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City of Peterborough
Personal Details:
Name:

Richard Dade

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
We object to the proposals for the creation of the West Ward. This is a Rural Ward and we
wish it to remain so. Yours faithfully Richard and Belinda Dade

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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City of Peterborough
Personal Details:
Name:

adrian davies

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I believe that the Boundary Commission is proposing boundary changes which will take
Ailsworth out of Glinton Ward into a new West Ward of Peterborough. This move will take
Ailsworth from a rural context to one which is75% urban. At present Peterborough has 57
electoral wards, of which only 9 are rural. The planned change would dilute the rural residue of
Greater Peterborough and increase the suburbanisation of the city. Councillors for rural areas
already have problems in persuading urban councillors to listen to their concerns; after the
changes their voices will be drowned entirely. Urban sprawl is a menace which must be
contained. Many cities have a "green belt" to restrain uncontrolled expansion; it is time that
Peterborough established and defended a "green belt", in order to preserve the balance of
urban/rural areas ,which shapes the character of the city. Doing this changes to boundaries
which upset the pattern of urban/rural areas should be avoided, otherwise the attractiveness of
Peterborough as a place to live is diminished permanently. Adrian Davies

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/3756

08/09/2014

2

Local Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

Page 1 of 1

City of Peterborough
Personal Details:
Name:

Maureen Denton

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
It is ridiculous to remove 1/2 of Werrington Village and put it into Gunthorpe. Werrington
Green, the Meadows and all the village should be left alone. It is Werrington Village and has
been for longer than our lifetimes. Please do not change our boundary and split up this historic
village.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/3888
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City of Peterborough
Personal Details:
Name:

Tracey Dixon

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I have lived in
for over 5 years. We bought our house, for many
reason....primarily the schooling , but also Werrington having such a community spirit. We
enjoy being a resident of the village, and feel the move of boundary will massively impact the
'heart of the village' feel that it has had for so many years. We bought a house in Werrington,
not Gunthorpe, this could massively impact the value of properties, insurance on cars etc. To
be so close to Church Street and knowing that the proposals to separate the Green into
Gunthorpe is astonishing. The area where the Green is has been Werrington for many years,
this is where the old Manor house stands, dating back hundreds of years this would have been
one of only a few houses in Werrington at that time, to consider now calling it the Manor House
but in Gunthorpe is nothing but silly. This sort of proposal will only impact in a nagative way. I
feel also very concerned over the lack of publicity these proposals have had, I believe like
myself, residents have not been properly made aware of the intended changes (I was only
made aware after a neighbour saw an article in the spotlight magazine). Werrington is our
village and everyone deserves the right to be told and express a concern. Werrington is unique,
with all the community activities and I do have a fear that this could divide the village.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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City of Peterborough
Personal Details:
Name:

Bernard Dyer

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Dear Sirs, Re. Marholm village community identity. I believe it is essential for the village of
Marholm to retain its community identity by being part of a rural ward, and not be an
insignificant part of an urban ward such as Bretton.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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City of Peterborough
Personal Details:
Name:

Mary Dyer

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Dear Sirs, Re. Marholm village community identity. I do not wish to be part of an urban ward
like North Bretton. I believe it is essential for a small village like Marholm to be part of a rural
ward where Councillors will understand our problems.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/4005
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City of Peterborough
Personal Details:
Name:

Carol Fell

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
It seems very inappropriate to join Marholm, a small farming community with Bretton, a large
township and I would oppose this wholeheartedly. Our Councillors, Diane Lamb and John
Holditch have worked so well for us in the past. If changes need to be made then we should
join with other like villages in the area, i.e. Castor, Ufford, Barnack. We are in the Benefice of
Castor, Upton, Sutton and Waternewton and it would seem sensible to remain with these
villages on an electoral basis to preserve established links.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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City of Peterborough
Personal Details:
Name:

James Fell

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I wish to object to the proposed changes putting Marholm in the Bretton Ward. Marholm is a
little Village and has different requirements that the large housing estate which Bretton has
become. We have a small stable population and identify with country issues Our needs in the
past have been well served by councilors Lamb and Holdich. If change is necessary Marholm
should be connected to similar villages such as Ufford, Barnack, Castor and Ailsworth

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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City of Peterborough
Personal Details:
Name:

AMANDA FOSTER

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
STRONGLY OBJECT TO THE PROPOSAL TO ALTER WARD BOUNDARIES TO THE WEST OF THE
CITY - TOTALLY UNACCEPTABLE. WE SHOULD STAY WHERE WE ARE.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/3906
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City of Peterborough
Personal Details:
Name:

Charles Foster

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I am totally opposed to the proposed breakup of the current Glinton Ward and the proposed
merger of Ailsworth with Longthorpe and South Bretton. The merging of urban and rural areas
will inevitably disadvantage the villages, on population numbers alone. Our aspirations and
needs are very different. It is in the best interests of the people of Ailsworth and hence the
population at large to be represented solely as a rural community.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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City of Peterborough
Personal Details:
Name:

Melanie Fovargue

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: 1961

Comment text:
We should definitely stay a rural area we will get swallowed up if we merge into an urban area
and also the other areas will have more voters than us and the councillors are more likely to
listen to the majority than the minority we are more likely to have alot more developments
around the village and surrounding areas swallowing up Castor and Alisworth as a village and
turning us into a township. I strongly oppose this!Just leave Castor and Ailsworth a rural area
please!!!!

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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City of Peterborough
Personal Details:
Name:

Paul Froggitt

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Boundary Review – Peterborough Following my attendance at a meeting held at Peterborough
Town Hall to debate the proposed ward boundary changes, and addressed by a spokesman for
the Boundary Commission, I wish to make the following observations. There are, basically two
forms of election cycle that local authorities can choose: 1) election of the whole council every
four years or 2) election of a third of the council each year, with one year of no elections. The
present Peterborough council have chosen to operate under the second option. The Boundary
Commission spokesman said that, as that was the case, there was a presumption in favour of
arranging the ward pattern to suit that choice; i.e. to establish a pattern of three councillor
wards in order that the ‘3 + 1’ system could be administered better. He said that the review
was being made on that presumption. The fact that a future council could choose to change the
election pattern to a once in 4 year option seems to me to be an over-riding reason why the
Boundary Commission should NOT arrange wards to suit the present choice – or indeed any
choice that a council may choose to suit their particular present interests. By doing so the
Boundary Commission is straying into political fields (surely to be avoided?) instead of taking an
impartial view of what is best for particular communities and elements of such communities.
Almost nobody (including those pursuing the 3 councillor per ward option) is arguing that 1 or
2 councillor wards wouldn’t be better for rural communities, in terms of close identification
between councillors and their constituents, but just that 3 councillor wards make a set of
arbitrarily chosen numbers work better. That is the wrong basis for assessing the
representational requirements of the community. Paul Froggitt 17/09/14

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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City of Peterborough
Personal Details:
Name:

Pauline Fury

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I am astounded at the Werrington boundaries, how on earth can the Werrington Village Green
be in Gunthorpe, the estate of Amberley Slope & Storrington Way be split in half between
Werrington & Gunthorpe. Welbourne (road) is in Werrington but the Welbourne School and one
side of Hall Lane (which is in the Village) is in Gunthorpe. If the area is too big to be all
Werrington now why don't you just put an extra councillor in Werrington. When it was
Werrington North and South (which does include Gunthorpe) there were 6 councillors, now there
will be four, why can't it be 5 or and keep all of Werrington together. I don't understand how a
village can be split. I can't get the line drawing to work on the map so my proposal would be
to keep Lewes Gardens estate, The Steynings, Storrington Way, Hall Lane, Fenbridge Road, The
Green area which are all part of the village and Welbourne School on Goodwin Walk all in
Werrington Ward. How can a village have different applications that might be accepted in one
part and not the other.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/3917
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City of Peterborough
Personal Details:
Name:

dominic Goy

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I Strongly object to the proposed changes to the ward boundaries. To combine rural and urban
ward means less representation for those living in rural areas. Demographics on the areas are
also fundamentally different and again the smaller rural population will not be represented.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/4028
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City of Peterborough
Personal Details:
Name:

nicola goy

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I strongly object to the proposed boundary changes. Rural demographics are fundamentally
different to Urban areas. My fears are that our views will not be heard or represented.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/4030
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City of Peterborough
Personal Details:
Name:

Jeff Grace

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I agree with the recommendations shown in the July 2014 report and accompanying map,
however, can you correct paragraph 42 which states that the parish of Upton is included in
Barnack Ward. The map shows that it is not and I suggest that the map is correct.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/3706
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City of Peterborough
Personal Details:
Name:

Jane& James Greene

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
We do not agree with the proposed changes for the new 'Peterborough West' ward. The current
boundaries mean that similar villages are within the same ward so rural voters can be sure that
they are fairly represented and rural issues are a priority for our councillors. Historically, the
current arrangements have worked well for many years. Splitting Castor/Ailsworth and Marholm
would mean splitting parishes who work, worship and socialise naturally together. They should
also have the same political representation. Rural voters would only represent 25% of voters
within the new ward which would be an unacceptable and unfair reduction in the representation
of rural views and issues.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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City of Peterborough
Personal Details:
Name:

Patrick Greene

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Geograpihicaly the proposed boundary changes do not make sense. It has to make more sense
for Castor Ailsworth Sutton & Upton to be part of the proposed Barnack Ward. It has to make
sense for these villages to form a rual ward with Barnack. This will be simalar to the proposed
Eye Thorney & Newborough Ward.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/4040
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City of Peterborough
Personal Details:
Name:

Nancy Griffiths

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I wish to register my displeasure at the proposal to include our village of Castor in a
predominately urban new ward of approximately 7000 electorate. The small village of Castor will
hardly have any voice to keep the village the way it has always been. I have lived here and at
Wansford all my life and do not wish to see the village made urban. It does not seem as
though any care is being given to protect our rights to live our lives in the manner that we
have chosen, and it is a great fear that village life will become a thing of the past and we will
all become urbanites. I object to this strongly!

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/3997
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City of Peterborough
Personal Details:
Name:

tim hawkins

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I write to protest about the proposed changes to the City Council wards that have “moved” the
village of Marholm into the urban block of North Bretton. As this is (I believe) still at public
consultation stage and (as has been voiced by the commission) is not “a done deal”, I urge you
to give your proposals for Marholm another visit and realise how our inclusion with Bretton
would contravene many of the constraints that you claim need to be satisfied. Thereafter, I
suggest that you scrap the BC proposal and look at the alternative proposal which comes from
Peterborough City Council and I believe goes a long way to getting unanimity of approval
amongst the councillors and electorate alike I qualify my opinion which was formed after
learning that the BC constraints are for Electoral Equality, Effective Government and Community
Identity. Electoral Equality seems to be a laudable principle where each councillor will be
elected by those voting out of approx. 2500 eligible. Clearly it is undesirable in a fair society
that some councillors could be elected by a poll from many less, whereas some would require
votes from a poll of many more. This seems a very logical conclusion. However, there will
always be circumstances (even within the City itself) where natural boundaries will lead to %
variation which is apparently covered by a 10% tolerance. Marholm has the biggest natural
boundary between us and Bretton, so it seems less logical to drag Marholm into Bretton merely
to balance the numbers especially when you consider that Marholm has about 120 voters which
could only lead to a percentage variance of less than 5%. I have also taken a literal view of
electoral equality that every vote is equal purely because of numbers. This view is in stark
contrast to the view of most other villagers who feel that there would not be electoral equality
if we were to join Bretton because the view of 120 within an urban pool of 2380 others would
make the vote unfair. I can see their argument especially if faced at the polling booth with a
voting slip for candidates who had canvassed on the basis of “what they would do for the urban
community”. Their argument also assumes that we would rarely agree with the urban voice and
mostly agree with the rural voice. Whilst an assumption on their part, I consider they are
correct. Therefore if the requirement is for 1 vote to have a 1/2500 value on numbers alone,
then you have some logic. If the villagers are correct and the meaning of electoral equality is
that their vote must not be rendered meaningless because of where it is aligned, then they are
correct. That makes me wrong to give this part of your proposal any credence, and your
proposal shoots itself in the foot – yet again. My consideration was that of electoral equality by
numbers – and considered nothing beyond the election date. It may be a point of semantics,
but I consider that there would be a clear failing in “Representational Equality”. Whether part of
Electoral Equality or Effective Government, it is clear that Marholm is 100% united in our view.
Effective Government of local city wards is going to require a fair mix of councillors to
represent the lifestyles of the electorate. There are just 7 rural councillors in PCC. They must at
times find their voice hard to be heard, but no doubt their numbers are fair and represent the
smaller number of voters who live outside the city than within it. There is also some logic to
that. However, this has to be where your proposal throws logic out of the window. If Marholm
were physically joined to Bretton, there might be a thread of logic therein, but it is not. It is
necessary to travel a mile to get to Bretton. It is not necessary to travel a mile from Bretton to
get to the next ward to the east. It is but a stone’s throw away. Between Marholm and Bretton
is 1 mile of green agricultural fields culminating in a belt of woodland that is 70 or 80 feet tall.
You cannot see Bretton from any part of Marholm, and Bretton cannot see any part of Marholm.
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It is therefore clear that the two areas are different and require significant amounts of different
government. My concept of “representational inequality” is precisely the problem that you would
cause by putting 120 rural votes within 2380 urban ones. It would seem impossible for a
councillor to be able to have understanding or time to cope with the demands of both areas
because they are poles apart (and a mile apart). So by your definition, the concept of Effective
Government has been ignored in this case. What is more, I have no knowledge of the exact
date of the current system, but can guarantee that there have been no historical objections to
Marholm being in a rural ward. By definition therefore, you BC proposal would appear
attempting to be correcting “a mistake” (that no-one sees as a mistake) that was made since
Bretton was built i.e. the placing of Marholm in the Glinton and Wittering ward. So if you are
correcting a mistake, then presumably there would have been years of letters complaining
about the ward we were currently in. I remember Bretton being built and the landscape
changed and was lost forever. I cannot remember complaints about alignment with Glinton and
Wittering for there have been none because there has been no need for change and the
political landscape has remained safe. This could be forever if you withdraw your ridiculous
plans. Logic just cannot have played a part in your plan over Identity. Marholm shares a
connecting road with Bretton and that is about it. One is grey, one is green. One is part of a
city the other is not. The point is clear and has been made. Logic tells me there is no need to
expand on this. Advice on this consultation suggests I should list the differences. Marholm is a
village where the principle businesses are agriculture and the village pub. Agriculture is
essentially arable and survives because there are huge fields in which to grow crops. These
affect the physical identity of the village but also the everyday feeling of identity throughout
the community. The pub survives (at a time when many don’t) because it also has that village
identity. The countryside is different from the city. It is not something we want to prevent the
city from enjoying. Nothing could be further from the truth. The footpaths, the cycle paths, the
pub, the roads, the church and the village hall are all used and enjoyed by people from the city
and we welcome that. We must not prevent them from coming, but they come because it is
different. They consider (like us) that it is different in a special way so we must protect that
special identity. We just do not go to Bretton in a reciprocal way. Joining the two for effective
government is a joke. Joining them on grounds of identity is beyond humour. Marholm’s history
dates back to Anglo-Saxon times. It has links with all the surrounding villages which make up
the existing ward. The architecture is of natural stone and traditional beauty. Many of the
properties are listed as of historical importance for all the right reasons. Much of Bretton has
been cited as architecturally notable for all the wrong reasons. One is an ancient village; the
other is a new town. My conclusion is that the BC proposals have been made but do not satisfy
at least 2 and probably all 3 of your major criteria. This suggests that the proposals were not
suitably thought through with local knowledge and consideration. Specifically, the effect on
Marholm is hideous, misses the criteria more than ever, contradicts the existing system (that is
popular) and draws 100% opposition and horror from the locals. Apparently North Bretton does
not want to adopt Marholm either. It seems they have enough issues of their own without
wanting to have to consider the needs of a rural community in a different way. Contrast this
with the PCC proposal that Glinton and Wittering should become a three councillor ward that
includes Northborough ward to become Glinton, Northborough and Wittering. This has been
thought through with local knowledge and consideration and is popular rather than opposed by
rural locals and urban neighbours alike. I think it is clear that it would be to the commission’s
credit and add strength to your existence if you could use this public consultation as a catalyst
to adopting the better solution. Yours Tim Hawkins Resident of Marholm

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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City of Peterborough
Personal Details:
Name:

Gillian Haythornthwaite

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Marholm is a small rural village outside Peterborough. It is very important for the village to
ensure that it is part of a rural ward and that its views and concerns are heard and
understood. The proposal to put Marholm into the North Bretton Ward does not meet the 3
criteria set out by the Boundary Commission. If Marholm was to become part of this ward, it
would be a rural parish in an urban parish, where the urban parish is so much larger and as a
result Marholm's voice would not be heard. This does not meet the voter equality criteria. North
Bretton is an urban ward and has very different issues and needs to Marholm which is a rural
ward. This does not meet the second criteria of effective local Government for each City
Councillor. The City Councillors for North Bretton will be focused on urban and not rural issues
and needs. Finally the Boundary Commission has set the criteria of Community Identity.
Marholm does not have any community links with North Bretton. The only link is the fact that it
is located next to North Bretton, but beyond that there is no connection and they are
completely different cultures and identities. Marholm needs to be part of a ward with Castor
and Ailsworth. This will be a rural ward with rural focussed City Councillors. As part of a rural
ward with similar issues and needs Marholm will be able to add their views and they will be
heard. Marholm has many deep rooted ties with Castor and Ailsworth. Marholm sits in the same
Church parish as Castor and Ailsworth and has the same vicar. The children of the village
attend schools in Castor. There are many fundraising events across the villages as well as social
events. Many residents of Marholm use the Doctor's surgery in Ailsworth. Milton Estate is large
part of history of all these villages and today many people work for the estate, live in houses
owned by the estate and get involved in activities run by the estate. This has created a strong
bond between the villages. In summary, Marholm should not be part of the North Bretton Ward
as it does not meet the 3 criteria set out by the Boundary Commission. Marholm should be part
of a rural ward and should be with Castor and Ailsworth and this does meet the criteria set by
the Boundary Commission.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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City of Peterborough
Personal Details:
Name:

Gillian Haythornthwaite

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I believe that it is important that Marholm Village remains in a rural ward and not an urban
ward. The proposal for Marholm to become part of Bretton Ward is wrong as Bretton is an
urban ward and has very different issues to us. In the past when the 2 areas have been put
together e.g. when we shared a vicar - it did not work. Marholm is linked to Castor on
Ailsworth from a historical perspective, the church, schools, Doctors, fundraising and social and
probably other things as well. Marholm should remain in the same ward as Castor and Ailsworth
and this should be a rural ward. The Peterborough City Council have proposed that Marholm
remains in the Glinton and Wittering Ward along with Castor and Ailsworth and joins with
Northborough to make a 3 Councillor Ward. This fits with the 3 criteria set by you. I am in full
support of this proposal.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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To The Review Officer (Peterborough)
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
Layden House
76‐86 Turnbull Street
London
EC1M 5LG
Dear Sir/Madam

Comments on the Boundary Commission’s suggestions for Ward changes.
As a Resident of Castor, I have grave concerns about the adverse effects the proposed boundary
changes will have will have on our village and the existing quality of life enjoyed by all who reside
here.
I therefore offer my comments in order to substantiate my concerns.
Purpose of the comments.
To convince the Commission that their proposals for a new West Ward will not only have a negative
effect on the rural villages say in their local affairs, they also militate against the reasons for change.
The following key points and detailed comments are submitted to support the above statement.
1. Key Points
The proposals appear to be based upon a simple numbers exercise. This may appear to be
efficient, but they do not;
A) Represent true equality of voting impact.
B) Recognise community identity
C) Provided a system of effective and convenient local government.
2. Detailed comments.
a) Electoral Equality.
In the proposed Ward for Castor and Ailsworth, the vast majority of residents/voters will be
in urban areas. These will have an overriding impact on both decision making and selection
of councillors. The rural voice will be lost and its votes of little consequence.
Individually, the rural voter will not have the same impact as the urban voter.
This is not equality.
b) Community Identity.
Rural villages have their own individual identities, based upon tightly knit communities,
bonded together by common desires.
Residents have pride in their villages and surrounding areas and fight to maintain local
characteristics.
Castor and Ailsworth have very active and supporting residents, many of whom do a great
deal of social and community work. They enjoy the village atmosphere and the support they
give to both fund raising and purely social events is overwhelming.
This stems from a sense of ‘ownership’ and distance from other areas of population.

Existing local councillors understand their communities and work hard to encourage and
support them. If the same councillors had to also deal with large urban areas, they would not
be in a position to do the same.
Rural areas do not in other ways, enjoy the same level of service as their urban counterparts
and the councillors interest and support does go some way to compensate for what is an
inevitable consequence of living in the countryside.
c) Effective and Convenient Local Government.
People live in rural areas for the easy access to surrounding countryside and for smaller,
more compact communities.
They accept and understand the reasons for reduced public transport and less accessible
facilities enjoyed by their urban counterparts. The ‘Rural’ balance is what they seek and
enjoy.
There are areas of ongoing concern and the proposals would exacerbate these concerns and
reduce the capacity to address them.
1. Policing
Reductions in budgets are stretching police resources to their limit. Crime is an issue in
Castor and Ailsworth, but due to good relationships with the local force and the
continued support of the dedicated councillors, the police are doing their best to tackle
it.
Councillors with large urban areas to look after would have their loyalties compromised
and would not be able to bring the same degree of pressure to bear on behalf of the
villages, as they currently do.
2. Speeding.
This is an ongoing problem and the increased traffic through Castor and Ailsworth is
bringing with it yet again, an increase in speeding.
The solutions to this problem vary from those in urban areas. Certain installations that sit
well in these areas would be unacceptable in these villages. They would clash with the
general built environment and the distances between critical areas would simply mean
frustration for all drivers. The City Council engineers have taken measures in the past
that were appropriate at the time. New measures will soon be needed to defend the
vulnerable areas in due course.
Again, local councillors play a vital part in tackling the issue and the distractions of their
urban work will undoubtedly compromise their efforts.
3. Development
This is probably the largest and currently most important area of concern.
Castor and Ailsworth developed their own Village Design Statement some years ago. The
purpose being to control the design of new development to ensure it is in harmony with
surrounding properties. Specifically excluded are designs that would be perfectly
acceptable in urban areas, but are at variance with existing rural properties.
Whereas this has not always been as successful as it ought to have been, it did have a
significant impact on the development imposed on the village3/4 years ago. The ability of

our local councillors to appreciate the finer points of relevant design was a significant
factor in regarding the layout and style of the new dwellings.
Much of the land to the immediate north of the current village is owned by The Homes
and Communities Agency.
This land lends itself to development and is commercially attractive. If development took
place, the villages would lose their rural environment and become another urban area.
Residents successfully fought off proposals by the Development Corporation in 1990,
protecting their way of life.
The A47 by‐pass divides the land and currently, outline proposals to build 3 separate
villages on the north side are in hand. This leaves an area between the south of the by‐
pass and the villages that will be ripe for ‘in‐fill’ development.
Bundling the villages into a primarily urban ward would simply encourage developers and
weaken the defence against unsuitable urban sprawl.
There are other, more suitable areas, including some ‘brown field’ sites that are available
around Peterborough. These do not offer developers quite the same amount of profit
and need rather more work. Without the support of local councillors who can give time
and understanding to the situation, any resistance will be simply overruled.

Conclusions.
Numerically, the proposals work. However, they do not take into account the variances
between urban and rural areas in terms of different service requirements, variations to
the solution of problems and the diminishing of representation currently in place and
essential to the future needs and threats. The rural areas of the proposed ward will no
longer have effective local representation.
To sum up.
The proposals focus on doing things right, rather than doing the right things and in so
doing, fail to recognise the needs of rural communities.
David Henderson.
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Dear Sir
Please find attached my views about the proposed change to our electoral arrangements via the formation of the new
ward of Peterborough West.
Yours faithfully
Kath Henderson
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The Review Officer (Peterborough)
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
Layden House, 76-86 Turnmill Street
LONDON
ECIM 5LG
reviews@lgbce.org.uk

24 September 2104

Dear Sir
Proposed change of boundaries and formation of new Ward: Peterborough West
I am writing as a Castor Resident to record my disquiet at the proposed change to our electoral
arrangements; from being represented in the rural Glinton and Wittering Ward to a new
rural/semi-urban Ward with Longthorpe and part of Bretton to be known as Peterborough West.
In your draft recommendation for a new pattern of wards for Peterborough you highlight three
main aspects that you hope the pattern will deliver1. Electoral equality
2. Community identity
3. Effective and convenient local government
1. Electoral equality
a. Your draft states that one of the main thrusts for this whole change is to achieve each
councillor representing a similar number of voters. And indeed this may well be so.
b. However in our case equal numbers does not equate to electoral equality because of the
uneven balance between rural and urban voters; an estimated 25%: 75% in fact.
Even if each of the 3 proposed Councillors took on a specific area of interest and expertise –
rural or urban for example – this is compromised by the dominance of the urban vote.
2. Community identity
Setting boundaries by numbers would not take account of the very particular characteristics of our
villages, including Castor.
a. Our villages are characterised by a strong sense of Community identity.
Each takes pride in its history and heritage and in creating a rich social life for its residents.
b. I am also very concerned that if we were to be labelled as being part of an urban – or even
semi- urban- Ward this could mislead developers and planners who may not know the local
circumstances. With this comes the danger that our built environment and already publically
stated wishes of the villagers to preserve the village’s character could be irretrievably
compromised in the future.
3. Effective and convenient local government
Setting boundaries by numbers could not deliver this in full. The villages are characterised by
specific needs and concerns in areas such as public transport, refuse management, policing,
countryside, schooling and future development.
These are usually quite different to the needs of an urban area and so we could not be as well
served if this change come about.
In conclusion, I do not believe that setting the new pattern of Wards in this way will deliver the
best Local Government for Castor. So, I would be grateful if you would bring my concerns about the
proposed new Peterborough West ward to the notice of the Commission when the time comes to
review the draft Report.
Yours faithfully
Kath Henderson (Mrs)
Cc
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City of Peterborough
Personal Details:
Name:

michael hinton

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I cannot see the sense in splitting the glinton ward and joining villages with urban areas i.e
castor & ailsworth with longthorpe and south Bretton. this would have an adverse effect on the
community spirit as the rural areas would be completely swamped by the much larger urban
areas.also would the catchment area for the schools change? M.hinton ailsworth

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/3784
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City of Peterborough
Personal Details:
Name:

Peter Hobday

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I live in Marholm village and cannot understand the decision to have Marholm ( a village) linked
with Bretton ward ( a city suburb) - Marholm's future development / conservation would be
better served being part of a ward where village issues are understood - hence i'm asking for a
rethinking of the Bretton ward boundary so that Marholm is moved to within West ward ( and
thus retains its links with Castor and Ailsworth.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/3795
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

12 September 2014 16:22
FW: I agree strongly and wholeheartedly with Ailsworth Parish Council's view
that"itisi this council's wish for our village to remain part of apredominantly RURAL
ward".As a resident of over 50 years, and a one~time Parish Councillor please
ensure that my

From: Donald Horne
Sent: 10 September 2014 16:45
To: Reviews@
Subject: I agree strongly and wholeheartedly with Ailsworth Parish Council's view that"itisi this council's wish for our
village to remain part of apredominantly RURAL ward".As a resident of over 50 years, and a one~time Parish
Councillor please ensure that my ...
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Susan Howard

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I am happy with the current rural ward and wish to it stay this way.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/3803
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This would minimise upheaval and meet the LGBC objectives and the approval of most Glinton Ward electors.
Michael & Angela Hudson‐Peacock

Sent from my iPad
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City of Peterborough
Personal Details:
Name:

Carole Humphries

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Peterborough proposed new West Ward. I urge the commissioners the proposed make up of this
ward. Ailsworth , together with Castor Upton Sutton Wansford and Thornhaugh are individual
villages each with their own chacteristics, but share the common ethos of modern day rural life,
centred around our churches, pus, village halls and small sporting venues. These rural villages
to the west of Peterborough each have individual character and sense of community , and on
occasions this is polarised into when villages work together on projects.We share rural vales
and community interests. A large number of the children from these villages attend the same
primary schools and go to AMVC for secondary education. Ailsworth and Castor and the other
villages would be outnumbered by the needs of the urban communities of Longthorpe and South
Bretton. Rural parishes have different needs to urban parishes. If these villages were to be
combined with the urban wards of Longthorpe and South Bretton our rural integrity would be
lost. Perhaps it would be possible to include Marholm in the proposed ward,and Ailsworth stay
in the current Glinton Ward which could merge with Barnack with three councillors.
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