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City of Peterborough
Personal Details:
Name:

Emma Quinlan

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I believe Castor should be kept as a rural ward and not swallowed up in to an urban one. As a
resident of Castor that is why I chose to leave here to be part of a thriving rural community.

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

Neil Remnant

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I live in Ailsworth village. I wish to object to the proposal for change as I consider them to be
inappropriate.Firstly this is a rual area. There is no community indentity between the ruaral
villages and the urban areas. As such the electorate of the urban areas will out number those
of the rual areas and will naturally attract the most attention of the councillors.The needs of
the rural areas and urban areas are very different and this includes policing of these areas.
There is no historical attatchment between these areas and I beleive that the needs of the rual
area are best seved either by staying as a two councillor ward or the glinton ward to merge
with Barnack ward and have three councillors. Also Arthur Mellows Community School serves
the rural Villages of the Glinton ward and presurves a common educational indentity among the
village people and their families.

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

Myk Riley

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I have concerns regarding the proposed inclusion of Marholm with Bretton in the ward changes.
I feel strongly that this proposal is unfair to the voters in Marholm, will not provide the equality
sought by the commission, and takes scant regard for community identity for Marholm. I have
set out my thoughts and concerns, including reasoning and explanations, in the document
attached to this submission. I request that the document be read and consideration be given to
the arguments contained therein and, if possible, an acknowledgement be sent confirming
receipt please. I am willing to engage on discussions regarding this matter if required or
desired. Thank you.

Uploaded Documents:
Download

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/3853

24/09/2014

Myk Riley

22 Sept 2014
References:

A. Letter from Marholm Parish Council
B. https://www.lgbce.org.uk
/currentreviews/eastern/cambridgeshire/peterborough-fer
C. Five Parishes Their People and Places (accessed 22/9/14
thearchive.org.uk)

To whom...

Marholm Ward Boundary Review
It was recently brought to my attention that a review was being conducted with regard to
Marholm and its ward boundaries. I have been directed to 2 websites, and this is the response
agreed by all members of my family resident in Marholm, four adults.
The letter issued by ref A states that Local Government Boundary Commission (LGBC) has
set 3 criteria that proposed changes should meet. I shall discuss these criteria individually
before stating my wishes and recommendations at the end. Please note that I found the
information, guidance and general access to details contained within ref B exceptionally
difficult to find and decipher. I have therefore relied upon the information given in ref A for
my discussion and arguments.
Criteria 1.

Voter equality-2300 voters per City Councillor.

This criteria appears at first glance to be simple enough to understand for fairness and
equality. However it must be taken with the other criteria as a whole, for it to be meaningful,
for example, you would not want each councillor to represent a random number of voters
spread across Peterborough. I therefore construe that the intention is to draw voters from
similar circumstances, locations and situations, who are more likely to have similar needs,
hopes and desires, and who would therefore, be able to be represented by a single councillor.
This assumption is supported by criteria 2 and 3, so this appears to have been considered.
To enable this to happen, I again assume that the 138,000 voters in Peterborough (2300 x 60
as given in ref A) are to be divided into manageable numbers for each councillor (hence the
figure of 2300). With this as a set figure, I would assume some flexibility to cope and adjust
to voter number change, initiated by births, deaths and migration to other wards. Thus it
seems likely that a 'tolerance figure' must be inbuilt into the proposal, allowing not only for
this fluctuation of the 2300 figure, but also for population increase generally. So unless the
City Council proposes an expensive review on a yearly basis, I think it safe to assume that
this is already part of the proposal. From this I deduce that each councillor will represent a
minimum of 2300 voters, plus or minus 2299 or thereabouts. You are not going to increase
the number of councillors each time it surpasses the figure of 2300.
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With this in mind, it seems to me that it is the increase in numbers of representative
councillors, coupled with the location, vocation and nature of each community, which is of
paramount importance, and not, conversely, simply assigning voters to different groups
which (although easier to plan on paper) will make the numbers correct.
It is further specified in ref A 'it is expected that each ward will have 3 City Councillors,
covering 8000 voters...' This can only, repeat, only result in unfair consideration of voters
needs, identity and would result in ineffective Local Government in each ward. It seems truly
remarkable that any intention specified and set as an aim can be disregarded in the same
paper.
By aiming to make each ward have a set number of representative councillors, you
completely throw out the remaining 2 criteria. Ref A states that electoral equality for voters is
the intention of the review. The intention is to have 1 councillor per 2300 voters and that it
should meet:
a.
Effective Local Government.
b.
Community Identity.
If you limit each ward to 3 councillors, and each is allowed a set number of voters, then you
have a maximum and minimum number of voters in each ward. It follows therefore, that in
areas where there are more than 8000 voters of a similar identity and needs, some will
become part of another arbitrarily chosen ward (which may have a completely different
identity, with different needs) simply to adjust the numbers, and not to meet the
commissions criteria for change.
The initial requirement for 1 councillor for 2300 voters is fair, equal and workable. Placing
restrictions on the minimum and maximum number of councillors per ward simply destroys
the aim, intention and equality set out as requirements in criteria 2 and 3.
On a simply mathematical footing, different wards increase and decrease in voter population
at different rates. If sticking to a set number of councillors per ward, rather than per voter,
you will need to adjust several wards each year. Quite simply, this is unfeasible. If you
accept that this will create differences in the future, then accept it now upon implementation,
and place the focus where it is designed and intended to be, upon the community with
fairness, identity and equality as prime factors, as this review intends.
I do have to say at this point that the information regarding 3 councillors per ward has been
derived from ref A, and may be incorrect. However, as I have been unable to discover any
further information, I have included it in case it is factual. Please disregard if no limits are
intended. To continue...
Logically therefore, as the number of councillors has been decreed (57 to 60 ref A), it leaves
only the issue of ensuring that, in line with the intention to deliver equality for voters, the
matter of which communities should combine remains. This leads me to addressing criteria 2.
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Criteria 2.

Effective Local Government for each City Councillor.

An interesting statement....
Does this mean effective Local Government for each City Councillor by restricting the
amount of (what could be construed as) rival councillors vying for funds from the City
Council treasury? For example, if each ward is kept to a similar size (despite the
mathematical problems outlined above) then each ward should have an equal chance for their
representatives to argue for funding, and not be pressured if one ward is bigger than another
(more representatives voting for instance)? If so, then this would be better equalised by
multiplying the number of votes a representative can cast, based upon the size (and therefore
number of representatives available) of the largest ward. I think you can see where I am
coming from. However, let me assume that the intention of the statement is to ensure...
That each councillor will have a (roughly) equal number of voters to represent, who are of
similar needs, environment, culture and so on. And thereby enable them to be effective in
representing the voters who selected them.
I will follow this second paragraph.
To ensure that each councillor can be effective, they need to understand many of the issues,
problems, desires and nature of the community they serve. Naturally. I am certain that
somewhere within Peterborough's council records there exists a statement of what the duties
of a councillor are, so will not pursue this further.
But taking this duty into account, the criteria set out means that any changes made should
enable, empower or keep the specific councillor effective.
Now my background is military. I understand organisation, management, structure and
control. I have also experience some (more than I would have liked!) occasions where the
intention of the system to make things better have made it worse. This has always been
through ignorance of the needs of the personnel or people involved. And nearly always, these
problems could have been avoided simply by taking advice from those at the work-face.
Quite simply, planning or implementing changes without investigating the needs of the
workforce is ineffective management. Investigating and disregarding the needs is also
ineffective management.
Understand what is needed, and where possible, what is wanted, and incorporate this into any
plans or designs you may have.
The amalgamation or incorporation of Marholm into the Bretton ward is intriguing and I have
to assume that the plan was based on a map, and on voter numbers. When you look at a map,
it is quite plausible. The adjacent location and relative size of Marholm would indicate that
absorption by Bretton is a logical move. But no, I am afraid that, once you examine the
character of the two communities, they are very different places. To my eyes at least, the
combination would not meet the requirements of criteria 2 and 3. To be able to effectively
continue my points, I now have to take into consideration criteria 3, and include both 2 and 3
together, so criteria 3 is...
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Criteria 3.

Community Identity.

When I look from my house North, East and South, I see fields, green fields, with their
hedgerows, trees, woods. I see farming and crops, the local hunt, open skies and a long, long
sunset, uninterrupted by shadows of housing or close-built buildings. Looking to the West the
simplicity and peacefulness of the Marholm community is laid out before me, in a single line
of houses, before the countryside re-establishes its authority on my local landscape.
Walking through Bretton is a different experience altogether; I see housing all around me,
and cars parked on roads because of insufficient parking space. There are elements within
Bretton that do contain space, have an endearing layout, and please the eye and give comfort.
But despite the exploration of paths and passageways I encounter only housing; yes, some
with some space but many without. A tight-laid community, designed to maximise the use of
space whilst trying to disguise its nature. It is a housing estate, created as a township in 1970
following Peterborough's designation as a New Town in 1967. It contains people, lots of
people. It provides for its inhabitants a community of tight-knit interaction, based upon subcommunities within the whole. Each is individual, retains and indeed develops its own
character as the community fluctuates through people movement.
I believe that these 2 areas are indeed poles apart. Bretton's history, at least to its residents,
goes back to 1970, 45 years. Marholm reaches back much further. Much further! As an
archaeologist I have myself seen physical evidence of a community still in place from the
early middle-ages, and I do not think that on this matter I need to provide any more evidence;
it is far too obvious. However, what may not be apparent is the sense of belonging, the links
with the past, the association felt between Marholm and similar villages where direct
connection is still evident. The CAMUS project at ref C details the historical connection
between Ailsworth, Castor, Sutton, Milton and Marholm (modern spellings used) and reveals
documentary evidence connecting said places from 664AD!
I could go on for pages regarding the history, documentary and anecdotal evidence available
which shows many direct and indirect connections between these villages. But I won't. If the
physical evidence around you when seeing Marholm and the places mentioned is not
blindingly obvious, then please knock at my door; a little education is always pleasant to
deliver.
So why the passion of these latest paragraphs? Because it is there! That passion, that sense of
belonging, that need of own identity, the connections, the family, the community. That is
Marholms identity, that is the path on which it lies. Not with Bretton.
With these differences in mind, could any rational person honestly believe that an appointed
councillor could fairly and equally understand and meet the needs of 2 exceptionally differing
communities? Could that same, sane, person honestly believe that they could be effective
when faced with such differing natures and personalities in those 2 areas, let alone fairly
represent the needs of both these communities. And finally, can anyone really believe that
Marholms sense of community identity could in any way be linked with Bretton?
I think not. Correction, I know that they couldn't!
Bretton and Marholm are different, very different. And without going into facts and figures
regarding housing needs, employment, age groups, social circles, crime figures and much
more statistical information, it is plain to the eye that Marholms representation could be far
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more fairly delvered if a different association is made. Marholm is a rural community, not an
urban one. The 3 criteria set will only be met if Marholm is linked to another rural
community. They will not be met by co-joining with Bretton.
Summary.
I would have liked to have provided more historical and visual information to support my
arguments, but have simply not had the time.
However I do feel strongly that it would simply be wrong to amalgamate Bretton and
Marholm. They are distinctly different communities, with differing needs and identity. I hope
I have made these points clear. I also feel very strongly that it would be unfair not only to
Marholm to attempt to represent the community along with Bretton, but also that it would be
unfair and present an impossible task to the very representative elected. They would be
focused mainly on Bretton, and the needs inherently obvious there. Even if not true, that is
how this community would feel.

Wishes and recommendations.
I therefore wish to express the belief that Marholm/Bretton ward proposed would not meet
the criteria set by the commission, and would not provide the equality intended.
If the desire to appoint a councillor to represent 2300 is simply that, then it should not be
necessary to combine wards anyway, simply appoint another councillor to the existing ward.
If however, it is the councils desire to have 3 councillors per ward, then that objective will
destroy the commissions intention, as explained above, and does not meet the requirements
of the commission.
This is also the opinion of the three other voting adults in this household.
My recommendation is that a solution be sought to link (if needed!) Marholm with another,
rural, community. Likewise Bretton should (again if needed) be linked with an urban one.
Thank you for reading.

Myk Riley
BA(Hons) Archaeology and Landscape History, Cert Ed.
Gulf Medal (Clasp), Afghanistan Medal, Long Service Medal, Air Operations Iraq Medal,
Queen Elizabeth II Medal, Iraq Medal, Wilkinson Sword of Peace Award (joint), AOC's
commendation. RAF (Retd).
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8. Our rural village life will be in stark contrast to that of the Urban life in all ways which, makes the proposal
for factual information of the LGBC on community identity, not factual, as the needs of our Rural villages of
Castor, Ailsworth, Upton, Sutton and Marholm against the Urban South Bretton and Longthorpe wards are
completely different making Urban unworkable for the Rural community also for policing needs/issues and
common identity needs with schools.
So I implore you not to change the boundary to include the South Bretton and Longthorpe Urban Wards and
please, please keep it as it should be, Rural Wards.

Elizabeth Robinson
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City of Peterborough
Personal Details:
Name:

Tim Robinson

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I am concerned about these changes. I do not wish for Castor & Ailsworth to lose its rural
status. I think it would be bad to be swallowed up within South Bretton & Longthorpe

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/4003
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City of Peterborough
Personal Details:
Name:

William Sansom

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Ailsworth and Castor are aligned with Sutton Upton and Marholm sharing local facilities and
certainly not sharing anything with the inner Peterborough ward of Bretton. Gillian Beasley gave
the Council's view some years ago and that is in line with the existing arrangement. The
requirements,aspirations and views of village communities are different from "City" locations the councillors of the proposed west Peterborough ward will have disparate views to contend
with and a fair representation will not be availed to us as the greater % of population will be in
Bretton.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/3831
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City of Peterborough
Personal Details:
Name:

Carol Savage

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I object to the proposal to split Ailsworth and villages from Glinton. My reason is as follows:
The villages have common activities and share a benefice. I am in favour of staying as we are
as a 2 councillor ward. Why change something that works well and has serviced our community
over the years.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/3897

29/09/2014
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City of Peterborough
Personal Details:
Name:

Ilan Spivak

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
What will happen to the school catchment? Will children from Marholm not be able to go to
Castor Primary and AMVC? What will happen if one sibling is already in AMVC and another is
not due for another year? What will happen to school buses for children already going to AMVC
and Castor? This decision is obviously about voters numbers and not taking any actual residents
opinions into consideration. Bretton Ward will make decisions based on the majority of the
population which is city based (as it should), this will not be right for the rural residents who
will have very little (if any) say.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/3855
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City of Peterborough
Personal Details:
Name:

Ben Squire

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I write to emphasise my frustration at the proposed boundary changes. I often wonder what
planet the people who come up with these ides live on. They really don't understand the area
in which they work at all. The current arrangement in similar rural villages in the same ward
has worked for years. If Castor was to move in to the new proposed ward we would in effect
only make up circa 25% of the voters and therefore not have a fair input, influence or
representation in matters that affected us. I also think it ridiculous that the proposal of slipping
Marholm and Castor makes no sense whatsoever. As very similar communities in the same
benefice we work closely together, sharing the same values and supporting each other in many
community events. Please take my response to this proposal as very much being against it.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/4050
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City of Peterborough
Personal Details:
Name:

Patricia Stuart-Mogg

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

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.

Uploaded Documents:
Download

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/3965
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City of Peterborough
Personal Details:
Name:

Alan Turner

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I live in Ailsworth and object to the proposed Boundary Changes planned in the document
above. I cannot understand why we cannot stay as we are as a two Councillor ward I
understood that we were after economies and so why increase the number of Councillors. If we
need three Councillors why cannot the current Glinton Ward merge with Barnack. The latter
would mean that we would stay in a Rural Ward rather than merge with an Urban Ward. The
needs of a Rural Ward are totally different from those on an Urban Ward and we can already
see that in the reduction of policing for our village as policing has to be concentrated in the
urban areas. If the new boundary plans go ahead the inhabitants of Longthorpe and South
Bretton will far outnumber those of the villages and it is obvious that their need will be looked
after in preference to the villages as there is only a finite pot of money. The Secondary School
for this area is in Glinton so we have a natural relationship with Glinton I would object most
strongly to the changes we have a natural and sensible relationship with the other villages not
with an urban section of Peterborough I cannot understand the rationale of creating a Ward
using the route of the A47 as the criteria There are three criteria I understand for boundary
changes as outlined by the LGBC. One of the criteria for the LGBC is community identity then
the plan is flawed for reasons outlines above Another criteria is equalizing numbers then the
suggestion of including Barnack will do that Another is effective and Convenient Local
Government the reason that this criteria is flawed in the plan is again outlined - We are rural
and the Longthorpe section is Urban so co common ground in decision making at a council level

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/3940
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ignore the human geography. Sociologically, Castor has very little in common with the urban areas closer to the
centre of Peterborough.
We would prefer to see Castor included with the other villages west of Peterborough, with which we have more in
common, perhaps in a larger ward with an extra councillor. This would be a much better reflection of the reality of
the differing communities to the west of Peterborough and provide a more coherent and long lasting solution than
the current proposal.
Regards
Neale and Cherry‐Ann Vickery
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City of Peterborough
Personal Details:
Name:

Neale Vickery

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Dear sir/madam This email is in response to the draft recommendations on the new electoral
arrangements for Peterborough City Council. We live in the village of Castor, to the west of
Peterborough, and we have concerns at the proposal to include Castor in a new 'West Ward'.
Our primary concern is that the Ward proposals will impair representation of the interests of
residents in the rural parish of Castor by submerging the rural electorate into a predominantly
urban ward. One of your statutory criteria for the electoral review is to 'reflect the identities
and interests of local communities'. You have failed to do this by placing Castor into a
predominantly urban ward. People in Castor do not identify at all with the more urban areas of
Peterborough, and vice versa. Castor has far more in common with the other villages west of
Peterborough, especially those in the Barnack ward, and other villages in the existing Glinton
ward. The interests and concerns of the urban and rural communities west of Peterborough
differ. In a ward in which 75% of the electorate live in urban areas, it is inevitable that the
elected councillors will prioritise the interests of the majority of people who voted them into
office. The rural people to the west of Peterborough would effectively lose a voice in the City
Council. You state in the summary of the proposal (para 11) that your prime aim is to ‘achieve
a level of electoral fairness – that is, each elector’s vote being worth the same as another’s'.
But, if the rural community is in a permanent minority in the West ward you effectively
disenfranchise the rural population. In the summary of the proposals (paragraph 43) you appear
to have given greater weight to 'a uniform pattern of three-member wards’, but there is nothing
in the statutory requirements that demand such uniformity. In giving 'uniformity' primacy you
have breached the statutory requirements to 'reflect community identities' and to ensure
effective equality of representation for all voters. Also, we don't see how the proposed mix of
such different communities (urban and rural) can possibly 'promote effective and convenient
local government', another of your statutory criteria. It may look convenient in a report in the
LGBCE office but it is not convenient here on the ground in Peterborough given the divergent
concerns and needs of the urban and rural populations. In para 45 you say the A47 provides 'a
strong communication link' and imply that this creates a coherent and socially linked group of
communities. This totally misunderstands the nature of the communication links in the local
area. The A47 is simply a fast road through and past these communities (Castor, for instance,
has a bypass which takes the A47 north of the village), and in no way creates any meaningful
community links. Yes, it is possible to drive quickly between these communities, but this does
not happen in practice, for the very good reason that they have little in common beyond
geographic proximity. You appear to focus purely on the physical geography of the area and
totally ignore the human geography. Sociologically, Castor has very little in common with the
urban areas closer to the centre of Peterborough. We would prefer to see Castor included with
the other villages west of Peterborough, with which we have more in common, perhaps in a
larger ward with an extra councillor. This would be a much better reflection of the reality of the
differing communities to the west of Peterborough and provide a more coherent and long lasting
solution than the current proposal. Regards Neale and Cherry-Ann Vickery Castor

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

sue welch

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
As a Marholm Villager, I am writing to comment on the proposal to add Marholm to North
Bretton Ward. Our tiny village has a strong social and community spirit. It is a rural community
with nothing in common with North Bretton which of course is a township. We have strong ties
to Castor, Ailsworth etc. Our children go to Castor School, and then on to Arthur Mellows. We
share a common landlord as many farms. houses, and residents live in Milton houses or work
for the Milton estate. It seems that The estate will also be split between wards which clearly
breaks the spirit of community identity etc.We share a Vicar which also helps the cohesion of
the villages as well as combined social events. It seems that 2 of your 3 criteria on interests
and identities of a communities are met by the above. On electoral equality I would have
thought the evidence was clear. The proposed North Bretton ward will have 6864 voters.
Marholm has circa 125 voters. Our views, values and votes would be overlooked and we would
lose our voice.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/3800

24/09/2014

Local Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

Page 1 of 1

City of Peterborough
Personal Details:
Name:

Christopher Wiggin

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Although I would have preferred one ward for Hampton, as per my submission to the initial
consultation, I accept the Commission's recommendation for two wards covering Hampton.
However, it makes no sense to me that the approximately 250 electors in Orton Longueville
parish (defined as East parish ward under the Commission's recommendations) are still in a
ward with Hampton and Hempsted. It would be much better to put these electors in a ward
with the neighbouring properties in Orton Longueville ward, in the same parish, rather than
Hampton and Hempsted from which they are separated from by a large industrial estate, with
the parkway providing an additional barrier between Orton and Hampton. Given the
recommended changes to the ward boundaries, I support the Commission's proposals to change
the parish boundaries for Hampton Hargate and Vale, along with the new distribution of parish
councillors between the wards. The name of the proposed "Hargate and Hempsted" ward should
instead be "Hampton Hargate and Hempsted". The name of the area is Hampton Hargate, not
just Hargate.

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

ROGER WILEMAN

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I believe we have far too many councillors at the moment with 57. I and many of my
family,friends and villagers wish that the number be Reduced not increased. Many services are
now controlled by contractors, and councillors have no input or sway when asked by residents
to deal with problems.

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

Alun Williams

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
The area to the west of Fulbridge Road which it is proposed to move from Werrington to
Gunthorpe is part of Werrington village and should stay part of Werrington. It would make more
sense to incorporate some of Walton into Werrington, and have a Werrington South and Walton,
and a Werrington North, each with 3 councillors, and to increase the size of the Gunthorpe
electorate by including the eastern (Paston) part of Walton and Paston in Gunthorpe. If it is
necessary to increase the size of the Werrington North area, then perhaps Glinton could be
incorporated. These proposals leave the north of the city under-represented compared with the
south, even if projected population increases in those wards materialise. In my view most
electors in the city will be unhappy with the priority given to making all wards three member
wards. This has resulted in some very anomalous boundaries, which don't pay enough respect
to historic and physical boundaries. The new large rural wards will also leave people in the
villages very unhappy. They would certainly rather have more clearly local councillors to
represent them.
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Alison Williams

E-mail:
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Comment text:
We live in
Werrington, and have done for the past 20 years. We have always
considered ourselves to live in Werrington, and indeed live within Werrington. All our local
amenities are within Werrington, and my children attended primary schools with Werrington.
Our local polling station is just a short walk away. I think it is preposterous to change the
boundary to include us within Gunthorpe. Gunthorpe, is very separate and has a very different
community to that within Werrington I have indeed lived in Gunthorpe and it is very clear to
see that there are two very different communities. . We have always supported Werrington
community activities and would be appalled to think that Gildale, and Lakeside along with Baron
Court and Hythegate could be considered to sit within Gunthorpe for the reasons I have
outlined. I cannot understand the rationale behind this change, and have yet to see any
substance to make this change. These addresses are an integral part of the Werrington
community, and I do hope whoever reads this , will see sense and understand the importance
for all these residences for the boundaries to remain in Werrington. To think that our views
would be represented by a Gunthorpe representative, is comparable to saying that the
representative for Port Talbot understands the needs of Werrington. Please rethink the
boundaries, and understand the pride we place in considering ourselves to be a strong and
essential part of Werrington. Thank you.
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Melanie Williams

E-mail:
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Comment text:
).
I lived in Central Ward (in
) from 1998 until 2011. (I now live in
My daughter used to attend West Town School. However, I do not think that the West Town
area should be linked with the Gladstone Street area as newly proposed. The Central Ward, in
its current form, has many problematic areas for a councillor to deal with - it is an area of
poverty, poor housing and a diverse community. Whilst I was living there I witnessed a riot on
Cromwell Road (not long after 9/11). I think the Central Ward councillor already has a lot to
deal with, without taking responsibility for West Town as well.... Additionally, although my
daughter attended West Town School, I did not get the impression, whilst I was living at
, that there was any cohesion between the West Town community and the
Gladstone Street area community - the two areas were distinct from one another.
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Comment text:
I am writing to protest against the Boundary Commission proposal to include the village of
Marholm in the North Bretton ward. As I understand it, the BC proposals are based on three
criteria: Electoral equality; Shared community interests; and Efficient government. It is my
belief that the BC proposals for Marholm fail to meet two of these three criteria: Shared
community interests: The residents of Marholm strive hard to maintain our village identity,
often organising social events to raise money for the church and village hall. These events are
often attended by residents in our neighbouring villages, such as Castor and Ailsworth. We
share a vicar with the villages of Castor and Ailsworth and the children in our village use the
same schools as the children in the neighbouring villages. Those residents that are not in
private dwellings also share the same landlord as the residents of Castor and Ailsworth. If
Marholm were to be subsumed within the North Bretton ward then some aspect of these shared
community interests would be lost. I note from the map showing the proposed outline of the
revised North Bretton ward that the Marholm residents at Belsize farm would not be included in
the North Bretton ward but will remain in the same ward as Castor and Ailsworth. This also
applies to our shared landlord at Milton House which also would not be included in the same
ward. I fail to see how this separation meets the criteria of ‘shared community interests’.I
understand that the proposal submitted to the BC by Peterborough City Council maintains that
Marholm should remain in the same ward as Castor and Ailsworth, and I fully support this
proposal. Effective goverment: Although some may regard Marholm as being just a short
distance from Bretton, the character and ethos of the two areas are poles apart. The needs of
the residents of Marholm are, by necessity, very different from those of Bretton. Marholm is a
rural village and Bretton is dense conurbation. When it comes to seeking representation of our
views on the city council this is best served by a councillor who has the interests of a rural
community at heart and is not overwhelmed by the quite different needs of the North Bretton
ward. For instance, the residents of Marholm and its neighbouring villages are currently working
together to try to bring a ‘superfast’ rural broadband service to their communities. This service
is only being offered to us as we are a rural community. This initiative is fully supported by our
local councillors who, because they are only dealing with matters that affect the rural
communities, have been able to give this matter the attention it deserves. Andrew Williamson
Marholm resident
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Comment text:
Hello there, I believe that the proposal to merge Ailsworth in to an Urban ward is flawed. We
are a rural village and will lose our voice if swallowed in to the larger ward incorporating
Bretton, etc. We also have a long standing councillor in John Holdich who knows our parish well
with a clear understanding of our needs. Furthermore, this will divide the currently connected
church communities across Marholm and Sutton which feels rather counter productive. I believe
that the needs of city dwellers are also rather different to those living in a village.
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Ian Wright
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Comment text:
As a current resident of Castor, shortly to be moving to Ailsworth, I am concerned that the
character of my ward will change from entirely rural to predominantly urban if the proposals to
include South Bretton and Longthorpe and exclude Maxey and Northborough are enacted. Urban
and rural areas have fundamentally different priorities and I feel that issues in my community
would be overlooked as a minority interest when compared with the general population of the
proposed ward. If boundaries do indeed need adjusting so that councillors all represent a
similar number of people, I would be more in favour of our ward expanding north to include
villages currently in the Barnack ward as this would create an area with similar priorities and
concerns rather than east into urban Peterborough where residents across the ward would be
more likely to have conflicting views.
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Lawrence Wright

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Werrington Neighbourhood Council

Comment text:
I am concerned with the new boundaries for Werrington Village. In Hall Lane, then boundary
changes sides of the road which is totally unacceptable. Werrington Village Green is now in
Gunthorpe - this is ridiculous. Many parts of Werrington Parish will not be in Werrington. Have
you thought of consulting the local Parochial Church Councils? You should keep to the Parish
Boundaries. Many old people are really confused and worried. One thought she would have to
move to stay in Werrington! Werrington Vicarage will be under Gunthorpe - how stupid! Being
the Church Warden for Werrington Parish Church, I have spoken with a lot of people about this
and NO-ONE is in agreement. They have not been consulted by a local meeting which they
would expect. Many will not have computers and you must not rely on computers to get your
message across. I am Chairman of the Werrington neighbourhood Watch Group and our
boundary is the area north of Werrington Brook where it crosses the railway line, east of
Fulbridge, . Road up to Gunthorpe Road junction, along centre of Gunthorpe Road east of
Werrington Parkway and all properties north of that line. This would be a good line to follow.
You MUST stick to the Parish Boundary. We just cannot have parts of Werrington labelled in
other parishes. Also you must have local meetings to get peoples opinion. What you have
suggested here is just NOT acceptable to the residents.
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