
SOUTH CAMBRIDGESHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL 
 

Minutes of a meeting of the Civic Affairs Committee held on 
Thursday, 28 September 2017 at 10.00 a.m. 

 
PRESENT:  Councillor David McCraith – Chairman 
  Councillor Charles Nightingale – Vice-Chairman 
 
Councillors: Brian Burling Nigel Cathcart 
 Jose Hales Janet Lockwood 
 Deborah Roberts Bridget Smith 
 Peter Topping Bunty Waters 
 Nick Wright  
 
Officers: Patrick Adams Senior Democratic Services Officer 
 Beverly Agass Chief Executive 
 Gemma Barron Head of Sustainable Communities and Wellbeing 
 Jason Clarke Development Officer 
 Kirstin Donaldson Development Officer 
 Andrew Francis Electoral Services Manager 
 Mike Hill Health and Environmental Services Director 
 Rory McKenna Principal Lawyer & Deputy Monitoring Officer 
 
Councillors Pippa Corney and Mark Howell were in attendance, by invitation. 
 
 
1. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE 
 
 Apologies were received from Councillor Ray Manning, with Councillor Alex Riley acting 

as his substitute. 
  
2. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
 
 The Principal Lawyer – Governance and Deputy Monitoring Officer explained that 

Councillor Brian Burling had applied to the Committee for dispensation to speak and vote 
on agenda item 4  “Willingham and Over Parish Boundary Review”, as he was a 
landowner of agricultural fields within the proposed extent of the revised boundary. The 
Principal Lawyer – Governance and Deputy Monitoring Officer read out the following 
statement from the Council’s Independent Person: 

“Further to our conversations of yesterday and my subsequent consideration of all 
the documentation referring to the dispensation request for today’s meeting by 
Councillor Burling, I give you my views in this email as I will not be attending the 
meeting. 

 
I believe the Civic Affairs Committee should pay particular attention to the 
Council’s own procedure for granting dispensation, especially 3) which states that 
dispensations should be made at least 15 days in advance. This was clearly not 
adhered to so the Committee should ask itself whether the exceptional 
circumstances are met, i.e. was the councillor only made aware of the existence of 
an interest once the agenda was published. If the Committee is content that the 
councillor had no knowledge that this interest would be included in the published 
agenda then it would be appropriate to move on to the consideration of granting 
dispensation. 
 
On this matter the Committee must decide which, if any, of the criteria included in 
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the Localism Act are appropriate. 
 
I trust that this is a clear summary of my view and consideration.” 

 
The Principal Lawyer – Governance and Deputy Monitoring Officer took members through 
the Dispensations Procedure Guide (post July 2012) and referred them to the 
considerations and criteria they needed to consider when coming to a decision. 
 
Councillor Burling explained that he wanted to be able to support his village by being 
allowed to participate and vote in the debate. He apologised for not having applied for 
dispensation earlier, but had only recently been advised of the process. He further 
explained that he never been advised by the Monitoring Officer on this matter. 
 
The Head of Sustainable Communities and Wellbeing reminded the Committee that at its 
last meeting on 22 June it had been agreed to defer the Willingham and Over Parish 
Boundary Review item until today’s meeting.  
 
Members of the Committee made the following points: 

 As the agenda was only published 5 working days before the meeting there was 
insufficient time to apply for dispensation 15 days before the meeting. 

 As Councillor Burling had not been directly contacted by officers with regards to his 
potential conflict of interest and the dispensation process, the Committee should 
approve his dispensation request. 

 It had been clear at June’s meeting that Councillor Burling had a conflict of interest 
and therefore the dispensation request should have been received within the 15 
days. 

 The value of Councillor Burling’s land would be unaffected by the decision 
regarding the parish boundary and so he did not have a pecuniary interest. 

 It would be undemocratic to prevent Councillor Burling from representing his village 
and his community. 

 Councillor Ray Manning, also a local member, had excluded himself from this 
meeting and so whilst Councillor Burling should be heard he should not be allowed 
to vote. 

 To allow Councillor Burling to vote on this matter could leave the decision open to 
challenge. 

 
Councillor Deborah Roberts proposed and Councillor Janet Lockwood seconded that 
Councillor Brian Burling be allowed to speak on the agenda item in question, but not vote. 
A vote was taken and with 8 votes in favour, none against and one abstention the 
Committee 
 
AGREED that Councillor Brian Burling be allowed to speak in the debate on agenda 

item 4 “Willingham and Over Parish Boundary Review” but not be permitted 
to vote and must leave the room whilst the vote is taken. 

 
There were no other declarations of interest. 

  
3. MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING 
 
 The minutes of the meeting held on 22 June 2017 were agreed as a correct record. 
  
4. WILLINGHAM AND OVER PARISH BOUNDARY REVIEW 
 
 The Head of Sustainable Communities and Wellbeing presented this report which invited 
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the Committee to consider the responses received through public consultation to the 
Community Governance Review of the Willingham and Over parish boundary and make a 
recommendation to Council. Representatives of both Willingham and Over Parish 
Councils were invited to address the Committee. 
 
Parish Councillor Philip King, Vice-Chairman of Willingham Parish Council, addressed the 
Committee and made the following points: 

 The original boundary was determined by the position of the parish churches, but 
the westwards expansion of Willingham placed the boundary in the wrong position. 

 Occupants of Highgate Business Park considered themselves to be part of the 
village of Willingham, as did the rest of the village. 

 Deliveries to Highgate Business Park sometimes went astray, as their address was 
Over, but their geographical location was Willingham. 

 Those living in the disputed area wanted to be represented by Willingham Parish 
Council. 

 Willingham Parish Council did not instigate the review and so this should not be 
considered to be a “land grab”. 

 Willingham Parish Council supported the proposed boundary change as it made 
geographical sense and was supported by the residents of Willingham. 

 
In response to questioning, Parish Councillor Philip King stated that he had spoken to 
many Willingham residents who had expressed support for the change, but he 
acknowledged that his evidence for support was anecdotal. However, he pointed out that 
paragraph 26 of the report showed that 91% of Willingham residents supported the 
change, albeit from a small sample (113 residents). 
 
Parish Councillor Geoff Twiss, Vice-Chairman of Over Parish Council, addressed the 
Committee and made the following points: 

 The letter from Farrer & Co solicitors on behalf of Highgate County Stores Ltd 
should be disregarded as it had been sent a day before the meeting, which gave 
insufficient time for Over Parish Council to respond. 

 In comparison, the views of Over Parish Council had been in the public domain 
since June this year as they were published in the agenda of the last Committee 
meeting. 

 The stated percentages of total responders in paragraph 19 of the report were 
inaccurate, as they were based on the electorate of the villages and not on the 
number of residents. 

 The “green” line option, as shown on page 41 of the agenda, went across open 
fields. 

 Willingham had been classed as a minor rural centre and so was subject to 
different planning considerations than Over. A change to the boundary thus made 
new development more likely. 

 The current boundary had been agreed 400 years ago and should remain 
unchanged. 

 
Councillor Pippa Corney, one of the three local members for the ward of Over and 
Willingham, stated that she supported the proposed change as it was backed by the local 
businesses who regularly had problems with deliveries from drivers who went to the wrong 
village. Most residents and visitors simply assumed that the area was already in 
Willingham and the proposed change simply removed an anomaly. A glance at a map 
showed that the boundary line was too close to Willingham. It was noted that Councillor 
Corney lived in the village of Over. 
 
The Principal Lawyer – Governance and Deputy Monitoring Officer explained that the 
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letter from Farrer & Co was not part of the agenda and the Council had no control over 
information submitted directly to councillors by external organisations. It was for each 
individual councillor to decide how relevant the letter was to the discussion. 
 
Setting the boundary line 
It was suggested by Members of the Committee that the proposed boundary change did 
not need to include the land to the south of Highgate Business Park. The Head of 
Sustainable Communities and Wellbeing explained that the proposed boundary lines had 
been determined by the petitioner and the Council had been obligated to consult on these 
proposals. Officers had then written the report in the agenda on the boundaries suggested 
by the petitioner. The Committee could suggest an alternative boundary. 
 
The existing boundary 
Members of the Committee made the following points on the existing boundary: 

 The existing boundary had been agreed by the local vicars 400 years ago to 
resolve a dispute on watering livestock and should be retained.  

 The proposed change would incorporate a large amount of unoccupied land into 
the parish of Willingham, which was opposed by Over Parish Council. 

 Agreement from Over Parish Council should be necessary for the Committee to 
recommend a change in the existing boundary.  

 
Postal deliveries 
Members of the Committee made the following points on postal deliveries: 

 Deliveries were received regularly by businesses in the area under discussion, 
without any problems.  

 Problems with deliveries could be resolved with delivery companies and, if 
necessary, Royal Mail. 

 
Consultation 
Members of the Committee made the following points on the Council’s consultation with 
the public: 

 The response rate was insufficient to agree a change.  

 A low response rate indicated that the majority of residents were unconcerned 
about the potential change. 

 The consultation exercise was carried out correctly by officers who cannot be 
blamed for the low return rate.  

 
Commercial and financial considerations 
Members of the Committee made the following points on commercial and financial 
considerations: 

 The businesses in the area under consideration were in favour of the proposed 
change. 

 Altering boundaries primarily for commercial reasons could set a worrying 
precedent. 

 Over Parish Council’s precept was lower than Willingham Parish Council’s and so 
the change would bring no financial benefit to residents. 

 
Planning applications 
Members of the Committee made the following points on planning issues: 

 Planning issues that affected both parishes were discussed by both parish 
councils, where co-operation was good. 

 Development in the disputed area would be more likely if it were transferred from 
Over, which was a “group village”, to Willingham, which was a “minor rural centre”. 
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Conclusions 
Members of the Committee made the following points in conclusion: 

 There needed to be compelling reasons to make a boundary change. 

 There were many other potential anomalies with the boundaries in the District and 
the Council should be wary of setting a precedent. 

 The matter should be returned back to the two parish councils in the hope that a 
compromise solution could be reached. 

 
The Committee were supportive of the suggestion that the two parish councils should work 
together to attempt to agree a boundary change. However, it was noted that a valid 
petition had been submitted to this authority and a consultation had been carried out. The 
Committee were now required to make a recommendation to full Council. 
 
Councillor Brian Burling left the Chamber.  
 
The Committee were generally of the opinion to recommend no change to the existing 
boundary because: 

 The suggested boundary change included a large amount of unpopulated land that 
was unnecessary to resolve the stated anomaly. 

 The consultation response of only 244 residents from both villages provided 
insufficient evidence for the change. 

 
A vote was taken and with 9 votes in favour and 2 against the Civic Affairs Committee 
 
RECOMMENDED TO COUNCIL No change in the parish boundary (Option C). 
 
It was agreed that members of the Committee should receive an estimate on the costs of 
this review to the Council. 

  
5. COMMUNITY GOVERNANCE REVIEW OF CAXTON, ELSWORTH AND CAMBOURNE 

PARISHES 
 
 The Development Officer presented this report, which invited the Committee to consider 

the consultation responses to the Community Governance Review of Caxton, Elsworth 
and Cambourne parishes and make a recommendation to Council.  
 
It was noted that if the Committee recommended a change to the parish boundary they 
would also have to decide whether to recommend that the Local Government Boundary 
Commission for England (LGBCE) review the principal area boundaries to ensure that the 
parish boundaries continue to be conterminous with the district and county ward 
boundaries. The Electoral Services Manager explained that there was a risk that if the 
Council requested that the LGBCE review the principal area boundaries this could lead to 
a wider review. However, he expected that the LGBCE would consider any changes to the 
electorate figures since the previous review to be within the limits and another full electoral 
review would not be necessary. 
 
John Vickery, Cambourne Parish Clerk, explained that Cambourne and Caxton Parish 
Councils both supported the proposed boundary change in recommendation A. 
 
After a brief discussion the Committee did not consider it was necessary to include the 
A1198 roundabout in the parish of Cambourne as suggested in recommendation B.  
 
A vote was taken and the Civic Affairs Committee unanimously 
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RECOMMENDED TO COUNCIL to change the boundary as per Cambourne Parish 
Council’s proposed boundary (Appendix B). 

 
A further vote was taken and the Civic Affairs Committee, with 10 votes in favour and 1 
abstention 
 
RECOMMENDED TO COUNCIL to make a request to the LGBCE to re-align the 

principal area boundaries along the new parish 
boundaries. 

  
6. ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS - SOUTH TRUMPINGTON 
 
 The Electoral Services Manager presented this report, which invited the Committee to 

consider whether to recommend to Council to make a request to the Local Government 
Boundary Commission for England (LGBCE) to review the principal area boundaries 
between South Trumpington and Grantchester so that the county and parish boundaries 
are coterminous. It was noted that nobody was living in this area and so the risks inherent 
in a review were limited. 
 
The Civic Affairs Committee unanimously 
 
RECOMMENDED TO COUNCIL to make a request to the LGBCE to re-align the 

County Council boundary along the new parish 
boundaries. 

  
7. CODE OF CONDUCT UPDATE REPORT 
 
 The Committee NOTED the progress of any outstanding complaints and the conclusion of 

cases resolved since the last meeting. 
  
8. DATE OF NEXT MEETING 
 
 The Committee noted that the next meeting will be held on Thursday 7 December 2017 at 

10am. 
  

  
The Meeting ended at 11.45 a.m. 

 

 


