2, Bedford Row,

London WC1R 4BU

18th March 2004     

To: The Chairman and Members of the Boundary Commission for England

Sir;

General Review of Parliamentary Constituency boundaries in Cambridgeshire and Peterborough

1. 
I have the honour to report that on the 24th and 25th February 2004 I held a public local inquiry at The Guildhall, Cambridge into the Commission’s provisional recommendations for the parliamentary boundaries of constituencies in the county of Cambridgeshire and Peterborough BC. On the 13th March I toured the area, paying particular attention to the wards, that it was proposed would move into a new constituency, either as a result of the provisional recommendations of the Commission or as a result of counter proposals advanced during the public local inquiry that I held.

2. 
On the enumeration date of the 17th February 2000, the electoral quota for England was 69,934 voters per constituency. The total electorate of Cambridgeshire and Peterborough was 515,621, which gives a theoretical entitlement to 7.37 seats. There was unanimous support for the existing entitlement of seven seats. However, there was agreement, that the population of this region was the fastest growing in England and the time may be approaching when consideration will have to be given to the entitlement to an additional seat.

3. 
The division of the region’s electorate into seven seats produces a county average of 73,660. This was 3,726 above the electoral quota as at the date of enumeration. The Commission’s provisional recommendations were published on the 18th September 2003. The proposed changes in the electorates of the seven constituencies would have the effect of reducing the disparity between the largest and smallest constituency from 14,875 to 6,266.

4. 
Following the publication of the Commission’s proposals on the 18th September 2003, interested parties had until the 31st October 2003 in which to make representations [the statutory period of one month was extended to allow for the political parties conferences.] A large number of representations were received within the extended period allowed for. Thereafter further representations have been received touching on both the original proposals of the Commission and the counter proposals made by others. Further representations were made during the hearing of the local public inquiry. The totality of the representations exceeded 150 in number and it is impractical to refer to each individually in this report, although I have considered them all.

5. 
There was broad agreement with the main thrust of the Commission’s proposals and unqualified support came from the Cambridge City Council, Peterborough City Council, The Conservative Group on the Peterborough City Council, The Fenland District Council, The Huntingdonshire Constituency Conservative Association, The Peterborough Conservative Association, The Rt. Hon. Sir Brian Mawhinney M.P., Mr. Jonathan Djanogly M.P., Mr. Robert Sturdy M.E.P., The Rt. Hon. John Major C.H., Councillors Adigun-Harris, Collins, Hitchborn, Vanbergen and Sanders and various members of the public, who I trust will not consider me impolite, if I fail to list by name. Qualified support came from the Huntingdonshire District Council and the Huntingdonshire Conservative Constituency Association. Many of these organisations and individuals were clearly concerned to express support for the provisional recommendations that impacted upon the constituencies which they either represented or were based and did not concern themselves with the wider provisional proposals made by the Commission.

6. 
The Conservative Party, The Labour Party, The Cambridge City Conservative Association, The Anglia Regional Society Co-operative Party Council, The Labour Group on the Cambridge County Council, The Cambridge Liberal Democrats and some individual members of the public approved in part of the Commission’s provisional recommendations but proposed a number of counter proposals which I will refer to later in this report.

7. 
There was objection to the provisional recommendations from the South Cambridgeshire Conservative Association, The South East Cambridgeshire Conservative Association, The Cambridge Labour Party, The Labour Group on the Cambridge City Council, Mrs. Anne Campbell M.P., Mr. Andrew Lansley C.B.E. M.P., Mr. James Paice M.P., Councillors Ellis, Heathcock, Callaghan, Dryden and Sylvester, The Longstanton Action Group and a considerable number of members of the public, the opposition, by some, having been obtained as a result of an orchestrated campaign, to which I will return later.

8. 
Finally various representations have been received opposing one or other of the counter proposals.

9. 
I propose to consider first the provisional proposals for Peterborough. In 1996 the City of Peterborough acquired unitary authority status and ceased to form part of the county of Cambridgeshire. Unitary authorities have the legal status of counties and therefore fall within the scope of Rule 4 of Schedule 2 of the Parliamentary Constituencies Act 1986. The City of Peterborough has a 2000 parliamentary electorate of 105,582 and a theoretical entitlement to 1.51 seats. It has not been suggested by anyone that Peterborough ought to be represented by two constituencies. It follows therefore that only a part of the city can be included in the Peterborough constituency. Changes are necessary due to wards being divided between seats and the need to reduce the high disparity between seats. The Commission has made a provisional proposal to transfer the wards of Eye and Thorney (no.7) [which is currently in North East Cambridge CC] and the City of Peterborough ward of Newborough (no.10) [which is currently divided between North East Cambridgeshire CC and North West Cambridgeshire CC] to the Peterborough BC. In addition it is proposed that the City of Peterborough ward of East (no.6) [which is currently divided between North East Cambridgeshire and Peterborough BC] should be wholly included in Peterborough BC. The effect of these changes would be to increase the electorate of Peterborough BC from 64,893 to 70,640 and allow the City of Peterborough to be contained in two seats rather than in three as at present. The changes would also reduce the high electorate of North East Cambridgeshire CC from 79,651 to 74,165.

10.  
A counter proposal was received from The Labour Party and supported by others, which proposed a constituency comprising of the Peterborough wards of Bretton North (no.2), Bretton South (no.3), Central (no.4), Dogsthorpe (no.5), East (no.6),  Fletton (no.8), North (no.11), Orton Longueville (no.13), Orton with Hampton (no.15), Park (no.16), Paston (no.17), Ravensthorpe (no.18), Stanground Central (no.19), Stanground East (no.20) and Walton (no.21). I have considered this counter proposal with care and have considerable sympathy with the views expressed by a number of witnesses including Councillor Sylvester and Mrs. Chalmers. I certainly accept their evidence that the wards to the south of the River Nene feel themselves very much part of the city of Peterborough and are but a short walk from the city centre. In an ideal situation they would be included in the Peterborough BC. Unfortunately some of the Peterborough wards have to be included in one or other of the surrounding constituencies as all agree. The counter proposal would mean removing the wards of Werrington North (no.22) and Werrington South (no.23) from Peterborough BC to the North West Cambridgeshire constituency, with the Orton Waterville ward (no.14) remaining in the North West Cambridge constituency separated from the other Orton wards (13 and 15). It would involve some 37,432 electors being transferred to different constituencies as against some 5,747 under the Commission’s provisional proposals. In addition this counter proposal would result in the Eye parish and the Orton Waterville parish being split between constituencies. 

11. 
The effect of the Commission’s provisional proposals is to keep the River Nene and the railway line as the constituency boundary in the city. These form an obvious and easily identified boundary. The counter proposal proposes a boundary hard to identify on the ground particularly in the area of Orton Longueville and Goldhay Way.

12. 
Furthermore the counterproposal involves the breaking of local ties between Werrington and Peterborough and the splitting of the Ortons between two constituencies.

13. 
For all the above reasons I endorse the Commission’s provisional proposals in relation to the Peterborough BC.

14. 
The effect of provisional proposals for Peterborough BC being accepted is to reduce the electorate for North East Cambridgeshire from 79,651 to 74,165.  No other counter proposals have been made for the North East Cambridgeshire constituency and I endorse the Commission’s provisional proposals for this constituency.

15. 
In relation to the North West Cambridgeshire constituency the Commission has decided that in every case where wards are currently divided between constituencies, the constituency boundary should be realigned with the ward boundary. In respect of the Huntingdonshire District wards of Earith (no.4), Sawtry (no.23) and Upwood and The Raveleys (no.27) which are currently divided between Huntingdon CC and North West Cambridgeshire the Commission proposed that the part of the ward with the fewer number of electors should be transferred to the constituency containing the part of the divided ward with the greater number of electors. In each case this is North West Cambridgeshire. The Commission further propose that the Huntingdonshire District ward of Ellington (no.5) should also be transferred to North West Cambridgeshire CC. These changes together with those I have already recommended affecting the City of Peterborough ward of Newborough [referred to in paragraph nine of this report] would produce a North West Cambridgeshire CC electorate of 73,648. The electorate of Huntingdon CC would reduce from 79,551 to 74,724.

16. 
A counter proposal has been received from Councillor Eddy and Mr. M Shellens which proposes that the Huntingdonshire District  ward of Alconbury and The Stukeleys (no.1) should be transferred from Huntingdon CC to North West Cambridgeshire and that the Huntingdon District ward of Ellington (no.5) should be transferred from North West Cambridgeshire CC to Huntingdon CC. Councillor Rosenstiel on behalf of the Liberal Democrats supported the proposals at the local public inquiry on the basis that he felt they improved internal communications. This counter proposal has received strong opposition from many quarters. It would divide the parish of Stukeley between two parliamentary constituencies and in my judgement break local ties. The counter proposal has nothing to commend it and both the existing Member of Parliament for Huntingdon and the former member both oppose it as does the Labour Party.

17. 
A further counter proposal was received from Mr. Watkins which also impacted on the ward of Alconbury and The Stukeleys (no.1) as part of a far more wide ranging proposal, that was identical, apart from this proposal, to that made by the Labour Party. Mr. Watkins proposed that the ward be transferred from Huntingdon CC to North West Cambridgeshire CC. This has no more to commend it than the counter proposal of Councillor Eddy and Mr. Shellens.

18. 
I endorse the Commission’s proposals for North West Cambridgeshire CC and Huntingdon CC and reject the counter proposals for Alconbury and The Stukeleys.

19. 
The Commission has proposed that the constituency boundary between Cambridge BC and South Cambridgeshire CC should be realigned so that the City of Cambridge wards of Cherry Hinton (no.4) and Coleridge (no.5) which are currently divided between Cambridge BC and South Cambridgeshire CC would be included in the constituency containing the part of the divided ward with the greater number of electors which in each case is Cambridge BC. The Commission has also recommended that the Trumpington ward (no.13) which is currently divided between the same two constituencies should be included in Cambridge BC. It is this last proposal that has provoked considerable debate, with a number of alternative proposals being made. There have been many representations received, some clearly orchestrated by Mrs Anne Campbell M.P., who wrote to Labour Party members in the Trumpington ward, urging them to write opposing the Commission’s provisional recommendations because they would “inevitably mean that the Labour majority in Parliamentary elections will be at risk”. I would like to emphasise that the Commission is an independent and totally impartial body. The results of previous elections and the anticipated results of future elections do not, and should not, enter their considerations. Nor do they influence me. It does however detract from the weight that I give to representations, if it is demonstrated that they are motivated by the thought of political advantage, as I am satisfied they are in the case of Mrs. Anne Campbell M.P..

20. 
Trumpington is clearly part of the city of Cambridge, located within the ring road and with the majority of the ward linked to the centre by a continuous line of development. At the northern end of the ward Trumpington forms part of the conservation area situated at the heart of the city and the boundary of the ward is but a short walk from the Guildhall and main railway station. I am sure that most of the residents of Trumpington regard themselves as living in Cambridge.

21. 
In many ways the problem in Cambridge is the same as that in Peterborough, in that the city is too large for one constituency and too small for two. In an ideal situation both the Cambridge wards currently not included in Cambridge BC ought to be included in that constituency but the number of electors prevents that solution.

22. 
I have heard evidence from Councillor Taylor who represents the Queen Edith’s ward (no.11), which together with Trumpington (no.13) is the ward currently not included in Cambridge BC and from Ms Woodburn a local resident. I accept their evidence that Queen Edith’s is very much a part of Cambridge and ought to be so regarded. I also accept that the majority of the population of Queen Edith’s would like to be part of Cambridge BC. I do however, reluctantly, disagree with the solution she proposes which is to either wholly exclude the Cherry Hinton ward (no.4) [currently divided between Cambridge BC and South Cambridgeshire CC] from the constituency or to include Queen Edith’s at the expense of Trumpington. The proposal to remove Cherry Hinton has received widespread opposition and has nothing to commend it apart from as a solution to the Queen Edith’s problem. The choice between Queen Edith’s and Trumpington is more finely balanced, but the extension of the Trumpington ward into the very heart of the city and its current divided status between the two constituencies brings the scales down in favour of the inclusion of Trumpington.

23. 
The Labour Party make a counter proposal which seeks to preserve the status quo in Cambridge and would have the effect of keeping both the currently divided ward of Trumpington (no.13) and the Queen Edith’s ward (no.11) in South Cambridgeshire CC. They argue that strong reasons must exist to alter the status quo and that there is a danger of Trumpington becoming an electoral ping pong ball being constantly moved between constituencies as the number of electors change. They point to the fact that applying the 2000 figures the Commission’s proposed constituency of Cambridge BC will have the highest electorate in the region and that their counter proposal would produce a more equal distribution of electors. While this point is well taken I am conscious that the electorate of the city of Cambridge has not changed significantly since 1991 as against a significant rise in the electorate of the surrounding area. Furthermore the 2003 figures for the electorate confirm the historic trend and indicate that any imbalance between the constituencies is marginal. I do take account of the 2003 figures which have been provided by the Commission. To ignore a substantial existing increase in the electorate in considering the conflicting proposals would be unrealistic. When taking them into consideration they further support the Commission’s provisional proposals.

24. 
For all the above reasons I endorse the Commission’s proposals in respect of the Cambridge BC constituency. They are the best that can be achieved, although I regret not being able to include the Queen Edith’s ward in the city constituency.

25. 
Considering now the constituencies of South Cambridgeshire CC and South East Cambridgeshire CC, the Commission proposed that the South Cambridgeshire District Ward of Cottenham (no.8), which is currently divided between South Cambridgeshire CC and South East Cambridgeshire CC, should be wholly included in the South East Cambridgeshire CC, and the South Cambridgeshire District ward of The Abingtons (no.28), which is currently divided between South Cambridgeshire CC and South East Cambridgeshire CC should be wholly included in South Cambridgeshire CC. In addition the Commission proposed that the South Cambridgeshire District wards of Balsham (no.1) and Linton (no.18) should also be included in South East Cambridgeshire CC.

26. 
A counter proposal has been made by the Conservative Party, The South Cambridgeshire and South East Cambridgeshire Conservative Association, Andrew Langley C.B.E. M.P. and James Paice M.P.. They propose that the South Cambridgeshire District wards of Balsham (no.1) and Linton (no.18) should be transferred from South Cambridgeshire CC to East Cambridgeshire; and that the South Cambridgeshire ward of Cottenham (no.8) should be transferred from East Cambridgeshire CC to South Cambridgeshire CC. A further counter-proposal transferred only the Cottenham ward (no.8).

27. 
There was a separate counter proposal made by The Labour Party, Anne Campbell M.P., The Anglia Co-operative Party Council, Mr, J. Lomax and Mr. R. Allen, to separate the adjoining wards of Balsham (no.1) and Linton (no.18) by transferring Balsham from South Cambridgeshire CC to East Cambridgeshire CC. This was very much intertwined with their proposals for the city of Cambridge which I have already rejected. A counter-proposal affecting the Fulbourn (no.11) and Teversham (no.27) wards was not discussed at the inquiry.

28. 
I have heard evidence, from among others Councillor Barrett and Mrs. Ford, that the two wards have strong links with each other and have concluded that they should not be placed in separate constituencies unless this is unavoidable.

29. 
The proposal by the Commission to transfer the two wards of Balsham and Linton is based only on the need to reduce the electorate in South East Cambridgeshire. If the counter proposal to transfer the currently divided ward of Cotttenham into the South Cambridgeshire constituency were to be accepted then the need to transfer Balsham and Linton would be removed as the same electoral disparity would arise as with the Commission’s provisional proposal.

30. 
The ward of Cottenham (no.8) is currently divided between the two constituencies. I have heard evidence from, among others, Mr. Andrew Lansley C.B.E. M.P. who spoke on behalf of himself and Mr. James Paice MP who are the Members of Parliament for the two constituencies that Cottenham are currently divided between. It is the view of each that Cottenham has strong links with the ward of Longstanton (no.19) and the Commission’s proposals would place each in a separate constituency. There is a major development currently envisaged which will straddle the two wards and the Chairman of the Longstanton Action Group has made representations to the effect that the common interests now shared between the wards makes it undesirable for them to be in different constituencies. I am told that this view is shared by the Oakington Action Group.

31. 
The disadvantage of including the Cottenham ward in the South Cambridgeshire constituency is that it results in a significant geographical incursion into the neighbouring constituency. This is far from ideal but on balance I consider that the advantages of including the Cottenham ward in the South Cambridgeshire CC outweigh the disadvantages. It follows that the wards of Balsham and Linton can remain in East Cambridgeshire. I so recommend.

32. 
In summary then I recommend that the Commission’s provisional proposals be adopted with the exception that the ward of Cottenham (no.8) be included in the South Cambridgeshire CC and the wards of Balsham (no.1) and Linton (no.18) be included in the East Cambridgeshire CC. The disparity produced by my recommendations is the same as was produced by the provisional proposals of the Commission.

33. 
Finally I heard evidence that the current names given to the constituencies of South Cambridgeshire CC and East Cambridgeshire CC have caused confusion. There is considerable support for the renaming of the constituencies as respectively South West Cambridgeshire CC and South East Cambridgeshire CC. Such a change would, in the light of my recommendations, be geographically a better descriptor of each and reduce the confusion that currently exists. This change is supported by the Members of Parliament for each constituency and seems to me to be sensible. I so recommend. Some suggestions were made to alter the names of other constituencies primarily by Councillor Rosenstiel, these received little if any support and I do not recommend any change to the names of the remaining five constituencies.

I have the honour to be, Sir

Your obedient servant,

William Clegg Q.C. [Assistant Commissioner]
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