common functions that occur between the two
communities. Newborough has its own village hall, a separate Doctors’ practice to Eye, its
own WI, Senior Citizens activities, gardening club, lace makers, is a member of the Northern
Footpath Forum (with Peakirk), etc.
Merging with Eye would negate that community identity because decisions concerning its
future would be represented by Councillors elected from a dominant Eye small town.
Effective and Convenient Local Government
Parish Councils, many City and County Councils and Members of Parliament are elected on
block at regular intervals. This is also the case in Newborough and Borough Fen. By having
a 3 member ward with elections every year would lead to confusion. The cost will also be 3
times more than the present election costs.
Recommendations
1. Newborough and Borough Fen should remain a single member ward possibly with
Peakirk as at present. It is a very large rural ward and its member should have
knowledge of this to ensure effective local government – as happens at present. Any
alterations to this system would put Newborough and Borough Fen at a disadvantage
and, therefore, not be effective Local Government.
2. Eye has the needs of a small town, urban needs that are not common to
Newborough and Borough Fen. It should have its own representative.

Mrs E Tajer
Clerk to the Council.
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Comment text:
Sutton Parish Council wishes to express its strong concern in respect of the Electoral
Commission’s recommendations regarding the proposed new warding patterns for the West
wards in Peterborough. Sutton Parish Council seriously questions whether these proposals in any
way support community cohesion and identity, or indeed provide effective electoral
representation for rural communities such as Sutton. Sutton is a small electorate of some 108
voters presently represented within the Glinton and Wittering Ward, which embraces nine similar
rural parishes. It is understood that Peterborough City Council’s Electoral Review Group having
carefully examined the Commission’s proposal for new warding arrangements has submitted a
practical and sensible proposal to divide the Western rural area into one three-member ward by
merging the existing wards of Glinton and Wittering and Northborough, with Barnack remaining
a single-member ward. This approach will address any imbalances of councillor ratios in line
with the Local Government Boundary Commission guidelines. It is sincerely hoped that
Peterborough City Council’s recommendation will be fully supported by the Commission. The
Commission’s proposal to amalgamate a small rural parish such as Sutton in an urban ward will
effectively disenfranchise this rural community. Sutton has an affinity and a common identity
with neighbouring local rural communities which share churches, schools, neighbourhood plans
and village magazines. These established ties have evolved over time and are vital to secure
the cohesion and bonding of small rural societies, such as Sutton. It is recommended in the
strongest possible terms that the Commission accepts Peterborough City Council’s
recommendation which rightly recognises the vital need to retain an equality of representation
for both rural and urban populations to ensure their distinct and specific needs and aspirations
are recognised, addressed and met.
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Download
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