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Comment text:
I consider the halving of then number of councillors representing Capel St Mary to be
short sighted and will leave Capel St Mary under represented considering the fact that
there are planning applications that will see the village double in size in the next few
years. We will then be in the position of having twice as many people represented by half
as many councillors.
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Taylor, Laura
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Christina Campbell
05 October 2017 23:07
reviews
boundary reviews

>

Good morning,
It is my belief that these boundary reviews do not go far enough. Whilst it was agreed that the number of Babergh
councillors should be reduced to 32, recognition of the work load is not acknowledged. This has been my first
experience of local government, I find it extremely inefficient. I would like to see members appointed through a
system similar to that of jury service, as there are too many members who seek self‐aggrandisement through local
government. My preference is for drastically reduced councillor numbers, but pay them properly!
I cannot believe that Suffolk County Council, The various district councils, the Parish and town councils are all really
necessary. The current system is cumbersome, too slow and very inefficient. Our residents do not receive value for
money regarding bthe services we currently provide.
Councillor Christina Campbell
Babergh District Council
e:
w: www.babergh.gov.uk

Emails sent to and from this organisation will be monitored in accordance with the law to ensure compliance with
policies and to minimize any security risks. The information contained in this email or any of its attachments may be
privileged or confidential and is intended for the exclusive use of the addressee. Any unauthorised use may be
unlawful. If you receive this email by mistake, please advise the sender immediately by using the reply facility in
your email software. Opinions, conclusions and other information in this email that do not relate to the official
business of Babergh District Council shall be understood as neither given nor endorsed by Babergh District Council.
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Robin Carpendale
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Comment text:
Capel St Mary has normally been associated with the Wenhams - Great and Little
Wenham. The proposal seems to be that they become a cut-off bit of Copdock and
Washbrook, where they are likely to receive even less attention than now. This would not
be fair. Other main concern is the proposed reduction in numbers of Councillors. If
present Councillors are currently doing their job conscientiously there is more than
enough work with current numbers. On top of that, if the proposed Babergh and Mid
Suffolk merger were to go ahead, numbers of Councillors would be reduced even further.
Representation of constituents would be bound to suffer.
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Philip Dunnett

E-mail:
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Comment text:
Brantham & Holbrook Ward: I stood as an Alton District Councillor Candidate in 2015
elections. This ward covers the three vilages of Brantham, Stutton & Tattingstone.
Canvassing across three villages was very tiring and time consuming. Adding Holbook into
the ward would be a significant increase in workload. Also, with two councillor wards
there is the likelihood of strong dominance by one party in one part of the ward limiting
the chances of other party's candidate getting elected. At the 2015 election the two
councillor Alton Ward elected a Conservative and an Independent councillor. Adding the
largely Conservative voting Holbrook into the mix would significantly reduce the chances
of other parties getting elected. Brantham is big enough to stand on its own with over
2000 voters. Therefore I propose that Brantham should be made a single seat ward, with
Holbrook, Stutton & Tattingstone being another single seat ward.
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E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
The current proposal for the Brantham and Holbrook ward is in my opinion not the best
solution. The proposed enlargement of Holbrook will result in a loss of community feeling,
actions and approach to certain matters. It would be better to have two single Councilor
wards of (a) Brantham + Tattingstone and (b) Holbrook + Stutton. Already the populous
of Stutton migrate towards Holbrook for schools, doctors and shops. Whereas the
populous of Brantham and to some extent Tattingstone tend towards Manningtree utilising
the A137 corridor.
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Janet Grimes

E-mail:

Comment text:
One of the boundaries runs right through the middle of our house
.
It would be sensible to shift the boundary to the right to include the whole property in
Bildeston with the rest of Brent Eleigh. Thanks.
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Good afternoon
I refer to the plans for redrawing of representative boundaries within the district.
I understand entirely the need for areas to have similar electorates but cannot see any true logic in what is proposed
for my own parish ‐ Woolverstone. In particular to lump that end of the Shotley peninsular with villages such as
Bentley seems to have simply been an administrative exercise with no consideration taken of any synergy. It is akin
the European powers carving up Africa in the late nineteenth century using a ruler rather than taking into account
tribal boundaries. I believe that the villages of the Shotley Peninsular need to be connected in their local
representation.
Additionally I would make the following points. I see no representation from my Parish Council in the document.
Given how efficient this body has been in all areas I find it difficult to credit and am copying the Chair of the PC into
this e mail.
Secondly, it beggars belief that throughout the document two parishes on the Peninsular are mis‐spelt. This does
little to give me confidence in the competence or commitment of the District Council in the process.
I would be grateful to have an explanation from the Officers as to how this has happened.
Matthew March
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11 December 2017
Dear Sir or Madam,
Local Government Boundary Commission Review – Babergh District Council.
I write with regard to the abovementioned review in respect of your proposed wards
of Bildeston, Whatfield, Boxford and Hadleigh as published on 3 October 2017. I
will seek to address village ties, traditions and naming within the Commission’s
overriding remit to achieve electoral equality.
Please regard my recommendations for amendment as a standalone for these four
wards and, if adopted, would not seek to alter any of the Commission’s other
proposals across the Babergh district.
Proposals for Amendment
South East Cosford Ward
Parishes: Aldham, Elmsett, Lindsey, Nedging with Naughton, Kersey, Semer,
Wattisham and Whatfield
Electorate (2022): 2,113 (-8.6% deviance)
This proposal is an amended version of the Commission’s ‘Whatfield ward’ proposal,
and also seeks to amend the Commission’s draft proposed name of Whatfield to South
East Cosford.
Kersey and Lindsey, like Semer, Whatfield and Aldham are all ‘Hadleigh-facing’
villages for a variety of reasons. Hadleigh is a natural destination for these parishes’
shopping habits and all four are within the catchment area for Hadleigh High School.
Furthermore, Kersey and Lindsey enjoy close local links with Semer with residents
supporting local events on a regular basis. Consequently, I would propose that these
parishes are located within the same ward.
It would not be logical to name the ward ‘Whatfield’ as the parish is not the largest in
the ward. Furthermore, it may create the unnecessary perception that Whatfield is a
more dominant village in the ward than the other parishes. It would be more
preferable, therefore, to adopt a neutral name. The current South Cosford naming is
neutral in the sense that it does not take its name from one parish, but instead their
combined location within the former boundaries of the historical Cosford hundred.
To reflect my proposed expansion of the present South Cosford ward to include
Lindsey and Wattisham, ‘South East Cosford’ would be a logical choice of name
geographically, reflects local history and avoids any misconception of one parish
being more dominant than other parishes making up the ward.

North West Cosford Ward
Parishes: Bildeston, Brettenham, Chelsworth, Hitcham, Kettlebaston, Preston St
Mary and Thorpe Morieux
Electorate (2022): 2,264 (-2.1% deviance)
This proposal is an amended version of the Commission’s ‘Bildeston’ proposal, and
also seeks to amend the Commission’s draft proposed name of Bildeston to North
West Cosford.
On the same basis as my proposals for South East Cosford, ‘North West Cosford’
would be a more appropriate name than Bildeston it would ensure neutrality,
geographical logic and respect for local history.
Chelsworth has been moved into this proposed North West Cosford ward to reflect its
inherent connections to Bildeston as a larger neighbouring village, basic shopping
needs, and the village being home to most Chelsworth residents’ local health centre.
Similarly, Kettlebaston shares similar links with Bildeston and, like Chelsworth, is
geographically far removed from the concerns of Elmsett, Aldham and Whatfield in
the Commission’s proposed Whatfield ward. Furthermore, Preston St Mary Parish
Council has already made clear Kettlebaston’s local connections with Preston, so it
would be more suitable for residents in both villages to be served by the same local
Councillor.
A North West Cosford ward would also be -2.1% deviation from the Commission’s
target electoral figure for 2022. This is more favourable than the Commission’s draft
Bildeston ward which would deviate -4.0%.
North West Cosford and South East Cosford together, therefore, would create two
wards that are be more geographically centric in nature.

Box Vale Ward
Parishes: Boxford, Brent Eleigh, Edwardstone, Groton, Milden and Monks Eleigh
Electorate (2022): 2,300 (-0.6% deviance)
This proposal is an amended version of the Commission’s ‘Boxford ward’ proposal,
and also seeks to amend the Commission’s draft proposed name of Boxford to Box
Vale.
The proposed Box Vale ward would be just -0.6% from the Commission’s target for
2022, which compares favourably against the draft Boxford ward proposal, which
deviates -5.0%.
Furthermore, the ‘Box Vale’ name would help to reflect the other parishes around the
larger village of Boxford, which together make up over 53% of Box Vale’s total
electorate. Like the pre-existing Brett Vale ward on Babergh District Council, this
name would derive from a local river, the Box, which flows through many of the
villages that make up the vale.

Like North West Cosford and South East Cosford, this ward would be practically
navigable for a local Councillor with just a 5 mile car journey from the ward’s most
northerly parish, Brent Eleigh, down to its most southerly parish, Boxford.

Hadleigh (propose the parish is split into separate wards)
The Boundary Commission’s draft proposal for one ward serving the area contained
within the Hadleigh town boundary, while making sense in terms of electoral
equality, would potentially create administrative difficulties for the three Councillors
elected to serve the ward in each Council term.
I would therefore propose the adoption of the town being divided into separate The
above proposal would enable each Councillor to focus on a smaller area and
strengthen their personal accountability to local residents.

Concluding Remarks
In summary, I hope the Commission will support my proposed amendments, which
will better serve local identities and create more geographically centric wards for
future Councillors to more effectively serve.
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you wish to discuss any of the above in further
detail.
Yours faithfully,

Philip Mutton

Babergh District
Personal Details:
Name:

Marian Pugh

Organisation Name:

Comment text:
The change in boundaries and reduction of councillors means we could lose our current
councillor for Babergh. He is very passionate about the area and does an excellent job. If
the change happens we could lose him and that would be catastrophic for the current
Babergh area. I don’t object to the change in boundaries but strongly object to the
possibility of OUR councillor losing his job and not represent us any longer.
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reviews
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Dear sirs,
I see that in the proposed boundary changes in the Babergh District of Suffolk it is proposed to link Brent Eleigh not
with our neighbours of Monk's Eleigh and Milden but with a group of villages not contiguous with us and not
centred on our natural shopping and medical and school hub of Lavenham.
I realise the mathematics are difficult and it is your aim to make each new ward of roughly similar size at. 2250 but I
would humbly suggest that it is also important to consider the geographical links of the Brett valley and the main
road the A1141 which connects us with Monk's Eleigh and the joint benefice of the churches of Brent Eleigh, Monk's
Eleigh and Chelsworth. I do hope that there is some way that theses geographical, historical and economic links can
be respected in the proposed boundary changes.
Yours sincerely
Francesca Scoones

1

Babergh District
Personal Details:
Name:

Martin Taylor

Organisation Name:

Comment text:
It is obvious that all areas inside the Ipswich A14 bypass should be moved to Ipswich
Borough Council. These home and their occupants are inextricably linked and make use of
Ipswich services. The small remaining area of Sproughton village should be merged with
Copdock and Washbrook.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

