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Submission to the Boundary Commission for England 
third period of consultation: 
East of England 
 
 
Introduction 
 
The Liberal Democrats support the vast majority of the Boundary Commission for England’s 
second draft in the East of England, and thank the assistant commissioners for taking on board 
many of our suggestions of the first draft. We believe this draft better reflects the communities in 
the East of England and provides a more coherent structure for reorganisation of their 
parliamentary boundaries.  
 
Hertfordshire/Bedfordshire sub-region 
 
We thank the Commission for listening to the representations in this area and welcome the 
amendments made as a result. The revised proposals reduce the number of cross-border seats, 
are a more natural fit and reduce wholly unnecessary change to Watford and SW Herts. 
 
 
Cambridgeshire/Norfolk/Suffolk 
We felt that the proposed Newmarket & Ely seat was a sensible proposal and supported its 
creation. However the revised proposal for a SE Cambridgeshire seat and the amendments at the 
other end of the county to Peterborough do have some merit. The consequential minimal changes 
in Suffolk are to be welcomed. 
 
In Norfolk we are disappointed that the Commission has pursued its original proposals for North 
Norfolk, which move more wards than are required to meet the numerical targets. The 
Commission has failed to take on board the views of the North Norfolk residents who want to 
remain in that constituency. 
 
 
Essex 
We welcome the fact that most of the draft proposals have been confirmed. The submission of the 
Saffron Walden branch Liberal Democrats for the mid Essex seats had some merit, in particular 
reducing the size of the Billericay & Dunmow seat, which nearly everyone including the 
Commission agree is not ideal. 
 
Chelmsford / Billericay & Dunmow  
As we pointed out in our original submission, the Rettendon/Runwell ward is physically connected 
to Wickford: there is no obvious border. However, Galleywood is not physically connected to 
Chelmsford, as the local Council recognises in its bid for city status. 
 
In accepting the Conservative proposal here, the Commission have made Billericay & Dunmow, 
an already stretched out constituency, even longer.  
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Castle Point and Rayleigh/Wickford 
We do not understand the comments at AC40. It states that the A127 is a significant boundary 
between Pitsea SE and Pitsea NW. This is incorrect. The A127 is not part of that boundary. The 
A127 is the boundary between Pitsea SE and Wickford Park. That is indeed a good boundary line. 
 
The report makes no reference to our objections to the Conservative proposal now adopted by the 
Commission. Therefore we do not know whether they were considered and dismissed, or not 
considered. So we repeat them in summary: 
 
The boundary between Pitsea SE and Pitsea NW passes through the Chalvdeon school site. The 
road by which people access the site will be in one constituency; the school in another. The 
northern end of Carlisle Way and the north side of Bodiam Close will be in one constituency; the 
southern end of Carlisle Way and the south side of Bodiam Close will be in another.  
 
Further south, Vange ward will be effectively detached from the rest of its Rayleigh/Wickford 
constituency: it is impossible to drive direct between Vange ward and Pitsea NW. The boundary 
between the two wards is the dual-carriageway A132. 
 
AC40 says that very few objections have been raised to splitting Pitsea. We suspect that is 
because very few people would take the trouble to read every secondary representation and then 
assume that the Commission  would listen to them. 
 
Regarding the other end of the Rayleigh/Wickford constituency: it is true that Hockley has links to 
Rayleigh, as argued, but Hawkwell equally has links to Hockley, which the revised proposals put 
in different constituencies. 
 
We therefore oppose these revised recommendations and support the original ones. 
 
 
 
 
 
 


