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PROPOSALS FOR FUTURE ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS FOR THE
MID SUFFOLK DISTRICT OF SUFFOLK

1.

We, the Local Government Boundary Commission for England, having

carried out our initial review of the electoral arrangements for the
district of Mid Suffolk, in accordance with the requirements of section 63
of, and Schedule 9 to, the Local Government Act 1972, present our proposals
for the future electoral arrangments for that district.

2.

In accordance with the procedure laid down in Section 60(l) and (2)

of the 1972 A0** notice was given on 31 December 1974 that we were to
undertake this review.

This was incorporated in a consultation letter

addressed to Mid Suffolk District Council, copies of which were circulated
to Suffolk County Council, Parish Councils and Parish Meetings in the
district, the Members of Parliament for the constituencies concerned and the
headquarters of the main political parties. Copies were also sent to the
editors of the local newspapers circulating in the area and of the local
government press* Notices inserted in the local press announced the start
of the review and invited comments from members of the public and from
interested bodies*

3*

The Mid Suffolk District.Council were invited to prepare a draft scheme

of representation for our consideration.

When doing so, they were asked to

observe the rules laid down in Schedule 11 to the Local Government Act 1972, and
the guidelines set out in our Report No. 6 about the proposed size of the
Council and the proposed number of councillors for each ward. They were also
asked to take into account any views expressed to them following their

consultation with local interests.

We therefore asked that they should

publish details of their provisional proposals about a month before they
submitted their draft scheme to us, thus allowing an opportunity for looal
comment.

4.

The District Council have not passed a resolution under Section 7(4)of the

Local Government Act 1972.

The provisions of Section 7(6) will therefore

apply and the election of all district councillors will be held simultaneously.

5.

On 29 May 1975* Mid Suffolk District Council presented their draft

scheme of representation.

They proposed to divide the area of the district

into 36 wards each returning 1 or 2 -members to form a council of 41.

6.

We considered the draft scheme submitted by the District Council, the

comments which had been made on it and the alternative proposals which had been
submitted.by the Stowmarket Town Council for their parish.

We noted that a number

of the proposed wards in the Council's draft scheme failed to comply with the rules
set out in Schedule 11 to the Local Government Act 1972 and decided to make
a number of modifications.

In order to achieve a more equitable standard

of representation, we decided to re-group the parishes in the south-eastern
and western parts of the district to form six new wards in place of the eight
wards proposed by the District Council; this resulted in a reduction in the
proposed size of the council from 41 to 40» We adopted the alternative
warding proposals for the parish of Stowmarket.

Subject to these modifications,

we adopted the Council's draft scheme as our draft proposals.

7. On 26 May 1976 we issued our draft proposals and these were sent to all
who had received our consultation letter or had commented on the Council's
draft scheme. The Council were asked to make the draft proposals, and the
accompanying maps which defined the proposed ward boundaries, available for

inspection at their main offices.

Representations on our draft proposals

were invited from those to whom they were circulated and, by public
notices, from members of the public and interested bodies* We asked
for comments to reach us by 21 July 1976 •

8.

Representations against our draft proposals were received from the

District Council, Suffolk County Council, a political association and seventeen
parishes* With the exception of two comments on ward names, one comment
relating to county compatibility and one comment requesting the retention
of the existing Woolpit and Rattlesden wards, all the representations
related to our proposals for re-grouping the parishes in the south-eastern
and western parts of the district.

9.

In view of these comments, we felt we needed more information to

enable us to reach a conclusion*

Therefore, in accordance with Section 65(2)

of the Local Government Act 1972, Mr R N D Hamilton was appointed as
Assistant Commissioner to hold a local meeting and report to us.

10. Notice of the meeting was sent to all who had received our draft proposals
or had commenced on them, and was published locally*

11. The Assistant Commissioner held the meeting at the Council Offices, Eye
on 26 January 1977 and visited the areas which were the subject of comment.
A copy of his report to us is at Schedule 1 to our report.

12.

In the light of the discussion at the meeting and his inspection of the

area, the Assistant Commissioner recommended alterations to two wards:

the pariah of Baylam to be transferred from the Barking ward to the
Bramford ward and the parish of Flowton to be- transferred from the
Braraford ward to the Barking ward. Otherwise he recommended the adoption
of our draft proposals.

13. We reviewed our draft proposals in the light of the comments which we
had received and of the Assistant Commissioner's report. We concluded
that the recommendations made by the Assistant Commissioner should be
accepted and subject to the modifications he had suggested, we decided
to confirm our draft proposals as our final proposals.

14. Details of these proposals are set out in Schedule 2 to this report
and on the attached map. Schedule 2 gives the names of the wards and the
number of councillors to be returned by each. The boundaries of the new
wards are defined on the attached map.

PUBLICATION

15.

In accordance with Section 60(5)(b) of the Local Government Act 1972,

a copy of this report and a copy of the map are being sent to Mid Suffolk
District Council and will be available for public inspection at the Council's
main offic'es.

Copies of this report (without map) are being sent to

those who received the consultation letter and to those who made comments.

A detailed description of the proposed ward boundaries as shown on the
map is set out in Schedule 3 to this report.

Signed

L.S.
EDMUND COMPTON

(Chairman)

JOHN M RANKIN

(Deputy Chairman)

PHYLLIS BOWDEN
J T BROCKBANK
MICHAEL CHISHOLM
R R THORNTON
ANDREW WHEATLEY
N DIGNEY

(Secretary)

26 May 1977

SCHEDULE 1

REVIEW OF ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS FOR THE
DISTRICT OF MID SUFFOLK
REPORT OF THE ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER
(R.N.D. HAMILTON)

TO THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT BOUNDARY COMMISSION FOR ENGLAND

. 1.

INTRODUCTION

1. I was appointed by the Secretary of State in accordance with section 65(2)
of the Local Government Act, 1972, as an Assistant Commissioner to hold a local
inquiry or carry out any consultation or investigation with respect to the
review by the Local Government Boundary Commission for England of the electoral
arrangements for the District of Mid Suffolk.
2. I held the meeting at the Council Offices, Castleton Way, Eye, Suffolk, on
Wednesday, 26th January, 1977, starting at 10 a.m. The names and addresses of
those who attended the meeting and the names of the bodies or persons whom they
represented are set out in the Appendix to this report.

2.

THE COMMISSION'S DRAFT PROPOSALS

3. On the 31st December, 1974, the Commission invited the Mid Suffolk District
Council to prepare a draft scheme of representation for the district, taking
into account any views expressed to them by local interests, and to submit their
draft scheme to the Commission. On the 29th May, 1975, the District Council
submitted their draft scheme. This provided for 36 wards returning a total
of 41 councillors, one more than the total under the present arrangements. The
wards were in fact the same as those in the present arrangements, save that
the former urban district and now parish of Stowmarket returning 6 members was
to be divided into three wards each returning two members and that the parish of
Drinkstone was transferred from one ward to another; the increase in membership
arose from increasing from one to two the representation of the ward comprising
the parishes of Badley and Needham Market. In their covering letter submitting the
scheme the District Council said that they were proposing to make an. order for the
parish of Stowmarket to be divided into three wards as proposed in the scheme.

4. The Stowmarket Town Council prepared alternative proposals for the
warding of the town, criticising in particular the way in which the District
Council's proposed Central Ward "sprawls across the Parish embracing its
northern, western, eastern and south-eastern extremities".
5. The Commission, in preparing their draft proposals, for the most part
adopted the wards proposed in the District Council's draft scheme, but they
adopted the three wards suggested by the Stowmarket Town Council for
Stowmarket in preference to those suggested by the District Council. In
addition the Commission felt that in certain respects the District Council's
proposals fell short of the rules in the Local Government Act, 1972, aiming at
electoral equality. To improve the equality of representation the Commission
in their draft proposals abolished two of the wards proposed by the District
Council and distributed the parishes contained in them to adjoining wards, with
in one case the transfer of one parish from one of these adjoining wards to
another ward, in the process reducing the total membership from the 41
councillors proposed by the District Council to 40.
6. Part I of the Table below shows the 25 wards in the Commission's draft
proposals which are co-terminous with, and have the same names and representation
as, wards in the District Council's draft scheme. Part II of the Table shows in
ordinary type the three Stowmarket wards as proposed by the Commission and in
italic type the three wards proposed by the District Council. Part III of the
Table deals with the two cases where the Commission in .their proposals have
redistributed the parishes contained in wards; the ordinary type shows the
Commission's proposals and the italic type the Council's proposals. In each
Part'ithe first column shows the ward name, the second the number of councillors
for the ward, the third and fourth the 1975 and estimated 1980 electorates and
the fifth and sixth the mathematical entitlement to councillors in 1975 and
1980 respectively, which is found by dividing the average number of electors per
ward into the ward electorate.
The average number is in the case of the
ordinary type entries based on a council of 40 councillors and is 1,194 for 1975
and 1,294 for 1980; in the case of the italic entries the average number
is based on a council of 41 councillors and is 1,165 for 1975 and 1,263 for 1980.
A comparison of the ordinary and italic type entitlements in Part III of the
Table will at once show the improvement towards equality of representation
produced by the Commission's proposals.
TABLE
Ward

Councillors

Electorate
1975
1980

Entitlement
1975
1980

Part I
Barham

1

1,265

1,315

1.06

1.01

Claydon

1

1,092

1,182

0.91

0.91

Greeting

1

1,063

1,063

0.89

0.82

Debenham

1

1,233

1,403

1.03

1.08

Elmswell

1

1,307

1,542

1.09

1.19

Eye
'>>'
Fressingfield

1

1,385

1,495

1.16

1.15

1

1,125

1,220

0.94

0.94

Gislingham

1

1,284

1,329

1.07

1.02

Haughley and Wetherden

1

1,249

1,374

1.04

1.06

Helmlngham

1

1,081

1,081

0.90

0.83

Hoxne

1

1,186

1,246

0.99

0.96

Mendlesham

1

1,271

1,341

1.06

1.03

Needham Market

2

1,725

2,285

1.44

1.76

Norton

1

1,460

1,529

1.22

1.18

Onehouse

1

1,258

1,388

1.05

1.07

Palgrave

1

1,211

1,266

1.01

0.97

Rattiesden

1

1,262

1,277

1.05

0.98

Rickinghall

1

1,418

1,478

1.18

1.14

Stonham

1

1,027

1,027

0.86

0.79

Stradbroke

1

1,053

1,218

0.88

0.94

Thurston

1

1,152

1,422

0.96

1.09

Wetheringsett

1

1,164

1,184

0.97

0.91

Weybread

1

1,192

1,192

0.99

0.92

Woolpit

1

1,010

1,090

0.84

0.84

Worlingworth

1

1,166

1,166

0.97

0.90

Stowmarket Central

2

2,737

3,022

2.29

2.34

Stowmarket North

2

2,126

2,566

1.78

1.98

Stowmarket South

2

1,974

2,369

1.65

1.83

StowmarJcet Central

2

2,605

2,818

2.24

2.23

Stowmarket North

2

2,258

2,770

1.94

2.19

Stowmarket South

2

a/974

2,369

1.69

1.88

Part II

-
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Part III
Barking (comprising the Parishes of
Barking, Baylham, Nettlestead,
Offton, Somersham and Willisham)

1

1,461

1,486

1.22

1.14

Bramford (comprising the Parishes of 2
Bramford, Flowton, Great Blakenham
and Little Blakenham)

2,433

2,578

2.03

1.99

Ringshall (comprising the Parishes
of Battisford, Combs, Great
Bricett, Little Finborough and
Ringshall)

:1

1,311

1,311

1.09

1.01

Barking (comprising the Parishes of
Barking, Baylham, Great Bricett,
Offton and Willisham)

1

1,140

1,140

0.98

0.90

Bramford (comprising the Parish of

1

1,660

1,805

1.42

1.43

Blakenham (comprising the Parishes
of Flowton, Great Blakenham,
Little Blakenham, Nettlestead and
Somersham)

1

1,305

1,330

1.12

1.05

Ringshall (comprising the Parishes
of Battisford, Combs, Little
Finborough and Ringshall)

1

1,100

1,100

0.94

0.87

Badwell Ash (comprising the
Parishes of Badwell Ash, Great
Ashfield, Hunston, Langham,
Stowlangtoft and Wyverstone)

1

1,178

1,203

0.98

0.92

Stowupland (comprising the
Parishes of Bacton, Gipping,
Old Newton with Dagworth, and
Stowupland)

2

2,632

2,807

2.20

2.16

Walsham-le-Willows (comprising
the Parishes of Finninghara,
Walsham-le-Willows, Wattisfield
and Westhorpe)

1

1,274

1,339

1.O7

1.03

Bacton (comprising the Parishes
of Bacton, Finningham, Westhorpe
and Wyverstone)

1

1,196

1,321

1.03

1.05

0.82

0.78

1.73

1.63.

0.79

0.78

Bramford)

Badwell Ash (comprising the Parishes 1
of Badwell Ash, Great Ashfield,
Hunston, Langham and Stowlangtoft)

958

Stowupland (comprising the
Parishes of Gipping, Old Newton
with Dagworth, and Stowupland)

2

2,013

Walsham-le-Willows (comprising the
Parishes of Walsham-le-Willows
and Wattisfield)

1

917

-
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983

2,063

982

3.

THE WRITTEN REPRESENTATIONS

7. Prior to the meeting I was supplied by the Commission with copies of the
written representations which they had received in response to the advertisement
of their draft proposals.
8. Written representations from the Mid Suffolk District Council objected
"against the Commission's proposals for unsought changes in the electoral warding
arrangements in the Bacton and Bradford areas", and enclosed notes of meetings
held at Bacton and Bramford with various of the parishes concerned and also
enclosed a copy of a letter from the Chairman of the Wattisfield Parish council
who vere unable to be represented at the Bacton v meeting.
9. The District Council's written representations pointed out that at the
Baoton meeting there was unanimity of opinion that the present warding
arrangements should be retained for the many reasons recorded in the note.
(These reasons may be summarised as saying.that the District Council's
proposed wards represented long established associations and community of interest
and local ties and affinities, including in some cases ecclesiastical links,
emphasised in part by the old East/West Suffolk county boudary which still
existed in spirit, which would be broken by the Commission's proposals which
would as well create geographically unmanageable wards leaving Bacton in
particular in a minority position where they would be likely to feel neglected,
and that the Commission had broken up local groupings for the sake of the
"numbers game").
The written representations further pointed out that in
the Bramford case opinion was not so clear cut, the principal reason being that
Bramford Parish Council considered two district councillors to be necessary
for that parish alone, but as a compromise the Parish Council would accept
a link with adjacent parishes in order to achieve the necessary criteria for two
representatives. When the District Council had submitted their suggestions to
the Commission In 1975 they had'realised that Bramford was a difficult case,
with a projected electorate of 500 more than the representative target, but 800
short of the target for two members. The District Council therefore took the
view that the present warding arrangements for the district were satisfactory and
should only be altered where there was good reason, and that accordingly Bramford
should remain a separate ward returning one district councillor until such time
as the criteria for two were met. Whilst the Commission would say that rural
weighting was no longer recognised, perhaps the reverse argument could be used
for Bramford, because being a single parish, albeit with a large population,
the present district councillor found it possible to keep well in touch with
local affairs, which a councillor representing the same number of people but spread
over a sparsely populated but larger area engulfing several communities would not
find it possible to do.
10. The written representations continued that another factor to which the
Commission's attention should be drawn in the Bramford area was that the route
of the Ipswich southern bypass was at present being settled by the Department
of the Environment. The route would go through Bramford, and in time this
might have some impact on adjacent communities. Whilst the Council had not
attempted to consider the community impact of this, it was perhaps another factor
in favour of leaving the present arrangements undisturbed until the effects,
if any, could be seen. A further factor against the Commission's proposed
redistribution of the Blakenham ward was that the Council had been aware for
some time of the claim of BayInam to be included in the Blakenham ward for
the reasons explained in the note of the Bramford meeting (the reasons are
reproduced in paragraph 41 of this report). The Commission's proposed re-warding
would leave that problem unsolved, whereas if warding were left alone at this
stage it could be that in a few years' time some sensible re-arrangement would
commend Itself to all concerned, taking account of any population changes that
might have occurred in the meantime, and of any highway or planning strategies
at present being evolved.

11. The District Council's written representations continued that the Council
were aware of comments the Commission, would be receiving from parishes and
individuals concerned and it was hoped that all these would be taken
seriously into account.
12. Whilst, the written representations said, it was realised that the
Commission would be seeking to comply with text book criteria in undertaking
the formidable task which confronted them throughout the country, it would
be seen from the notes of their local meetings what was thought about the
numbers game. The lines on their present warding map reflected historic
links and had been drawn after much thought and consultation and with the
benefit of local knowledge, but it was doubted whether this could be said
of the Commission's draft alterations. The Council hoped that the Commission,
upon reflection, would find the Council's proposals acceptable.
13. Written representations from the Suffolk County Council also objected
to the Commission's proposals. Their Electoral Review Panel felt that the
boundaries of wards as proposed by the Commission were so far from being
coterminous with the existing county electoral boundaries as to make it
unnecessarily difficult to adjust them when the time came to do so. This was
particularly so in the case of Rickinghall, Norton and Bramford wards.
14. The other written representations received could be sorted into various
groups or under various heads. The groups or heads in the order in which

I found it convenient to take them at the meeting were as follows :A.

Stowmarket Wards. There was no representation from Stowmarket
Town Council against the Commission's proposals, which were in
accordance with the Council's wishes, but under this head I sought
to verify that there was now local agreement on the proposals.

B.

Hoxne Ward. Representation from the Occold Parish Council as to the
ward name only.

C.

Rickinghall Ward. Representation from
as to the ward name only.

D.

Rattlesden Ward.

E.

Bramford, Barking, (Blakenham), and Ringshall Wards. Representations
from the Bramford Parish Council, the Flowton Parish Meeting,
the Little Blakenham Parish Council and the Great Blakenham Parish
Council, and the Somersham Parish Council.

F.

the Redgrave Parish Council

Representation from the Pelsham Parish Council.

Stowupland, (Bacton), Badwell Ash and Walsham-le-Willows Wards.
Representations from the Finningham, Westhorpe, Wyverstone and
Bacton Parish Councils, from the Eye Consituency Conservative
Association, the Badwell Ash Parish Council, the Old Newton with
Dagworth and Gipping Parish Council, the Stowupland Parish Council
and the Walsham-le-Willows Parish Council, and the Wattisfield Parish
Council.
15. The written representations mentioned under B to F inclusive in the last
previous paragraph are described individually in the paragraphs of this report
relating to the discussion at the meeting and I read them to the meeting
whether or not the Parish concerned was represented there.

4.

THE DISCUSSION AT THE MEETING

16. In opening the meeting I said that I thought it would be most
convenient to deal first with any representations on matters of general
principle and thereafter to deal with the representations on the Commission's
proposals in the order mentioned in paragraph 14 of this report.
17. Mr. A.L. Dunn, Secretary of the Mid Suffolk District Council, submitted
a written statement of the representations which he proposed to make on
behalf of the District Council, copies of which were circulated among those
present, and he read, and supplemented as necessary, the relevant paragraphs
at the appropriate stage of the discussion, and these are included as
appropriate in the paragraphs of this report which follow.
18. Mr. Dunn, in opening the case for the District Council, said that to
facilitate the election of district councillors, the district had to be
divided into wards, each ward returning one or more councillors. The present
warding arrangements were drawn up under arrangements made on behalf of the
five former authorities in Mid Suffolk prior to re-organisation, were
implemented by order of the Secretary of State, and were used at the initial
election of district councillors in 1973, and again in 1976.
The Commission
were required to review electoral arrangements. The initial review had to be
held as soon as practicable after the first elections of councillors. Thereafter,
reviews would be at intervals of ten to fifteen years. At such reviews
account had to be taken of likely changes in the electorate during the next
five years. The councillor/electorate ratio must be as near as may be the
same in every ward of the district. Furthermore, ward boundaries should be
easily identifiable and the breaking of local ties should be avoided. The
final decision on district electoral warding was taken by the Secretary of State.
He expected that the current review would be completed and implemented in time
for the district council elections in May, 1979. For the purposes of the
review the District Council had had to project the electorates to 1980.
This
they had done on information compiled by the Planning Officers of the District
Council and the County Council. The projections were supported by the
electoral registration figures which had resulted since 1974.
19. Continuing, Mr. Dunn referred to the submission of the District Council's
draft scheme to the Commission in May, 1975 and said that the proposals in it
amounted to the continuation of the existing warding arrangements with three
alterations, namely the transfer of the Parish of Drinkstone from one ward to
another, an increase in the number of councillors for the Badley and Needham
Market Ward from 1 to 2, and the substitution of ward names for ward numbers.
He then referred to the Commission's draft proposals and the ways in which
these differed from the Council's draft scheme. The Council's comments on
the Commission's draft proposals were set out in Ms letter to the Commission,
dated 4th August, 1976, having been formulated after meetings with parish
representatives for the Bacton and Bramford areas held on 20th and 21st July,
and copies of the notes of the meetings were also sent to the Commission
(these are the written representations referred to in paragraphs 8 to 12 of
this report).
20. Mr. K.O. Hall, Solicitor and County Secretary of the Suffolk County
Council, said that whatever emerged would make life difficult.
21. Mr. John Swain, District Councillor for the existing Badley and Needham
Market Ward, said that Needham Market were seeking an increase from one
representative to two. I said that the Commission's proposals provided for this.
22. Noone else wished to make any comments on matters of general principle,
and I then proceeded to the detailed discussion in the order mentioned in
paragraph 14 of this report.

A.

The Stowmarket Wards

23. As in fact the Commission, in their draft proposals, have adopted the
suggestions in the Stowmarket Town Council's written representations to
the District Council and, as appears below, the District Council have agreed,
I feel it unnecessary to set out the details of the representations here.
24. Mr. Dunn, for the District Council, said that the town of Stowmarket at
present comprised 3 single ward and returned 6 district councillors. Under
the District Council's draft scheme and the Commission's draft proposals:
it would continue to return 6 councillors, but would be divided into three
wards each returning 2 district councillors. The statutory procedure for the
warding of Stowmarket was such that an order would be made by the District
Council giving effect to the warding for Town Council purposes, and the same
warding would be reflected in the Commission's proposals for the election of
district councillors for Stowmarket. At first there had been a difference of
opinion between the District Council and the Town Council about ward boundaries
for Stowmarket. The Commission had expressed a preference in favour of the
Town Council's proposals, as a result of which the District Council had decided
that, subject to due procedures and timing, an order would be made to implement
warding arrangements as proposed by the Town Council. The order would be made
to coincide with the Commission's timetable on district warding generally. He
confirmed that the District Council would make the necessary warding order
before the Home Secretary's order.
25. Mr. Graham Taylor, Town Clerk of Stowmarket, said that they supported the
Commission's proposals for Stowmarket and welcomed the co-operation of the
District Council after various negotiations. The proposals were in accordance
with the Commission's guide lines.
B.

Hoxne Ward

26. The written representation from the Occold Parish Council said that they
wished to express their very strong objection to the Ward the parish of Occold
is situated in being called "HOXNE". It was felt that, from a-geographical
point of view it should be named "Hoxne/Occold Ward".
27. The Occold Parish Council were not represented at the meeting. I threw
out the suggestion as a possibility that, consistently with the suggestion
to name the Ricklnghall Ward "St. Botolph's" as described under the next
sub-heading of this report, it might be appropriate to call the Hoxne Ward
"St. Edmund's" after St. Edmund, King of East Anglia who was shot by arrows
at Hoxne.
28. Mr. Dunn, for the District Council, said that the general policy followed
by the District Council in the selection of ward names was to have regard to
the relative sizes of the parishes in the ward, and then to have regard to any
known established seniority or traditions which might be relevant. In some
cases like the Stonham or Greeting wards, one name was sufficiently common as
to warrant it predominating. It should be remembered that the sole purpose
of warding was to facilitate district council elections, and that the selection
of the ward name was therefore relatively inconsequential. But the District
Council did not wish to be dogmatic over an issue like this. The Occold
Parish Council objected to the name Hoxne being used and thought it should be
"Hoxne/Occold". Both parishes were at opposite extremities of the ward. Hoxne
was by far the larger in terms of population and area, and its territory
extended into the centre of the ward. He suggested that Hoxne was also the best
known of the villages within the ward.
28. Afr. Jack Campbell, for the Mid Suffolk Labour Party, said that it would
be difficult in principle to accede to the Occold request because some of the
- 8 -

other wards might come along with a similar request and the position would
become chaotic.
30. I pointed out that the only ward which seemed to have dual parish names,
was Haughley and Wetherden consisting of only the two parishes. Mr. Dunn said
that Wetherden got in very early with a suggestion for this name and it was
accepted, but it should be regarded as an exceptional case. "St. Edmund's"
would not be an acceptable name because it was important to choose a name which
meant something in terms of location.
C.

Rickinghall Ward

31. The written representation from the Redgrave Parish Council said that
they noted that the Commission proposed to rename Ward 27 the Rickinghall Ward
and, whilst understanding that it was desirable that the present cumbersome
system be changed, it was felt by the Parish Council that Redgrave would, to
some degree, be losing identity by being included in the name of a
neighbouring parish. As the parishes of Botesdale and Hinderclay were also
included within this ward it was felt that a name embracing all the parishes
be used in order to avoid the proposed situation. It was suggested that the
name of St. Botolph's Ward would perhaps be a more suitable name so that
individual village names would not in future be lost.
32. Mrs. J.F. Todd, formerly Clerk and now a member of the Redgrave Parish
Council, said that she was concerned over the lack of originality in naming
many of the wards. Suffolk was a very historic county and this was an
opportunity to stimulate an interest in the past. When only one village was
included in the ward name the others in the ward felt a loss of identity. She
hoped that the Parish Council's suggestion would be considered sympathetically.
Not only was there a loss of identity but a feeling of the danger of absorption.
With several parishes contained in one ward, and in many cases ecclesiastical
parishes being joined in One benefice, there was a danger of loss of
individuality. Other counties might be content but in Suffolk they did
differently. Having read what Mr. Dunn was going to say she did not altogether
agree with it. She was not sure that the Rickinghalls were in the centre.
Botesdale was more central, but she was not speaking for Botesdale. So far
as locational terms were concerned there was no place called Hartismere
(the name of the former rural district). On my enquiring as to what the
association with St. Botolph was, Mrs. Todd said that Botesdale had St. Botolph's
chapel of ease. He was a very important local Saint and all villages were
linked with St. Botolph in that area. I: referred to the fact that Redgrave's
representation had been circulated to the other Parish Councils in the Ward
(the two Rickinghalls now being under one Parish Council) and enquired
whether there had been any reaction. Mrs. Todd said there had not.
33. Mr. Dunn, referring to Redgrave's suggestion of "St. Botolphs", said that
his comment on this was that in .terms of geographical location the name would
be just as meaningless as continuing to call it ward 27. All the names selected
by the District Council were helpful in locational terms. The parishes of
Rickinghall Superior and Rickinghall Inferior together accounted for a higher
electorate than any other parish in the ward, and the Rickinghalls -'were fairly
centrally situated within the ward. He drew attention to the absence of
objection from the other four parishes and suggested that accordingly the
District Council's name was generally acceptable. At this Mrs Todd claimed
that the absence of objection showed they were quite happy with St. Botolph's
Ward.

34. Mr. Jack Campbell, for the Mid Suffolk Labour Party, supported the
District Council. If a lorry driver stopped and asked to be directed to a
village, he said, to tell him the Parish Council's proposed name would confuse
the issue. Mrs. Todd countered that the lorry driver would not ask for the
name of the ward but for that of the village.
D. Rattlesden and Woolpit Wards
35. The written representation from the Felsham Parish Council said that
following a meeting of the Parish Council, on June 22nd, it was unanimously
agreed that the present allocation for the Rattlesden Ward was adequate for any
Councillor to represent, and that the addition of the Parish of Drinkstone
would weaken the Councillor's effectiveness in representing the interests and
views of the present Villages of Rattlesden, Gedding and Felsham.
36.

Noone was present at the meeting to represent the Felsham Parish Council.

37. Mr. Dunn, for the District Council, said that under the present
arrangements Ward 33 comprised the parishes of Woolpit and Drinkstone, and the
likely electorate for the ward by the year 1980 was 1,414. Ward 34 comprised
Rattlesden, Gedding and Felsham with a likely electorate of 953. Woolpit was
growing. The existing electorate for Woolpit and Drinkstone was 1,344 which was
already above the ward target, whereas the electorate in the present Ward 34
was more than 300 below target. For these reasons it seemed sensible to the
District Council to constitute Woolpit as a separate ward, by the transfer of
Drinkstone into the Rattlesden ward bringing the latter's population nearly up to
target level. Rattlesden and Drinkstone were already linked for ecclesiastical
purposes.
38. Mr. Hall, for the County Council, supported Mr. Dunn.
39.

Noone else wanted to say anything on this subject.
E.

40.

Bramford, Barking, (Blakenham) and Ringshall Wards

Written representations were received from

(1) from the Bramford Parish Council saying that the Council requested, in
January, 1975, that full consideration should be given to increasing
the representation of Bramford on the Mid Suffolk District Council to 2
i.
members. It was at first thought that the present proposal to add 3
smaller villages to the ward and then have 2 members would cover this
request. It was now learned however that the smaller villages.in question
objected to being joined with a much larger one and the Council would be
reluctant to support the proposal against their wishes. The Council
considered therefore that the parish of Bramford should remain as one ward
of the District, but re-iterated the request for 2 representatives. The
present electoral roll was 1,733 and was projected by the District Council
to increase to 1,805 by 1980. With the extension of the Council Estate
and the development of Angel Meadow yet to come, this might well be an
underestimate. The number might not quite reach the optimum for 2
members but it was certainly not adequately covered by a single member,
even though the population was more concentrated. It was also claimed
that Bramford had the highest rateable value of any village in the
District and should therefore have the fullest representation on the
Rating Authority.
(2) from the Chairman of the Flowton Parish Meeting saying that opinion had
been expressed, and this was after more reflection, that the present
warding arrangements should be retained. Bramford obviously felt that
their representative was too busy. He was a Magistrate, County and
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District Councillor. If he gave up as a County Councillor some felt he
would have more tine to devote to Bramford's needs. Many of them in the
country areas also felt that a predominantly "town like" attitude could
sometimes produce "alien and expensive" ideas. They trusted that the
Commission would leave them in the present Ward 8 without further
interference.
(3) from the Little Blakenham Parish Council dated 5th August, 1976, to the
District Council saying that since their recent meeting in Bramford
they had received the Structure Plan and Gipping Valley Countryside and
Recreation Plan Survey and Appraisal. In view of the proposals therein,
in particular in relation to Bramford, they would like to place on record
that with regard to electoral arrangements they would like to keep a
separate identity with rural areas.
(4) from the Great Blakenham Parish Council saying that at a meeting of the
Parish Council on the 13th July, 1976, it was unanimously resolved that
Great Blakenham ought not to be added to the Bramford Ward for district
electoral purposes as proposed by the Commission, and that strong objections
should be made. The Council felt that Bramford was largely an Ipswich
dormitory and, therefore, had a quite different social and political way
of life from Great Blakenham, which was a rural parish grappling with an
industrial complex, and with a complete lack of communication with
Bramford. Bramford electors, being in an overwhelming majority, would no
doubt be able to select both councillors, who would not fairly represent
Great Blakenham where needs were so different, and Great Blakenham
electors would be virtually disfranchised. In the present circumstances
their District Councillor was elected by 5 rural parishes who all had fair
representation thereby having similar interests. In these circumstances,
the Parish Council trusted that the Commission would amend their proposals
accordingly.
(5) from the Somersham Parish Council dated 2nd August, 1976, to the District
Council apologising for not attending the meeting at Bramford on the
21st July and saying that they could not see what improvement the
Commission's proposed alterations would have, nor why they should have
been necessary at all. Prior to the proposed changes the electorate
numbers of each ward were pretty uniform and therefore, they felt, easier
for the respective councillors to cover. They also felt that Bramford
was better left as a separate ward. Unlike the other "rural" parishes
who had no direct influence from Ipswich, Bramford was fast becoming
part of the outskirts of Ipswich and more like an "urban" parish. Their
only other reason for opposing the proposals was that district councillors
had a pretty intimate knowledge of their wards, and to change some of them
would mean that other councillors would have to familiarise themselves
with this knowledge before they could be as effective. ,
41. I also read to the meeting the two paragraphs from the note of the meeting
held at Bramford on the 21st July, 1976, forwarded with the District Council's
written representations (see paragraph 10 of this report) relating to the
Parishes of Baylham and Offton and Willisham since no other representations in
writing from these two Parishes had been submitted to the Commission. The
paragraphs are as follows :"Mr. P. Wilson of Baylham said that over a period of years Baylham had
"gradually been growing into Great Blakenham. It was a small parish with no
"council. The majority of people wished Baylham to become part of Great
"Blakenham. Churches, school and pubs were shared, Baylham people worked in
"Blakenham, and the ''cement quarry was in Baylham. Baylham could not become
"part of Great Blakenham unless in the same ward. The communities were already
"joined for practical purposes but not te&ically.
"Councillor P.T. Chapman, speaking for Offton and Willisham Parish Council
"said that the people wished to retain the present arrangements, as they were
- 11 f.

"happy with the situation as it existed."
42 At the meeting Mr. A.G. Pryke, Chairman of Bramford Parish Council, said
that his Council still wanted to adhere to their written representation (see
paragraph 40 of this report). They were quite happy to accept the Commission's
proposals but, in view of the objections from the villages, were prepared to
compromise; but they still wanted 2 members. They were entitled to 1$ but as
they could not have a head or legs only they felt they should have 2. They
had had 4 representatives on the former Gipping R.D.C., but the representation
was reduced to 3 and then to 1. Bramford was quite an important village in the
area, and they felt they should have 2. It was perhaps true that Bramford was an
"urban" parish, but he did not think it was all that urban. They might choose
someone from elsewhere as a representative. He did not know of any joint interests
which Bramford had with other parishes. The majority of Bramford people worked in
Ipswich. One could hardly find where the boundary was between Ipswich and
Bramford. They still wanted to keep the parish a rural area. He would not say that
many people travelled from Bramford to work in the industrial parts of Great
Blakenham.
43. Mr. G.H. Caldwell-Smith, Chairman of the Flowton Parish Meeting, said that
I had read out their views (see paragraph 40 of this report). The village was
100% against joining up with any other parish. What he had said in the letter
I had read out remained the same. Views had hardened even more, particularly in
view of the road, the proposed Ipswich Bypass, which would run across the west
side of Sproughton and Bramford Park cutting off the small road system from
Bramford. He had said in the letter that Mr. Cunningham, who represented
the Bramford Ward, was a busy man, and he would have thought that if
Mr. Cunningham dropped one job he would be able to attend more to Bramford's
needs. Flowton was a rural area politically immature and did not want to be
grouped with other parishes better and politically organised. He felt that in
a few years time they would be drawn into a town-like council status. They
would like to remain truly rural and look after their own affairs.
44. At this point Mr. Hall, representing the County Council kindly put in a
copy of the published route plan of the proposed Ipswich Bypass, which, he said,
would be a trunk road and a public inquiry was to be held into the proposal soon.
A lobby would oppose the proposed .road in principle, although it was badly
needed, and some objectors would suggest that it might go on the other side of
Ipswich. The question of side roads would be up for discussion at the inquiry
but the details had not yet been formulated. (The plan shows the Bypass
running south to north to the west of, and more or less parallel with, the
existing road A1100 through Bramford Parish dividing the urban part of the
Parish from most of its rural area and then at a point near the Little
Blakenham/Great Blakenham parish boundary curving to the east by means of the
new existing approach road across the railway to Join the Needham Market and
Stowmarket Bypass, dividing a small part of Little Blakenham Parish from the
rest) .
45. Mr. Sid Bird, Chairman of the Little Blakenham Parish Council, said that
the previous speakers had summed the matter up admirably, and he was not sure
that he could add anything. The road was vital because it would separate
Little Blakenham from Bramford. They wished to remain as they were. There was
a big development proposed of the Gipping Valley for recreational purposes,
but it was nothing to do with warding. The Parish Council's letter (see
paragraph 40 of this report) was making the point that they were coming in with
the Gipping Valley Recreation Plan, a rural area and not urban.. The road would
be a psychological barrier, although one would be able to get under or over it.
46.

Noone was present to represent Great Blakenham.

47. Mrs. N. Garlick, Chairman of Somersham Parish Council, said that she
supported Mr. Caldwell-Smith and Mr. Bird. Somersham had several links with
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Little Blakenham. They had a Community Association with Little Blakenham and
Flowton; there was an oJ.d folk's club in Somersham, and people came from Little
Blakenham and Flowton. Children came to school in Someraham from Little
Blakenham and Flowton. The present District Councillor, Mr. Bird, was a
resident in Little Blakonhara. They did not wish to be aoparated. Mr. S.A. Wt'J..':o/it
a member of Somersham Parish Council, said that FJowton and Somershnm were under
the same Rector together with Offton and Willisham. They definitely did not
want to lose Flowton and Little Blakenham.
48.

Noone was present to represent Baylham.

49. Mr. W.B. Marland, Parish Councillor of Offton and Willisham Joint Parish
Council, said that during his term of office as a Hid Suffolk District
Councillor (he was not a District Councillor now as he did not stand at the
last election) he had found that the present Barking Ward as proposed by the
District Council worked well comprising as it did small parishes thinking very
much the same as each other, and he felt the present arrangements should stand.
Mr. P.T. Chapman said that he was the present District Councillor for the Ward
and Chairman of Offton and Willisham Parish Council and that he would like to
emphasise what he said at Bramford some time ago that the parishes should stay
together as at the moment. They were truly rural parishes, farming being the
main industry, and formed a very pleasant block of parishes happy with the
present position and happy as regards their representation on the District
Council. They had had a change only about 3 years ago when the District Council
was formed; they felt the Commission's proposals were upsetting far too quickly
a perfectly happy situation which was gradually being created, and, if the
Commission's suggestion was to go ahead, this would upset the work and
understanding which had been going on up to the present time. See also para. 71.

a
50. Mrs. M.P. Cullen, of Nettlestead, said she was/representative of the parish.
They were connected with Great and Little Blakenham ecclesiastically and wished
to remain so. They also felt that if they were moved over to the Barking Ward it
was going to make more work for the District Councillor, who was in the next
Parish of Little Blakenham and with whom they had close ties. Therefore they
did not want to have an alteration. She was speaking for various people in
Nettlestead. There had been no public meeting on the subject.
51. Mr. Jack Campbell, speaking for the Mid Suffolk Labour Party, said that he
wished to disassociate himself from the parochial viewpoint, but he felt the
views of the parishes and the District Council were valid, but he supported
Bradford's claim for 2 members. The forecast for 1980 might be completely out
because Bramford was an expanding area attracting people in the Ipswich area,
and he felt that in three years the present electorate might be completely out
and another review would have to take place.
52. When Mr. David Bone spoke later on the Bacton area (see paragraph 64
of this report) for the Eye Constituency Conservative Association he said that
he also supported the District Council's proposals in the Bramford area.
53. Mr. Hall, for the Coifty Council, said that they took the view that it was
very much a matter for the local people - whichever way the decision went would
not affect the way in which they drew the county areas. He also stated that
children in Great Blakenham went to Claydon Primary School, children in Little
Blakenham went to Somersham Primary School, and Flowton was divided into two,
some children going to Somersham and some to Bramford.
54. Mr. Dunn, for the District Council, said that the problem in the Bramford
area, consideration of which became fairly complex last summer as a result of
the Commission's draft proposals, stemmed from the number of electors in
Bramford itself. At just over 1,800 electors by the year 1980, Bramford would be
500 above the ward target, but still 800 short of the target for two members.
In a letter to the District Council of 20th January, 1975, Bramford Parish Council
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had asked for consideration to be given to an increase in the number of
councillors returned by Bramford from 1 to 2, but the District Council's draft
scheme only provided for 1. Initially Bramford had found the Commission's
proposal to attach three other parishes to Bramford, to give a 2-member ward,
acceptable as a compromise, but now were reluctant to support the proposal
against the wishes of the other villages and considered Bramford Parish
should remain as one ward but reiterated their request for two representatives.
The outcome, as he saw it, was that as a result of the barrage of protest from
parishes north-west of Bramford, either against being linked with Bramford or
against any change at all, both those parishes and Bramford itself wished the
current warding boundaries to remain.
55. As regards Bramford's wish for two district councillors, Mr. Dunn continued,
the District Council considered that Bramford should continue to return one
only, as the criteria for two were not met. Although by the year 1980 Bramford's
electorate was likely to be 500 in excess of the ward target, it would be
concentrated within a single parish. He suggested that to represent a fairly
compact single parish of 1,800 electors was no more difficult than in the cases
of the Worlingworth or Wetheringsett Wards, where in each case 7 parishes with
nearly 1,200 electors were represented by a single councillor. He drew
attention to the proposed Ipswich Bypass which he thought would go through
Bramford. The extent of community impact that this would have could not yet be
foreseen and this was perhaps another factor in favour of leaving present
arrangements undisturbed.
Ecclesiastically, Bramford was not linked with
adjacent parishes in a united benefice. The Blakenhams were linked with
Nettlestead, Flowton was linked with Somersham, and Barking was linked with
Great Bricett. The Commission's proposals did not reflect these ecclesiastical
community links.
56. On the question of what Mr. Campbell had said about the electorate (see
paragraph 51 of this report) Mr. Dunnpaid that the 1,805 for 1980 had been
projected two years ago. The Planners current projection was 1,835. Mr. Dunn
also said that an increase in electorate was not necessarily a justification
for an increase in representation; otherwise if one projected this to infinity
one might end up with a total membership of 80 or 90, outside the size range
of 30 to 60 foa? district councils.
57. In the absence of anyone from Great Blakenham I asked Mr. Bird (see
paragraph 45 of this report) whether he could give me any details about the
Great Blakenham industrial complex referred to in that Parish Council's written
representation (see paragraph 40 of this report) which I said I would in any
case see for myself later. Mr. Bird said that there was the cement works and
firms concerned with steel piling, hardware, reproduction furniture, poultry,
steel plating,
gas fire appliances, a scrap business, and possibly other
things together with a highways depot. He could not say how many people were
employed. Many employees would come from Somersham and Little Blakenham and
Claydon.
58. Afr. Pryke, by way of reply for Bramford, said that Flowton had suggested
Bramford had a super organisation but he did not think this was so. They
were entitled to 1$ representatives and they wanted 2 because of their future
and present problems. The problems were big because of their expansion.
F.
59.

Stowupland, (Bacton), Badwell Ash and Walsham-le-Hillows Wards

Written representations were received from

(1)

the Finningham Parish Council saying that they understood that the
District Council had already issued a "holding objection" to the
Commission's draft proposal, and they added their voice to this protest.
As the Commission could appreciate the local ties were very strong in a
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rural community such as in Mid Suffolk. Finningham had always had strong
social connections with the parishes in the present ward, which it would
like retained. In addition there was a vital road link through Bacton
to Flnnlngham which was not always apparent from maps. The parish did not
have any links with either Waisham or Wattisfield as the Finninghara people
automatically looked to Eye or Stowraarket for town facilities thus
turning away from these more westerly parishes.
(2) from the Westhorpe Parish Council saying that at a recent Parish Council
meeting the Council was against the Commission's proposal for two basic
reasons: 1. the centres of population in the area left a very definite
void between Westhorpe and Finningham on one side and Walsham-le-Willos
and Wattisfield on the other 2. the living communities within those
centres of population were not contiguous with the proposed boundary.
The representation continued that the Council felt that these two reasons
were far more important considerations than the creation of a ward which
only in terms of population was desirable for the maintenance of
democracy. Furthermore the Council felt that if the proposals were
adopted , knowledge of the candidates for election would prove most
difficult and therefore democracy again would not be enhanced. The
Council believed that the present ward of Westhorpe, Wyverstone, Bacton
and Finningham met the necessary requirements and would strongly
recommend that no change/was implemented.
(3) from the Wyverstone Parish Council saying that the members of the Council
considered that it was wrong to group their parish with the present
ward 29 (the remainder of the Commission's proposed Badwell Ash Ward).
The parish had always been connected with Bacton and Westhorpe where the
views of the people were respected. The parish was joined with Bacton as
regards the Church, the Rector acting for both parishes. It had a small
population and joining with 4 other parishes in an area that was West
Suffolk they would feel out of place for a very long time.
(4)

from the Bacton Parish Council saying that the members of the Council •
considered it was wrong to group their parish with the Stowupland ward
as the Commission suggested, the political views of Gipping, Old Newton
with Dagworth and Stowupland were entirely opposite. It would be much
better if Bacton was linked with Wyverstone, Westhorpe and Finningham as
two of these villages were already together with regard to the Church
and all parishes were linked together as regards the Modern School, also
they had always worked very well together in the past. The four villages
suggested by the Parish Council were grouped together , but the parishes
the Commission suggested were 8 miles from Bacton.

(5) from the Eye Constituency Conservative Association submitting that the
proposed Stowupland Ward should not include the parish of Bacton, the
reasons for their objection being: 1. the Ward would become
geographically too large, Bacton being some seven miles from Stowupland
2. in view of the present electorate, some 2,639, and the type of
development taking place in this area it was considered that the Ward
was too big for two representatives 3. because of its situation in
relation to the other parishes Bacton had no natural affinity with them
and it was considered that this combination would not be a happy one.
(6) from the Badwell Ash Parish Council saying that the Council wished to
object to the draft proposal to link Wyverstone with the parishes of
Badwell Ash, Great Ashfield, Hunston, Langham and Stowlangtoft in the
Badwell Ash Ward. The objection was based on the following three
reasons: 1. the parishes of Stowlangtoft, Langham, Hunston, Great
Ashfield and Badwell Ash were a united parish group for ecclesiastical
purposes.
There were ecclesiastical and historical links between
groups of the five parishes going back over a very long period. There
was no link of any kind between the five and Wyverstone. 2. Wyverstone,
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it was understood, had similar links with other adjoining parishes which
did not include Badwell Ash, Great Ashfield, Hunston, Langham or
Stowlangtoft 3. the inclusion of Wyverstone with the five parishes
mentioned would geographically extend the area to make it unmanageable
for one councillor.
<7) from the Old Newton with Dagworth and Gipping Parish Council saying
that while the Councillors of the Parishes of Old Newton with Dagworth
and Gipping appreciated that Bacton adjoined Old Newton they would like
to make it known that they felt Bacton was far too remote from
Stowupland to be linked under the same Councillors successfully. At the
moment both their District Councillors resided in Stowupland and therefore
would have quite long Journeys to attend to Bacton's affairs. They
appreciated that in future elections both representatives on the District
Council could be elected from Bacton where the position would then be
reversed.
(8) from the Stowupland Parish Council saying that they were strongly
opposed to the Commission's proposed Stowupland Ward and wished to put
forward the followingopoints: 1. geographically the proposed ward was
long in shape, with a considerable distance from end to end 2. with
Stowupland being the larger parish, considerably so, there was a strong
likelihood of both representatives coming from this parish, as now. With
Bacton at such a distance there was a possibility of that parish being
somewhat neglected. If not so in fact, they might well feel so
3. reorganisation brought the feeling that, with larger wards, there was
a less close link between electors and representatives. This would be
intensified with a further enlargement of the ward. A close link was
most important for the services provided by a district council 4. there
was no affinity between Bacton and Stowupland. They were, until
reorganisation parts of different districts, and the new situation had
done nothing to bring them together. This did not apply to Stowupland
and Old Newton 5. Bacton was in fact a natural centre for the smaller
villages at present attached to it, Finningnam, Westhorpe and Wyverstone.
It had no connection whatever with Stowupland 6. it seemed to the
council that the proposal was an exercise in numbers and not something
which would bring about a more efficient service, in fact quite the
reverse. The representation concluded by saying that the Council made
a strong plea to leave things as they are in the Ward.
(9) from the Walsham-le-Willows Parish Council saying that they wished
to affirm their support for the District Council's opposition to the
Commission's proposed changes. The inclusion of the Parishes of
Birmingham and Westhorpe into the existing Walsham and Wattisfield ward
sought to produce an electoral unit by joining two pairs of parishes
which had little if indeed anything in common with each other.
1. Historically they belonged to different counties 2. ecclesiastically
they were separate 3. economically two parishes were linked to
Stowmarket and the other two to Bury St Edmunds 4. social and
community links were likewise oriented in opposing directions
5. geography and the layout of roads made actual contact between
(1) Finningham and Westhorpe and (2) Walsham and Wattisfield very
difficult - roads which were narrow and winding crossed what was a
no-mans land of heavy, ill-drained clay soil along the borders of the
old counties of East Suffolk and West Suffolk 6. county plans showed
that Walsham was likely to experience considerable growth - 34 of the
currently approved approximately 60 new dwellings were already under
construction and likely to lead to a considerable population increase
in this area.
The representation concluded by askiogthat the
Commission should examine the proposed changes in the light of the actual
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way of life of the people in the area and the difficulties which an
elected representative to the proposed new ward would encounter. In
their opinion they in no way compensated for the economic rationalisation
of the electoral area.
(10)

60.

from the Chairman of the Wattisfield Parish Council, dated 20th July, 1976,
addressed to the District Council regretting that it had not been
possible to find anyone to attend the District Council's meeting at
Bacton School and he was unable to go himself. The representation
continued that he would much prefer-from the Wattisfleld point of view the District Council's proposal about wards. The Commission's proposal
might make it tidier if one accepted their target electorate, but to couple
Wattisfield with Finningham and Westhorpe both of which were a long way
away seemed foolish when there were other villages closer. They were
lucky at present to have Mr. Edwards to look after their interests, but
if, later on, someone from Finningham was elected he might have hardly
heard of Wattisfield.
There was noone present at the meeting to represent Finningham.

61. Mr. G. Beak, Chairman of the Westhorpe Parish Council, said that the
Parish Council endorsed paragraphs 13 to 16 of what Mr. Dunn was going to say
(the substance of these is recorded in paragraphs 74 - 76 of this report) and the
opinions expressed by the letters which I had read out. The only other thing to
mention was that this seemed to be an exercise in numbers. A lot of pains would
be caused by the Commission's proposed distribution of the present ward which
they would like to stand. Westhorpe had an ecclesiastical link with Finningham.
They did not want their ties to go in the other direction. The Westhorpe
children went to Bacton primary and secondary schools. The four parishes in the
present ward were linked together. Their Women's Institute met in Bacton. Their
only ties with Wyverstone were in the past with the Church but now this tie was
withrFinningham. The Bacton schools immediately adjoined Wyverstone. Mrs. G. Beak,
District Councillor for the present Bacton Ward, said that until reorganisation
Westhorpe, Wyverstone and Bacton had had 2 representatives on the old Rural
District Council, so these villages had always been linked way back into the past;
since reorganisation Finningham had been added to the group and the four villages
now had 1 representative, but that association was from the Council's point of
view very long lasting.
62.

Noone was present to represent Wyverstone.

63. Mr. T. Black, Bacton Parish Councillor, said that the four villages in the
present ward had been very happy in the past. Bacton Secondary School was built
on the boundary of Bacton and Wyverstone. The villages of Wyverstone and Bacton
were quite close together. They worked together quite well; there had been a
horticultural society for Bacton and Wyverstone for 60 years or more. Bacton
and Wyverstone Churches were under the same Rector. Bacton was a truly rural
village but Stowupland was coupled up with Stowmarket and their population was
much bigger. Bacton would be swamped by these people and would not be recognised.
The village parts of the four parishes, including Finningham, were fairly close
together, whereas the outlying areas of the parishes were less populated. The
Commission's proposals would put three of the East Suffolk Bacton Ward's villages
into wards which had been in West Suffolk; the two counties never met.
Rickinghall where parishes formerly in East and West Suffolk were now in one ward
was an exception because the old county boundary ran through the middle of
Rickinghall village. There were transport problems to get into Stowmarket.
There had been a railway station in Bacton Parish named Finningham but this had
been closed; a bus service ran through to Stowmarket and to Diss in the north.
The Women's Institutes worked very closely between Bacton and Wyverstone.
-
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64. Mr. David Bone, for the Eye Constituency Conservative Association, said
that he supported the retention of the existing ward boundaries except in the case
of Ward 33 (the Woolpit . Ward now proposed by the District Council and the
Commission to exclude Drinkstone Parish, see paragraphs 35 to 37 of this report).
He believed that this would cause the minimum confusion to the electorate. The
existing arrangements only crossed parliamentary boundaries in Ward 27
(Rickinghall). The less crossing that occurred the better the interests of the
electorate would be served. Wards 28 and 29 (the'Wais*^-le-V7illows and Badwell Ash
Wards as proposed by the District Council) were in Bury St. Edmunds Constituency
while Ward 26 (the existing Bacton Ward as proposed by the District Council) was
in the Eye Constituency. His Association felt that the Mid Suffolk District
Council's proposals more closely aligned with the views of the electorate and
residents and the Council had taken great care to preserve all the interests of the
area using their intimate knowledge of Mid Suffolk. He was supporting the District
Council's proposals in the Bramford area as well as in the Bacton area. He
supported all the proposals of the District Council and not just Bacton. On
my enquiring what was meant by the "type of development" in the Association's
written representation (see paragraph 59(5) item 2 of this report) Mr. Bone said
that Bacton was a growth area with the Gipping valley in general. The housing
was private housing in the main and used as a dormitory town for Stowmarket, Eye,
Dlss and Ipswich.
65.

Noone was present to represent Badwell Ash.

66. Mr. A.G. Addison said that he was one of the two District Councillors for
the existing ward including Old Newton with Dagworth and Gipping and, as the
Parish Council were not sending anyone to the meeting, he had been asked to watch
their interests and was speaking for that Parish Council. He was also Chairman of
the Stowupland Parish Council. He had been present at the Old Newton Parish
Council meeting when they had discussed the matter. Anything he said was
relevant to both Old Newton with Dagworth and Gipping Parishes and to Stowupland
Parish. Geographically the Commission's proposal would add some 50% to the area
of the ward making it somewhat long with a narrow neck between Old Newton and
Bacton. On the ground Old Newton and Bacton were separated by a very thinly
populated area whereas at the other end of the ward was Stowupland, by far the
larger of these parishes in population. By virtue of the fact that the majority
of the population was in Stowupland it was extremely likely that the two members
of the ward would come from Stowupland as they did now and their friends in
Bacton would feel neglected even if in fact they were not. Bacton was a very
considerable distance from Stowupland and the job of representing an enlarged
ward would be very difficult.
67. Mr. Addison continued that up to reorganisation and for some time since there
had been a feeling that larger wards brought a less close link between the
electors and their representatives and a great deal of work had been put in to
allay the fear; the job would become even more difficult with a further
enlargement of the ward. As far as local connections were concerned Stowupland
and Old Newton had always been very closely connected and had been united
ecclesiastically. He recognised that these links would not be broken by the
Commission's proposal; but there were very close links between the four parishes
at present in the Bacton Ward. These would be broken and the Parishes which he
represented wished to have no part in altering the situation existing there.
Prior to reorganisation Bacton had been part of a different District Council area
from his Parishes and the 1973 reorganisation did very little to bring them closer
together. Both the Parish Councils he represented felt that effective
representation should be one of the criteria in determining warding arrangements.
Account should also be taken of geographical sizes and distances in rural areas,
even though the law might not take congnisance of this, in addition to numbers
on the electoral register. What was more important was that regard should be
had to historical community associations and links. His Parishes considered
all these were more important than an exercise to get the right numbers in the
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various wards or in fact to avoid increasing the size of the District Council
by 1 or even 2 seats. The communities he represented were totally opposed to
the enlargement of the ward for the reasons he had given.
68. Mr. Sid Wilson said that he was the other District Councillor for the
Stowupland Ward and also a Stowupland Parish Councillor. He emphasised that the
criteria should be natural groupings and effective representation. Social
arrangements worked, and worked well, and change for the sake of change was no
use. If the Commission wanted change they should demonstrate the social benefits.
He said Don't to the numbers game. In the public sector .only there were another
52 houses to be built in Stowupland and 20 in Old Newton, and this would have a
significant effect on numbers if that was the game being played.
69. Mrs. T. J. Toulson said that she lived at Walsham-le-Willows and supported
the letter that the Walsham-le-Willows Parish Council had sent (see paragraph 59(9)
of this report). The only other thing she wanted to say was that the parliamentary
boundary went to the edge between Walsham-le-Willows and Westhorpe, Walsham-leWillows being in the St. Edmundsbury Constituency. Mrs. J.M. Rudderham said that
she was a resident at Walsham-le-Willows and had come along to support the letter
from the Parish Council. Mrs. D. Rayson said that they endorsed 100% the letter
the Parish Council had sent to the Commission. She was just an ordinary
resident and did not represent the Parish Council. They just objected 100% to
being linked to Westhorpe and other villages. In a little village like theirs
it was Just a family concern and they cared for each other. They thought of
Westhorpe as being nearer to Stowmarket and they were 8 miles from Bacton, and
they utterly objected to the proposal 100%. They would like to see the village
retain the character they had now and have something to hand on. According to
everything she had heard no man had got up at the meeting and spoken in favour
of the changes, and she said that she endorsed what had been said in her own
simple way.
70.

Noone was present at the meeting to represent Wattisfield.

71. (At this point Mr. P.T. Chapman rose to say that the remarks which he had
made earlier (relating to the Bramford area, see paragraph 49 of this report)
applied to Darmsden (a small village in Barking Parish) as well).
72. Mr. Jack Campbell, for the Mid Suffolk Labour Party, said that they wished
to record that they were opposed to the Commission's draft proposals and
supported the views expressed by the District Council.
73. Mr. Hall, for the County Council, said that the villages to the west had
always looked to West Suffolk and the other parishes had looked to East Suffolk.
Unless there were very good reasons for changes the position should remain as
at present. They very much preferred using the old county boundary as the
electoral boundary here. He did not think it would help the County Council in
formulating their proposals to have an East/West division as proposed by the
Commission and they very much preferred, the North/South_division as at presei—
mt.
.
_ _
^
SBfl looked weatward to Stanton for the mlddle^schqol
So far as education was concernea Walsnam-le-WIIIows had tneir own primary~s
primary srchool?'
Badwell Ash, Great Ashfield, Hunston and Langham shared primary school facilities
and they looked to Stanton for the middle school. Wyverstone, Westhorpe, Cotton
and Bacton shared primary school facilities and Bacton itself was a source of
higher education for many more parishes surrounding it not including the parishes
immediately to the west. He supported the views of the District Council and the
parishes. In reply to an enquiry from me he said he had not heard of any
suggestion for the alteration of the parliamentary constituency boundary.
74. Mr. Dunn, for the District Council, said that of the four parishes in ward 26
(the Disrict Council's proposed Bacton Ward) Finningham Parish Council had said
they protested at the proposed change, and pointed out the remoteness of Waisham
or Wattisfield from Finningham, the Finningham Chairman making the point that the
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Commission should not seek to abolish this ward just because an extra
councillor was needed somewhere else. The District Council and the Commission
were proposing that .the number of councillors for ward 6 (Needham Market) should
go up from 1 to 2 but the Commission were seeking to reduce the total
and
it looked as if the Commission were looking for a saving somewhere else.
Westhorpe objected to change, the village being a long way from Wattisfield
and Walsham but having close geographic and community links with the other
parishes in the present ward. The route from Finningham to Walsham was rather
a long one and crossed a void between the two centres. Wyverstone Parish
Council had said the parish was opposed to going into a group with five other
parishes which until 1974 were in a different county - the county boundary was
still there in spirit. The Parish Council had said that Bacton was properly
grouped at present, and there were protests about regrouping into Stowupland
ward where there sere different political outlooks, and parts of which were
j tJ. °5<?ton andffvverstonesnared a Parish.Clerk. . .
.
. „„
eight
miles apart./ As regards the prospective reception of parts ofa ward 26
into adjacent wardst Badwell Ash had objected to the inclusion of Wyverstone in
ward 29 (the District Council's proposed Badwell Ash Ward). The Chairman
of Old Newton with Dagworth and Gipping Parish Council had said at the July
meeting at Bacton that if the Commission's draft proposals were adopted 13,000
acres and nearly 3,000 electors would be clumsily lumped together merely for
arithmetical convenience. In support of their plea for things to be left alone,
Stowupland Parish Council in their letter to the Commission (see paragraph 59(8)
of this report) gave six reasons why. The Chairman, of.Waltisfield Parish Council
Tsee paraerapn 59TIuj of jufiis reportj
had described the Commission's proposals as "foolish/. Walsham^-Ie-Willows
Parish Council, in opposing change, asked in their letter to the Commission
(see paragraph 59(9) of this report).that account be taken of the actual way of
life of the people in the area.
75. Mr. Dunn continued that whilst ecclesiastical organisation was no criterion
for electoral warding, it did demonstrate actual community links. The five
parishes in the present ward 29 were in a united benefice. The retention of
the present warding arrangements would be in harmony with ecclesiastical
groupings but the Commission's draft proposals would split Wyverstone and
Bacton which were within a united benefice.
76. Mr. Dunn said that it would be seen that opinion expressed so far, both to
the Commission and to the District Council, about the warding arrangements in the
Bacton area was unanimously in favour of retaining the present arrang. ements, and
equally emphatic against the Commission's draft proposals. The District
Council, having found the present warding arrangements in the area satisfactory
and having looked at a number of alternative possibilities none of which was
thought to be an improvement in terms of either review criteria or local
practicability, decided to seek retention of the present arrangements. In
taking that decision the Council were aware of local feelings because of
comments received from parishes during the initial consultation. The existing
warding arrangements were drawn up locally in the first place, had worked
satisfactorily, were accepted and understood, and there was resistance to
changing them unless it was to advantage. No advantage was seen in the
Commission's draft proposals, and they were thought to be impracticable and
unacceptable as evidenced by the representations submitted to the Commission.
G.

General Reply for the District Council

77. Mr. Dunn then made a general reply for the District Council. The Act
required, he said, that the councillor/electorate ratio should be as near as may
be the same in every ward. He interpreted the words "as near as may be" as
giving very great scope. There were 1,000 electors in the Stonham Ward and
1,500 in the Eye Ward. A 50% variation, but it was acceptable in terms of the
magic words "as nearly as may be". Why pick on Bacton and single it out for
abolition. If the numbers game was to be played it should be played
consistently..
It was difficult to fault the Commission's arithmetic but
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they were not being consistent in signalling out the Bacton, Badwell Ash and
Walsham-le-Willows Wards because other wards had great vaiations Norton with
a high electorate and Helmingham with a low one. While the Commission were
dealing with the Stowupland anomaly they were not dealing with Helmingham.
On my enquiring whether the Council had considered alternative possibilites,
e.g., combining Rickinghall and Walsham-le-Willows into a single 2 member ward
Mr. Dunn saTd that they had considered alternative possibilites; seven or
eight possible schemes had been thrown up; and they had looked at the coverage
of the District by 2 member and 3 member wards.
78. Mr. Dunn continued that the breaking of local ties should be avoided.
Bacton seemed a classic case of where the Commission were bent on breaking local
ties and trying to impose new ones that would not work. The Bramford area
did present arithmetical difficulties, but the percentage variation was not as
high as the 50% he had mentioned for Stonham and Eye. The Commission should
leave the warding alone until a sensible and acceptable solution presented
itself, after the Ipswich Bypass for instance. The present warding map was
drawn with local knowledge.^ The Commission's changes were drawn with textbook
...
,. . , wltn°a total, absence,o±, local knowledge
criteria applied inconsistently,And overlooking local ways of life. The
Commission had shown themselves to be not inflexible on another issue - the
likely number of seats on the County Council. At one time the Commission had
been suggesting a drastic reduction but now appeared to have accepted the
County Council's arguments.
78fl. Mr. Dun/iconeluded by saying that the District Council
expressed would lead the Commission to give effect to what
he drew attention to the extent of unanimity of opinion on
message coming over was loud and clear - Leave Mid Suffolk
5.

hoped that the views
was sought locally and
this issue. The
alone.

ACCOUNT OF INSPECTIONS MADE

79. The meeting finished two or three minutes before 1 p.m. and at 2.15 p.m.
I set off from the White Lion Hotel, Eye, in the company of Mr. J.A- Morrison,
Principal Administrative Assistant in the District Secretary's Department of the
Mid Suffolk District Council to inspect some of the areas concerned. I travelled
via Mellis to Botesdale and thence down the main road on the old county boundary
with Rickinghall Inferior and Rickinghall Superior on one side or the other,
and thence to Wattisfield. From Wattisfield I went on to Walsham-le-Willows and
thence to Finningham via Sunnyside and the B1113 and around in Finningham. From
Finningham I went to Westhorpe and thence via Crowland to Four Ashes just south
of Walsham-le-Willows, and thence to B adwell Ash, Hunston and Stowlangtoft. From
Stowlangtoft I retraced my steps to Hunston and Badwell Ash and thence turned off
to Great Ashfield, Wyverstone Street and Wyverstone, and thence via Westhorpe to
Finningham and thence south down the B. 1113 and turning pi^ht to Bacton and up
to the Modern School on the border of Wyverstone. Returning from thence to the
B. 1113 I travelled south to Old Newton and thence via Old Newton Hall to
Stowupland and down the A1120 to the main part of Stowupland and in and 'around the
housing development there. Leaving Stowupland I continued across the Stowmarket
Bypass into Stowmarket and down and up part of the A.45 in Stowmarket. Leaving
Stowmarket by the B. 1115 I continued to Rattlesden and thence via Felsham,
Gedding and Drinkstone to Woolpit. I then returned from Woolpit to Eye via
Elmswell, Great Ashfield, Wyverstone, Westhorpe, Finningham, Wickham Street and
the A. 140 arriving back about 4. 35 p.m.
80. On the following morning I left the White Lion Hotel, again in the company
of Mr. Morrison, at 10 a.m. and went south down the A. 140 and then south-west to
Greeting St. Mary and Needham Market and the B. 1078 to Barking and on to Great
Bricett. Beyond Great Bricett I turned left to Offton and then left up the hill to
WillishaTO. After going through Willisham I turned back by the road on which I had
come and then on through Somersham turning right up the hill at the far end of
Somersham to go to Flowton. After going through Flowton I took the road eastwards
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past Bramford Tye to the A. 1100 at Bramford noting on the way where the
Ipswich Bypass on its present published line would run across the road from
Flowton. I turned left up the A. 1100 and then forked left to Little Blakenham
village and through the village up to Nettlestead and from Nettlestead down to
the west end of Somersham and again through Somersham and then past Little
Blakenham village east to the A. 1100 and I then turned north up the A. 1100
to Great Blakenham, noting the part of Little Blakenham Parish which would be
cut off by the proposed Bypass and the sweep of the Bypass to the east, in part
already existing, to join the Needham Market and Stowmarket Bypass, south of
Great Blakenham. At Great Blakenham after visiting the small trading estate
down to the large Highways Depot, I went east from the A.1110 past the cement
works and then turned left on the A. 45 over the railway level crossing viewing
on the way the various other industrial establishments, and then through Great
Blakenham village on the A. 45 and continuing northwards. I then turned left
for Baylham and after passing through the village returned to the A. 45
continuing northwards until reaching the private road to Darmsden (mentioned
by Mr. Chapman, see paragraph 71 of this report). After going through Darmsden
across the three ramps or sleeping policemen almost up to the Church I retraced
my way to the A. 45 continuing south down this and then the A. 1100 to Bramford.
Arriving at Bramford I toured the housing estate development running down to
the River Gipping 'and then went through the old village and across the river
bridge to Ipswich where Mr. Morrison left me at Ipswich Railway Station at 12 noon
to enable me to catch a train back to London.
6.

ASSESSMENT OF THE WEIGHT OF THE ARGUMENTS,
CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS AND
REASONS

Part I - The General Background
81. In later paragraphs of this report I set out recommendations with reasons
on the various particular cases discussed before me. But in order that these
recommendations may be better understood I think it desirable to set out first
by way of general background the statutory provisions so far as relevant within
which the Commission, and in turn I as Assistant Commissioner, have to act.
82. Sub-section (2) of section 78 of the local Government Act, 1972, provides
that
"In considering the electoral arrangements for local government
areas for the purposes of this Part of this Act, the Secretary of
State, each of the Commissions and every district council shall
so far as is reasonably practicable comply with the rules set out
in Schedule 11 to this Act".
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83.

The relevant rule in Schedule 11 reads as follows :V3(l) This paragraph applies to the consideration by the Secretary
of State or either of the Commissions of the electoral arrangements
for elections of councillors of a district or London borough.
(2) Having regard to any change in the number or distribution
of the local government electors of the district or borough likely
to take place within the period of five years immediately following
the consideration (a) the ratio of the number of local government electors
to the number of councillors to be elected shall be, as nearly
as may be, the same in every ward of the district or borough;
(b) in a district every ward of a parish or community having a
parish or community council (whether separate or common)
shall lie wholly within a single ward of the district;
(c) in a district every parish or community which is not
divided into parish or community wards shall lie wholly within
a single ward of the district.
(3) Subject to sub-paragraph (2) above, in considering the
electoral arrangements referred to in sub-paragraph (1) above, regard
shall be had to (a) the desirability of fixing boundaries which are and will
remain easily identifiable; and
(b) any local ties which would be broken by the fixing of
any particular boundary".

84. It will be seen that there is one paramount command, namely that the ratio
of the number of electors to the number of councillors shall be, as nearly as
may be, the same in every ward. Even the desirability of avoiding the breaking
of local ties is sub-ordinated to this. There is nothing whatever about not
including different communities or parishes having no ties with each other
in one ward or about keeping all wards of one parish in the same district ward;
on the contrary rule 3(2)(b) must have in contemplation that different parish
wards may be in different district wards. Nor is there anything about
scattered population, width of geographical area, rural weighting, the burden on
rural councillors or having enough councillors in a ward to represent each
identifiable community in the ward. Nor does the Act require regard to be had
to any party political effect.
85. There are indeed two areas of discretion. First, the Commission are only
required to adhere to the rules "so far as is reasonably practicable".
Secondly, the ratio has only to be the same "as nearly as may be". In my
opinion these two areas of discretion do not permit the Commission, and
consequently myself, to sub-ordinate the same ratio rule to factors of the
kind mentioned in the last proceeding paragraph which are common factors over
England as a whole and not peculiar to the Mid Suffolk District. If Parliament
had wished the Commission to have regard to such factors as a general rule it
would have said so, as it has done in relation to breaking local ties, though,
as I have said, even this is sub-ordinated to the same ratio rule.
86. This is not to say that all factors should not be examined in each
individual case. They should be, and I have considered all the arguments put
to me in relation to their own particular facts, but this general background
must/affect the weight that is given to factors such as I have described and
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shows that the same ratio rule cannot be disregarded.
87. Mr. Dunn in his closing statement for the District Council said that
he interpreted the words "as nearly as may be" as giving very great scope
(see paragraph 77 of this report). Then he argues that the Bramford variation
is within the 50% (paragraph 78). I do not accept this argument. It is not
right in my opinion to add a plus and a minus variation together and then say
any variation within 50% should be acceptable. This seems to fly in the face
of the Act. Indeed, on Mr. Dunn's basis, the District Council really seem to me
to be arguing that a variation of 65% should be accepteable, i.e. a
combination of the percentage variation of 22% at Badwell Ash and 43% at
Bramford. But I do not believe it was the intention of Parliament that such
a variation of ratio should be acceptable where adjustments, complying with the
statutory rules, can be made in ward boundaries to avoid it. It seems to me
that the correct approach is to see what the percentage divergence from an
entitlement of 1 is in each ward and then consider, where this is substantial,
whether an improvement can be made within the statutory rules. In the case of
the Eye Ward, where the divergence is 15% (1980), this is a single unwarded
parish and must according to the statutory rules "lie wholly within a single
ward of the district". There is, therefore, little the Commission can do about
it, and the divergence must be regarded as complying as nearly as may be with
the same ratio rule, but this does not necessarily mean that this degree of
divergence is acceptable where an option is open to improve it. In other cases
the electorates of individual parishes which it is practicable to combine may
make it impracticable to improve the position to any worthwhile extent. Thus
in the case of the Stonham Ward which shows a percentage variation of -21% (1980)
all the wards adjoining Stonham save Debenham also show minus percentage
variations and transferring a parish to Stonham would only make the position in
the ward from which it was transferred worse. It would have been possible to
transfer the Parish of Winston from Debenham to Stonham and improve the Stonham
entitlement from 0.79 to 0.86 and the Debenham entitlement from 1.08 to 1.01,
although Winston looks from the map to be a more likely candidate for transfer
to the Helmingham Ward, a ward mentioned by Mr. Dunn in his charge that the
Commission have been inconsistent in singling out the Bacton Ward for
abolition (paragraph 77). Helmfgham is in much the same position as Stonham; of
the wards adjoining Helmingham, Stonham and Creeting are already showing minus
variations while the Barham entitlement is 1.01, so that it is only by a transfer
from Debenham that there would be an improvement of any significance. If Winston
was; transferred to the Helmingham Ward the improvement in ward entitlements
would be Helmingham from 0.83 to 0.91 (1980) and Debenham from 1.08 to 1.01
(also 1980). In the case of Norton where the entitlement is 1.18 it seems to
me that it would have been impracticable to improve this without corresponding
disadvantages elsewhere. Therefore, with the possible exception of the transfer
of the Parish of Winston, it seems to me that the Commission have been
consistent in looking at the Bacton area on the one hand and the wards mentioned
by Mr. Dunn as examples of inconsistency on the other, and it might well be
that the improvement which the transfer of Winston might have effected was
considered by the Commission to be too small to be worthwhile. Certainly at this
stage I do not consider it desirable to make any recommendation that this should
be done.
88. So I believe the words "as nearly as may be" are intended to cover cases
where variations are inherent by reason of paragraph 2(b) and (c) of rule 3
in Schedule 11 and cases where they are necessitated by the electorates of
individual parishes geographically related. But the words "as nearly as may be"
do, I think, give some discretion in avoiding the breaking of local ties to
which regard is to be had by the rules, and in so far as one can give effect
to factors such as those mentioned in paragraph 84, to which the Act does not
require regard to be had, and still reasonably observe the same ratio rule it is,
I think, proper; to do so, but the general backgroup I have described shows that
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there are limits to which one can go if one is to observe the intentions of
Parliament so far as they can be deduced from the 1972 Act.
89. For the sake of completeness, I should also mention that I have borne
in mind the words "so far as is .reasonably practicable" in section 78(2) of the
Act.
90. Before leaving the general background I would like to say a further word
about new associations of parishes. As I have said there is nothing in the
Act requiring regard to be had to the effect of these (paragraph 84).
I do
not find this surprising because the new district and district council
themselves are new associations bringing together former urban and rural areas,
and in this case parts of two former administrative counties. The electors
are associated together in the district, the elections concerned are to the
district council, and the general aim of Parliament was, I think, to give
each elector in the district the same share, as nearly as may be, of
representation wherever in the district he may live. I would emphasise that
the grouping together of parishes in wards with which I am concerned is
solely for the purposes of elections to the district council and it is for
this purpose alone that the rules which I have set out earlier apply. My
recommendations are not to be regarded as creating a precedent for other
purposes, e.g., the review of parish boundaries, where quite other criteria
may apply, e.g., for parish council boundaries, where section 47 of the Act
lays down the interests of effective and convenient local govern ment as
criteria. Nor should my recommendations simply for electoral ward bdhdaries
have any effect on the social religious or educational life of a parish as
some seemed to fear they might. I was particularly attr acted to what was said
by the three ladies who had taken the trouble to come from Walsham-le-Willows
and speak up for retaining the integrity of their village life (see pragraph 69).
The spirit they displayed is something to be encouraged and supported. I should
not wish to do anything to dam age it, and I do not believe that the warding of
the village with other parishes as the Commission propose solely for district
council electoral purposes should, or will, damage it.
91. The written representation from the Suffolk County Council (see paragraph 13)
was in fairly wide ranging terms. At the meeting, however, Mr. Hall's oral
representations for the County Council, though supporting the District Council
in the Rattlesden Ward, were confined from the point of view of formulating
county electoral divisions to the Bramford and Bacton areas, and it was only in
the latter case to facilitate this formulation that the retention of the
existing district wards was positively asked for. I do not know what pre cise
difficulties the recommendation I make later in this report for this area will
pose for the County Council, but I would here make the geifi-al observation that
while no doubt it is desirable that district wards should be compatible with
county electoral divisions there is no statutory requirement in rule 1 of
Schedule 11 to the 1972 Act that county electoral divisions shall be composed of
whole district electoral wards but merely a requirement that regard shall be had
to the boundaries of the wards of a district, so my recommendation should pose
no insuperable problem for the County Council.
92.

1 now turn to the individual cases.
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Part II - The Individual Cases
A.

The Stowmarket Wards

93. As appears from the foregoing note of the meeting (paragraphs 23 to 25)
there is now agreement by the District Council to the Commission's proposals,
which adopt the suggestions of the Stowmarket Town Council, and the District
Council are prepared to make the necessary parish warding order to give effect
to them. Although a comparison of the ordinary and italic type entries in
Part II of the Table in paragraph 6 of this ^port shows the entitlements in
the District Council's original proposals to be very slightly better overall
there is hardly anything in it , and the boundaries in the Commission's
proposals produce better shaped wards. In the circumstances and in the light
of the local agreement J recommend that the Commission should confirm their
proposals for the three Stowmarket Wards.
B.

The Hoxne Ward

94. Cumbersome ward names should be avoided. The District Council have
adopted a policy, to which they have made one exception, of naming their wards
after a single parish (or village) in each ward, and this policy has been
accepted by the great majority of parishes (paragraph 28). Where such a policy
has thus been successfully adopted locally, I think the Commission should be
slow to depart from it, and perhaps raise feelings of regret in other parishes
that they did not make a claim for their parish names to be combined in the title.
In pursuance of this policy I think the District Council were right to choose
Hoxne for the Hoxne Ward. It is the largest parish in the Ward in electorate
and also in area and does extend into the centre of the Ward. The one
exception I have referred to is the Haughley and Wetherden Ward. Apart from
Mr. Dunn's explanation to the^effect that it slipped through early (see
paragraph 30), it is different in that the Ward includes only the two Parishes.
In the circumstances I recommend that the Commission should not accede to the
request of the Occold Parish Council to include their name in the ward name
but should confirm the name as Hoxne.
C.

The Rickinghall Ward

95. The request of the Redgrave Parish Council is different from that of the
Occold Parish Council, since they are not suggesting a cumbersome or multiple
parish name but a simple name based on hist orical associations. For myself
I view with great sympathy Mrs. Todd's argument for stimulating interest in the
past in a historic county, and, while it is true that the name of St. Botolph's
has no locational significance to a stranger, if this is what the local people
want and understand, I do not think the absence of locational significance
need by itself be a reason for rejecting it. The absence of reaction from
the other parishes in the Ward who were consulted I take to indicate that they
have no objection either to St. Botolph's or to Rickinghall. But if the
Commission were to accede to this request the name would stand out as an
exception to all the other ward names, and, as I have said in the last preceeding
paragraph, I think the Commission should be slow to depart from a policy which
has been generally successfully adopted in the District. The name Rickinghall is
the right one to adopt to implement the District Council's policy, since the
Parishes of Rickinghall Inferior and Superior are two parts of a single village
and its hinterland and are now under a common parish council; together they
have the largest electorate, though Botesdale has a larger electorate than either
Parish singly, and area and extend into the centre of the Ward. In the
circumstances, though with some regret/ I recommend that the Commission should
not accede to the request of the Redgrave Parish Council but should confirm the
ward name as Rickinghall.
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D.

Rattlesden and Woolpit Wards

96. Under the Commission's draft proposals the 1975 and 1980 electorates
and entitlements of the Rattlesden and Woolpit Wards, which are the same as
those proposed by the District Council, are :Rattlesden

1,262

1,277

1.05

0.98

Woolpit

1,010

1,090

0.84

0.84

If the Parish of Drinkstone were transferred back to the Woolpit Ward as
requested by the Felsham Parish Council the equivalent figures would be :Rattlesden
Woolpit

938

953

1,334

1,414

0.79

0.74

1.12

1.09

The Commission's proposals do therefore represent some improvement towards the
same ratio rule, though there is a measure of over-representation at Woolpit
97. The Felsham Parish Council's representation (paragraph 35; they did not
appear at the meeting) is not based on the breaking of ties but on the fact
that, as they say, the councillor's effectiveness would be weakened because
of the addition of the new Parish.
As I have indicated in paragraph 84 this
is not a factor to which the 1972 Act requires regard to be had. I have,
however, considered it, but do not consider it should outweigh the improvement
in ratio produced by the Commission's proposals. In these circumstances and
as the Commission's proposals are what the District Council, supported by the
County Council, wish I recommend that the Commission should not accede to the
request of the Felsham Parish Council but should confirm the Rattlesden and
Woolpit Wards as proposed.
E.

Bramford, Barking, (Blakenham) and Ringshall Wards

98. A comparison of the ordinary type and italic type entries for the abovementioned Wards in Part III of the Table in paragraph 6 of this report will show
that the Commission's proposals provide a substantial improvement towards
achieving the same ratio rule although it produces some under-representaion in
the Barking Ward. Prima facie I do think that to leave the Bramford Ward as
the District Council suggest with an entitlement of 1.43 would not be i*\
compliance with the rules in Schedule 11 to the Act if a suitable option is
open to improve it (see my general comments in paragraph 87); indeed the
District Council themselves admit that the Bramford area presents arithmetical
difficulties (see paragraph 78).
I have, therefore, considered whether there
is any sufficient substance in the various representations made to Justify a
substantial departure from what prima facie appears to be required by the Act.
99. A considerable point was made of the proposed Bypass. Whether it will
come at all or on the published line or when is uncertain, but I have thought it
fair to assume in favour of those who claimed it in support that it will come
on the published line at a reasonably early date. However, I am not convinced
that the Bypass would be a barrier to the extent claimed when it has been
constructed and settled down with connections across or under or over it. After
all it is common for railways to run through wards. I do not, therefore, attach
great weight to it.
100. Leaving the road aside and looking at the representations otherwise it
seems to me that they are based not so much on the breaking of local ties as on
a desire of the rural parishes not to be associated with the "urban" Bramford.
In the case of Bramford itself there is, of course, no question of breaking ties.
Flowton's written and oral representations are concerned only with association
with Bramford. In the note of the meeting at Bramford which accompanied the
District Council's written representations the Little Blakenham representatives
are recorded as stating that while they had no objection to the Commission's
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proposals, Little Blakenham wished to remain in the same ward as Great
Blakenham (as they do under the Commission's proposals) because of community
ties and the transfer of Little Blakenham alone to the Bramford Ward would
not be acceptable; their subsequent written and oral representations objecting
to the Commission's proposals are based on their rural status. The Great
Blakenham written representation (they did not appear at the meeting) does
not mention ties and is based on rural status. The Somersham written
representation is also concerned with rural status in the main and not with
ties, but their oral representations at the meeting did lay considerable
stress on ties with Little Blakenham and Flowton. The Bay1ham representative
at the Bramford meeting is recorded in the District Council's note as laying
great stress on its ties with Great Blakenham; this is also mentioned in the
District Council's written representation (paragraph 10 of this report). The
Great Blakenham representative was, however, incorrect in stating at the
Bramford meeting (paragraph 41) that Baylham could not become part of Great
Blakenham unless in the same ward if by this is meant that they could not
have a common parish council; it is quite permissible under rule 3 of Schedule 11
for two parishes under a common parish council to be in different district
electoral wards. The Offton and Willisham representations are also based on
rural status rather than ties, and as to Mr. Chapman's criticsm of upsetting
change (paragraph 49) it is inevitable in the statutory requirements for the
initial reviews that there should be a good many changes soon after the first
elections to the new district councils. Mrs. Cullen of Nettlestead did lay
stress on ties with Great, and in particular, Little Blakenham.
101. I have considered the character of the relevant parishes from the point
of view of new associations. I carefully looked at Bramford during my inspection.
Certainly it has a large element of what is no doubt Ipswich dormitory estate
development, but the old village still retains its identity, and the whole
is clearly separated from what is at present fairly open outskirts of Ipswich
by the River Gipping. There is nothing like a Brighton and Hove situation.
Moreover, there is a large rural area of Bramford Parish with scattered
dwellings, mostly no doubt agricultural in it; indeed, looking at the map,
and judging from my inspection, Bramford has a larger truly rural area than any
of the other parishes concerned than Barking and must be almost the size of
Great and Little Blakenham combined. Just as there is a part of Bramford
Parish which is not rural, so there is a part of Great Blakenham Parish which
is not rural, namely, the industrial area. There is good road communication
between Bramford and Great Blakenham. I do not think the association of these
two Parishes in a new ward should present insuperable difficulties; it might
indeed give added strength to dealing with their respective problems. Little
Blakenham is rural but it has a tongue running in between Bramford and Great
Blakenham, and, if these two are associated in a ward, must necessarily be
incorporated in that ward to prevent it having two detached parts, unless it
is warded so that this tongue is in a separate parish ward which alone could
be incorporated in the Bramford Ward. I have considered this but do not
consider it to be a practicable proposition, and it would make the ratios worse,
and, moreover, Little Blakenham wish to remain associated with Great Blakenham.
102.
In the circumstances I do not think the factors here other than ties are
sufficient to outweigh the prima facie desirability of the Commission's
proposals in the light of the statutory ratio requirement. I have considered
the question of ties carefully and consider that two adjustments should be made
in the Commission's proposals to help the preservation of ties, namely, the
transfer of the Parish of Plowton from the Bramford Ward to the Barking Ward
and the transfer of the Parish of Baylham from the Barking Ward to the Bramford
Ward. Flowton is a small Parish with a small electorate of only 90 (1980),
and I am satisfied on what was said at the meeting and from my inspection that
its interests and links lie with Somersham rather than Bramford. In the case
of Baylham all the evidence is that its links are with Great Blakenham. This
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exchange of parishes will produce a change in the entitlements, but an

immaterial one, though it reduces the
follows :-

-representation in Barking, as

fb*4^tt^^^

As proposed by the Commission
Barking

It461

1,486

1.22

1.14

Bramford

2,433

2,578

2.03

1.99

With the exchange recommended
Barking

1,368

1,393

1.15

1.08

Bramford

2,526

2,671

2.12

2.06

As noted in paragraph 56 the projected increase of electorate for Bramford
in 1980 is now 30 more than the figure above previously submitted to the
Commission, but I regard this as making no material difference. If this
exchange is made, the proposed wards will preserve the ties between Great and
Little Blakenham, between Flowton and Somersham and between Bay1ham and Great
Blakenham, and those broken will be between Somersham and Little Blakenham
(claimed by Somersham but not Little Blakenham) and between Nettlestead and
Great and Little Blakenham. I do not, however, think that these are so strong
as to outweigh the great improvement in ratio: which the Commission's proposals
produce, and in any case Somersham and Nettlestead and Offton and Willishara
will remain warded with other rural parishes which is doubtless their wish.
103. There are no representations from Great Bricett about its proposed
transfer from the Barking Ward to the Ringshall Ward.
104. J accordingly recommend that the Commission should confirm their draft
proposals for the Barking, Bramford and Ringshall Wards subject to the two
following amendments : (1) the transfer of the Parish of Flowton from the Bramford Ward to the
Barking Ward/ and
£
(2) the transfer of the Parish of Baylham from the Baring Ward to the
Bramford Ward.
F, Stowupland, (Bacton) , Badwell Ash and Wals ham-le-Wi Hows Wards
105.
A comparison of the ordinary and the italic type entries in Part III
of the Table in paragraph- 6 of this report for the above-mentioned Wards shows
the Commission's proposals to be greatly superior to thoseof the District Council
in achieving the same ratio.
In particular taking the 1980 figures the 22%
variation in the case of the Badwell Ash and Walsham-le-Willows Wards in the
District Council's draft scheme is reduced to 8% and 3% In the case of the
Stowupland Ward as proposed by the District Council the variation is 18%,
but, as this is a two member ward, this is the equivalent of two single member
wards each with an 18% variation. The effect of the Commission's proposals is
to produce a 2 member ward with an 8% variation or the equivalent of two single
member ward each with an 8% variation. So in effect one has in the District
Council's scheme wards with variations of 22%,22%,18% and 18%, and in the
Commission's draft proposals wards with variations of 8%, 3%, 8% and 8%, a
substantial improvement. It is perhaps ironic that the Ward which is distributed
to achieve this, the Bacton Ward with an entitlement of 1.05, is itself almost
ideal in achieving the same ratio.- There is thus a strong prima facie case for
the Commission's proposals, and I have considered carefully whether the ties and
other factors mentioned in the various representations made are sufficient to
outweigh them.
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106. The arguments against the Commission's proposals rest partly on the
breaking of ties and partly on the dislike of new associations, emphasised
in this case by the former division between two administrative counties and
the distances between the centres of population in the Commission's proposed
wards. Looking first at the question of ties, there are clearly ties between
Finningham, Westhorpe, Wyverstone and Bacton. It is very natural that there
should be since geographically the villages are very close together. But then
so is Cotton close to Bacton and sends its children to the primary school
with Bacton, Westhorpe and Wyverstone (see paragraph 73), yet it is in a
different ward. There are other cases in other wards where a village is
nearer a village in an adjoining ward than to other villages in its own
ward.
Looking at the parish representations from the four Parishes in the
Bacton Ward, Finningham in their written representation to the Commission
say they have strong social ties with the other parishes in the ward (they
did not appear at the meeting, but at the Bacton local meeting convened by the
District Council the Chairman in the note of the meeting which accompanied
the District Council's written representation is recorded as saying that
although there were no strong feelings about the grouping of the parish into
ward 28, which is what the Commission propose, on balance there would be a
preference for no change). Westhorpe in their written representation do not
specifically refer to ties but base their objection more on the new association,
and in their oral representations while ties were mentioned I did not get the
impression that there was strong emphasis on ties; the information about
these was rather drawn out by questions from myself. It is, however, fair to
say that the note of the Bacton local meeting shows that their representatives
there did emphasise close geographical and community links and local ties
and affinities with the other Parishes in the Bacton Ward. Wyverstone in
their written representation emphasise ties with Bacton and Westhorpe,
particularly Bacton. Bacton in their written representations refer to links
with the Church in two parishes and with the Bacton Modernfechool in all four,
and this was emphasised in their oral representations, but I do have the
impression that the objection to the new association with a somewhat distant
and urban Stowupland is the most .important part of their objection.
In the
case of the representation from other Parishes than the four in the Bacton Ward,
although the links between these four may be mentioned,the real objection must
of necessity be to the new associations. The District Council in substance
support the Parish representations, as do the County Council. The emphasis in
the case of the two political parties-* who appeared is, I believe, rather on
the new associations, particularly in the Stowupland Ward, rather than on the
question of links. My general impression is that the strongest link is
between Wyverstone and Bacton viewed from the Wyverstone point of view and
that the least sifong link is between Finningham and the others,
Bacton, I would think, is perhaps something of a magnet to the
others. Westhorpe, I think, has the most all round links but I would not
class them as outstanding in the sense that one sometimes finds two parishes
combined under a common parish council or with no real separate identity.
107. I now look at the new associations. Taking first Bacton itself I do not
quite agree with Mr. Black's description of it as a truly rural village (see
paragraph 63).
It is in fact a "growth" village as described by Mr. Bone,
and with a comparatively substantial growth still to come as, a comparison of
^AHBlL-S-i'-nwllTI'i'
-••+.
the 1975 and 1980 electorates shows. In this respect thougn
on a smaller ftnn
scale*%
it seemsu to be comparable with Old Newton and Stowupland and quite appropriate
to be associated in the same ward, which would, incidentally, contribute a better
electoral balance to a ward in which Stowupland at present predominates though
I do not attach importance to this. The road communication between Bacton and
Old Newton seemed to me to be much better than the direct route between
Old Newton and Stowupland which is very poor, much more so I felt than some
of the roads to the north-west criticised at the meeting; indeed had it been
a proposal of the Commission to join Old Newton and Stowupland I feel I might
have heard much at the meeting 4>out the communic*tions. I appreciate that the
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fact that communications are bad between Stowupland and Old Newton is a strong
reason for not extending the ward still further to the north even though the
communications there be better.
108. In the case of Wyverstone I can understand their feeling they mention
that joining with four other parishes in what was a different county they
would feel out of place for a long time, but I may comment that really they are
only being grouped in a ward for the purpose of electing a district councillor
and there is no reason why they should feel out of place with him when elected..
Wyverstone is no great distance from Great Ashfield, the road communications
are reasonable and the overall size of the ward proposed by the Commission
does not seem to me to be greater than some others in the District,
Worligworth, Helmingham, Weybread, Wetheringsett, Gisligham or Fressingfield.
109.
In the case of Westhorpe and Finningham the argument is that the
Commission's proposed wards leave a void in the middle between the centres
of population with difficult road*communications and with the populations at
the two extremes looking in different directions, and the living communities
are not contiguous so making it difficult to know the candidates. Some of
these arguments are used in the case of Wyverstone also. I did not find the
road communications difficult,' not so much as between Old Newton and e
Stowupland, and it does not seem to me that in size or distances between
populations the ward is materially different from other wards mentioned
in the last proceeding paragraph, though I agree there is a void in the middle..
110. Then the argument is put forward that the old county boundary should
remain as a division because, as it was put to me, the two counties never
met (see paragraph 63) and because it is the parliamentary constituency
boundary. I have no doubt also from what Mr. Hall said that it plays a part
in county electoral areas. But I feel that one has to look forward rather
than backward. For better or worse the boundary has gone and the two sides
have been married in one district.. In the Rickinghall Ward parishes on
opposite sides of the boifflary have joined in a district ward without
opposition so far as I know; this is understandably the case with the
Rickinghalls, now combined under one parish council, as a special case, but
there are other parishes in the ward as well. I do not feel .the division
should be perpetuated for its own sake. It may well.be that the parliamentary
boundary will be altered in due course to follow the new district boundary;
this would be logical but by no means necessary. I have expressed in paragraph 91
the view that the abandonment of the old boundary need not present an
insuperable problem to the County Council.
111. Overall I have not found a decision easy to come to but I believe the
Commission's proposals should be implemented (a) because they show a substantial
improvement in three wards (or in what can effectively be looked at as four wards)
in comparing with the Act's overriding requirement for the same ratio as nearly
as may oe, (b) because I do not feel that the ties between the parishes to be
parted, to which I have had regard as required by the Act, are so strong as
to override the strong prima facie case at (a), and (c) because I do not
feel that the other factors, to which the Act does not require regard to be
had but which I have nevertheless regarded, even combined with the ties,
are sufficiently strong to override (a). I have expressed some general views
on new associations in paragraph 90, and I hope that, should the Commission
adopt my recommendation , in time the Commission's proposed wards will settle
down in harmonious working for the purpose solely of the election of district
councillors and without any adverse effect on village life and joint activities.
And I recommend that the Commission should confirm their proposed Badwell Ash,
Walsham-le-Willows and Stowupland Wards.
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7.

CONCLUSION

112. In the result my recommendations amount to the conclusion that the
Commission's draft proposals should be amended so as
(1) to transfer the Parish of Flowton from the Bramford Ward to the
Barking Ward, and
(2) to transfer the Parish of Baylham from the Barking Ward to the
Bramford Ward,
but that otherwise no amendments should be made to the Commission's proposals.
113. I have only come to this conclusion after very careful consideration and
have endeavoured to set out fairly fully the reasons which have led me to it.
While many of those who made representations or who attended the meeting may be
disappointed in the conclusion, I hope they may appreciate the reasons, and
I would like to express my thanks to all those who attended the meeting for
the kindness and courtesy they showed to me and the help they gave to me
in trying to find out fully the facts and the arguments involved.

(R.N.D. HAMILTON)

lit--.February,

1977.
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SCHEDULE 2
MID SUFFOLK DISTRICT : NAMES OP HtOPOSED WARDS AMD NUMBERS OF COUKCILLORS
'' A

*'" * "

HAME OF WARD

NO. OF COUNCILLORS

BABWELL ASH

1

BARHAM

•••

: 1

BARKING

1

BRAHPOHD

2

CLATDON
GREETING

1
1

DEBENHAM

1

ELMSWELL

1

ETE

1

FRESSINGFIELD
GISLINGHAM

.1
'

1

HAUGHLSy AND WETHERDEN

1

HELMINGHAM

1

HOXNE

1

MENDLESHAM

•• ; - , . - ' . . -> : '•• .•

1

NEEDHAM MARKET

2

NORTON

1

ONEHOUSE

1

PALGRAVE

1

RATTLESDEH

. 1

RICKENGHALT.
RINGSHALL

1
1

STONHAM

1

STOWMARKET CENTRAL

2

STOWMARKET NOR1H

2

STORMARKET SOU1H
STOWUPLAND
STRADBROKE
THURSTON
WALSHAM-LE-WILLOffS
WETHERINGSETT

2
2
1
1
1
1

WETBREAD

1

WOOLPIT
WORLINGWORTH

1
1

AH
SCHEDULE 3
MID SUFTOLK DISTRICT WARD DESCRIPTION
BADWELL ASH WARD
The parishes of Badwell Ash, Great Aghfield, Hunston,
Langham, Stowlangtoft and Wyverstone.

BARHAM WARD
The parishes of Barhara, Heraingstone and Henley.
BARKING WARD
The parishes of Barking, Flowton.Nettlestead, Offton.
9
Somersham and Willisham.
BHAMFORD WARD

The parishes of Baylham,Bramford , Great Blakenhaza
and Little Blakenhara.
CLAYDON WARD
The parishes of Akenham, Claydon and Whitton.
GREETING WARD

The parishes of Coddenham, Greeting St Mary and
Greeting St Petar or "West Greeting*
DEBENHAM WARD
The parishes of Ashfield cum Thorpe, Debenham and Winston.
ELMSWELL WARD
The parish of Elmswell.
EYE WARD
The parish of Eye.
FRESSINGFIELD WARD
The parishes of fVessingfield and Laxfield.

GISLINGHAM WARD
The parishes of Burgate, Gislingham, Mellis, Thornham Magna,
Thornhara Parva and Wortham.
HAUGHLEY AND WETHERDEN WARD

The parishes of Haughley and Wetherden.
HEIMENGHAM WARD
The parishes of Ashbocking, Crowfleld, Frarosden, Gosbeck,
Helmingham and Pettaugh.
HOXNE WARD
The parishes of Athelington, Denham, Horhara, Hoxne, Occold
and Redlingfield.
MENDLESHAM WARD
The parishes of Cotton, Mendlesham and Wickham Skeith.
NEEDHAM MARKET WARD

The parishes of Badley and Needham Market.
NORTON WARD

The parishes of Beyton, Hessett, Norton and Tostock.
ONEHODSE WARD
The parishes of Buxhall, Great Pinborough, Harleston,
Onehouse and Shelland.
PALGRAVE WARD

The parishes of Brome, Oakley, Palgrave, Stuston,
Thrandeston and Yaxley.
R&TTIESDEW WARD
The parishes of Drinkstone, Felshara, Gedding and Rattlesden.
RICKINGHALL WARD
The parishes of Botesdale, Hinderclay, Redgrave, RicfcLnghall
Inferior and Rickinghall Superior.

RINGSHALL WARD
The parishes of Combs, Battisford, Great.Bricett,
Little flnborough and Ringshall.
STONHAM WARD
The parishes of Mickfield, Stonham Aspal, Stonham Earl and
Stonham Parva.
STOUMARKET CENTRAL WARD
?"J-*tK'£

.-''V- -j'i

The Central ward of the parish of Stownarket ^f-^.;, ro-

STOWMARKET NORTH WARD

The North ward of the pariah of Stowmarket

STOWMAHKET SOUTH WARD
The South ward of the parish of Stowmarket .

STOWUPLAHD WARD
The parishes of Bacton, Gipping, Old Newton with
Dagworth and Stouupland.
STRADBROKE WARD
The parishes of Brundish, Stradbroke,, and Wilby.
THUliSTON WARD
The parish of Thurston.
WALSHAM-LE-V/ILLOHS WARD
The parishes of Einnlngham, Wnlsham-le-Willows,
Wattisfleld and Westhorpe.
WETHERINGSETT WARD
The parishes of Aspall, Braiseworth, Rishangles,
Thorndon, Thwaite, Stoke Ash and Wetheringsettcura-Brock ford•

WEYBREAD WARD

The parishes of Mendham, Metfield, Syleham, Weybread
and Wingfield.
WOOLBIT WARD

The parish of Woolpit%
WORLINOWORTH WARD

The parishes of Bedfield, Bedingfield, Kenton, Monk Soham,
Southolt, Tannington and Worlingworth.

