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THE COUNTY OF SUFFOLK AND ITS BOUNDARY WITH CAMBRIDGESHIRE
COMMISSION'S FINAL REPORT AND PROPOSALS
INTRODUCTION

1.
On 27 January 1986 we wrote to Suffolk County Council
announcing our intention to undertake a review of the County
under section 48(1) of the Local Government Act 1972. Copies of
the letter were sent to the principal local authorities and
parishes
in Suffolk
and
in the adjacent
counties
of
Cambridgeshire, Essex and Norfolk; to the National and County
Associations of Local Councils; to Members of Parliament with
constituency interests; and to the headquarters of the main
political parties.
In addition, copies were sent to those
government departments, regional health authorities, water
authorities, electricity and gas boards which might have an
interest, as well as to British Telecom, the English Tourist
Board, the local government press, and to local television and
radio stations serving the area.
2.
The County Councils were requested, in co-operation as
necessary with the other local authorities, to assist us in
publicising the start of the review by placing a notice for two
successive weeks in local newspapers so as to give a wide
coverage in the areas concerned. They were also asked to ensure
that the consultation letter was drawn to the attention of the
police and to services in respect of which they have a statutory
function such as the administration of justice.
3.
A period of six months from the date of the letter was
allowed for local authorities, including those in the adjacent
counties, and any person or body interested in the review, to
send us their views in detail on whether changes to the county
boundary were desirable and, if so, what those changes should be
and how they would best serve the interests of effective and
convenient local government.

4.
Our reviews of the Suffolk/Essex and Suffolk/Norfolk
boundaries were dealt with in our Reports Nos. 565 and 554
respectively. This review deals solely with Suffolk's boundary
with Cambridgeshire.
NEWMARKET - OUR INITIAL INVESTIGATIONS
5. Neither Suffolk nor Cambridgeshire County Councils, nor the
District Councils of East Cambridgeshire or Forest Heath (in
Suffolk), put forward proposals for change to the boundary
between Suffolk and Cambridgeshire.
In June 1986 East
Cambridgeshire and Forest Heath District Councils issued a jpint
statement, which was supported by Cambridgeshire and Suffolk
County Councils, stressing their close co-operation in the
administration of the Newmarket area by way of liaison meetings
and joint arrangements; in their view the existing boundary
should remain unaltered. South Cambridgeshire District Council
and the Parish Councils of Kennett and Moulton all expressed the
view that there should be no change to the existing boundary.
The Police Federation of England and Wales proposed a boundary
realignment along the A11 and the A45, to transfer part of
Cambridgeshire to Suffolk. One private individual suggested that
Newmarket's fringe development, which lies in Cambridgeshire,
should be transferred to Suffolk.
6.
We ourselves were of the view that the existing county
boundary at Newmarket was anomalous, in that part of Suffolk was
virtually detached within Cambridgeshire, and that the need for
joint arrangements was itself an indication of a boundary issue
requiring examination.
OUR APPROACH TO THE FOUR PRINCIPAL AUTHORITIES
7.
We therefore wrote to the four principal authorities on 5
December 1986 requesting their views as to how the apparent
anomaly of the boundary of Newmarket could be removed.
We
requested their comments on the merits of transferring Newmarket
from Suffolk to Cambridgeshire, or of transferring some areas
adjoining Newmarket from Cambridgeshire to Suffolk.
8. All four Councils replied to us in similar terms. They
adhered to the view that the joint arrangements which operated
between them in the Newmarket area worked satisfactorily and did

not indicate a need for a change. Further, any change might call
into question the viability of Forest Heath. The abolition of
this district authority would be outside the guidelines set out
in Department of the Environment Circular 12/84, which precludes
radical change involving the abolition or creation of a principal
authority, except where present arrangements clearly fail to
provide effective and convenient local government. All urged us
not to pursue the matter further.
9. Although we recognised the constraints which paragraphs 11
and 12 of DoE Circular 12/84 placed upon us, we concluded that
it would not be right to abandon our statutory duty to review a
county boundary which presented such an apparent anomaly. We
felt, however, that, before we could proceed any further, we
needed more information about how services were provided in the
Newmarket area. After the then Secretary had visited the Chief
Executive of both counties, we sent a questionnaire to the four
principal authorities
in July 1987, requesting
detailed
information about service provision and seeking their views on
the various options for change and the possible effect any such
change would have on East Cambridgeshire and Forest Heath
District Councils.
10.
In response, the four authorities submitted a joint
statement. This concluded that, in most respects, the present
boundary coincided with community of interest, and that, although
cross-boundary arrangements operated where necessary for some
services, such arrangements were not unique to the Newmarket
area. The authorities maintained that any re-organisation which
followed a boundary change would not improve the efficiency of
service provision, but would lead to problems with individual
services and to increased costs to ratepayers. However, it was
now claimed that the transfer of a significant area to either
Cambridgeshire or Suffolk would not reduce either East
Cambridgeshire or Forest Heath district below a "survivable
threshold".
OUR PRELIMINARY CONCLUSIONS
11 .
The detailed information supplied to us reinforced our
initial view that the existing boundary around Newmarket was
unsatisfactory. First, there appeared to be a number of physical
anomalies in the boundary. Secondly, there was a need on a large

scale for cross-boundary and agency arrangements in respect of
services. Thirdly, the significant cross boundary movements for
certain major services between Newmarket and its surrounding area
indicated that Newmarket was important as a functional centre,
in particular, for education and health.
The same seemed to
apply to public transport and newspaper circulation.
12.
We examined the local authorities' planning documents:
Cambridgeshire County Council's 1987 Structure Plan; Suffolk
County Council's 1986 Structure Plan; East Cambridgeshire
District Council's 1972 draft local plan for the ^Newmarket
Fringe'; and Forest Heath District Council's 1979 Newmarket
District Plan.
These documents seemed to suggest that the
administrative boundary was viewed, at best, as an irrelevance
and, at worst, as a potential hindrance to effective planning,
which required a common, co-ordinated approach.
13.
We appreciated that the policies contained in these
documents were compatible, and that all four
authorities
recognised the importance of the horse racing industry and the
growing industrial potential of this part of East Anglia. We
considered, however, that it was doubtful whether it could be in
the best interests of the area, including its local industries,
for planning to be the responsibility of two separate District
Council and two separate County Structure Plans. Similarly, we
did not consider that effective planning for the locality was
assisted by one of the areas of housing expansion (Burwell) being
near to Newmarket, but in Cambridgeshire, while another area of
possible industrial growth (Red Lodge) was in Suffolk, but
separated from Newmarket by some four miles of Cambridgeshire.
This strengthened our impression that Newmarket was the centre
of a distinct functional area split between two counties; and an
area which looked in the main to Cambridge as its regional
centre.
OUR DRAFT PROPOSALS

FORMULATION
14. It seemed to us that minor change would leave the functional
area divided and that an opportunity for more effective and
convenient local government would be lost.
We therefore
considered the effects of radical change.

15.
We were aware that the populations of both East
Cambridgeshire and Forest Heath districts were fairly small
already (54,000 and 52,000 respectively in 1981, estimated at
nearly 57,000 and 58,000 in 1985), and that any significant
increase in one district might raise questions about the
resources available to the other. We noted, however, that, in
the reply to our questionnaire, the authorities had stated that
changes involving the transfer of areas between the counties
"would not reduce either
[district] below a survivable
threshold/1 although each district would be vulnerable to a
substantial loss of economies of scale. At that stage in our
review, we were provided with no reason to doubt that view.

16. We considered two possible options:
(i) To place all of Newmarket in Cambridgeshire by drawing
a boundary east of the parishes of Kentford and Moulton.
This option would, in addition to removing the physical
anomalies, unite Newmarket with its surrounding villages
and better reflect its links with Cambridge. We thought
this solution would produce the greatest gains to effective
and convenient local government. The apparent disadvantage
was that the population of Newmarket, Exning and Moulton
would be taken away from the already small district of
Forest Heath.
(ii) To place the Cambridgeshire villages which surround
Newmarket in Suffolk, thus transferring from Cambridgeshire
the parishes of Stetchworth, Woodditton, Cheveley, Ashley,
Kirtling, Chippenham, Snailwell, Kennett, Fordham, Reach,
Burwell and Swaffham Prior, and parts of the parishes of
Swaffham Bulbeck and Dullingham.
Although this option
would succeed in uniting the Newmarket hinterland,
it
would however entail several disadvantages: the links
between the Newmarket area and the regional centre of
Cambridge, would remain unrecognised; disruption would be
caused to a large number of parishes; the racing training
grounds and studs would not be united; and the consequence
of bringing the county boundary so close to Cambridge
itself would be to isolate from Ely the seven remaining
parishes in East Cambridgeshire, rendering it more
difficult to service them conveniently. This option would

also have a significant effect on the population of the
district of East Cambridgeshire.
17. Taking into account all the information then available to
us, we considered that it was desirable, in the interests of
effective and convenient local government, to
unite the
Newmarket area in one county, and we decided that this should be
Cambridgeshire.
We therefore formulated draft proposals to
transfer the unparished areas of Newmarket and Exning, the parish
of Kentford and most of the parish of Moulton, from Suffolk to
Cambridgeshire.
PUBLICATION
18. Our draft proposals were published on 5 September 1988 in
a letter to the Chief Executives of Cambridgeshire and Suffolk
County Councils. Copies were sent to all those who had received
a copy of our letter of 27 January 1986. The two County Councils
were asked to arrange for the publication of a notice giving
details of our draft proposals and to post copies of it at places
where public notices were customarily displayed.
The County
Councils, along with the District Councils concerned, were also
asked to place copies of our draft proposals letter on deposit
for inspection at their main offices for a period of eight weeks.
Comments were invited by 30 November 1988. At the request of the
local authorities this date was extended to 28 February 1989.
THE RESPONSE TO OUR DRAFT PROPOSALS
19. We received 733 representations in response to our draft
proposals. They included comments from the County Councils of
Cambridgeshire and Suffolk; from the District Councils of East
Cambridgeshire and Forest Heath; from other interested local
authorities and organisations; and from 568 members of the
public. We also received five petitions containing a total of
1188 signatures all opposing our draft proposals. A list of the
respondents is at Schedule I.
Altogether, 40 submissions
supported our draft proposals and 672 opposed them; 21
respondents were undecided. As required by Section 60(2) of the
Local Government Act 1972, we considered all the representations
made to us.

PRINCIPAL LOCAL AUTHORITIES
20. Cambridgeshire County Council expressed the view that, while
no change would best serve the interests of the local
communities, it would be feasible to transfer Newmarket to
Cambridgeshire. It believed that any new boundary should reflect
Newmarket's links with its hinterland and with Cambridge, and
that policies could thus be reconciled and services harmonised,
albeit at a significant once-for-all cost.
21. However, in a further representation, on 10 August 1989, the
County Council stated that, having considered the anticipated
costs and benefits of change in more detail, it now fully
supported the Commission's draft proposals.
It accepted the
concept of a hinterland around Newmarket, and believed that the
town and its hinterland related to Cambridge, rather than to any
Suffolk town, in terms of traffic flows, shopping, commuting,
economic ties, facilities, recreation and topography.
22.
Cambridgeshire County Council also identified potential
benefits from our draft proposals by way of improvements to
social services, education, local policing, library and
information services.
23. Suffolk County Council reaffirmed its belief that no changes
to the present boundary were necessary or desirable. Having
examined in detail the effects, costs and potential benefits of
change, it considered that, if implemented, the draft proposals
would not improve the efficiency or convenience of existing local
government services in the area - indeed, it would have a serious
detrimental effect. It estimated the cost of change at several
million pounds.
24. In subsequent letters Suffolk County Council responded to
Cambridgeshire's decision to support the Commission's draft
proposals, by drawing attention to the view, originally expressed
by the four principal authorities (including Cambridgeshire),
that no change was necessary, and by suggesting that any existing
boundary anomalies could be removed by widening the "neck" that
links Newmarket to Suffolk. In its view, this would resolve the
matter without the need for large-scale and costly changes, which

would adversely affect the district of Forest Heath and the
provision of local authority services in Suffolk generally.
25. East Cambridgeshire District Council agreed with the
Commission's conclusion that Newmarket looked to Cambridge and
formed part of a single sub-region with the city. However, the
District Council was unable to give unqualified support to the
draft proposals, because of uncertainties regarding the costs of
transition.
It suggested that we should undertake a costs and
benefits study, with which it would be willing to assist.
Nevertheless, the District Council indicated that, were we to
decide not to undertake a study but to recommend that Newmarket
should be transferred to Cambridgeshire, it would support such
a decision.
26.
Forest Heath District Council responded to the draft
proposals by commissioning studies of the financial and
organisational impact of change on its district (from CAPITA),
and of the pattern of community life around Newmarket (from the
University of East Anglia).
27. The CAPITA study calculated that, assuming unchanged local
authority spending patterns, implementation of our draft
proposals would result in a minor increase in Community Charge
per head payable to the District Council.
The alternatives
considered by CAPITA, namely, (a) the Commission's Option 2
(paragraph 16 (ii) above), (b) minor boundary changes to resolve
anomalies, and (c) changes on a scale intermediate between (a)
and (b), would each allow slight reductions in the Community
Charge. However, the study predicted that the implementation of
the draft proposals would incur transitional costs exceeding
£600,000.
It drew attention to the resulting small size (in
population terms) of the district of Forest Heath in comparison
with neighbouring districts, and predicted erosion of staff
resources and morale, and less effective service provision. The
study concluded that none of the options considered was
preferable to the status quo.
28.
Covering 16 villages in parishes around Newmarket, the
University of East Anglia's Newmarket Area Village Study
considered journey-to-work and shopping trips, and villagers' use
of banks, building societies, solicitors, doctors, dentists and
similar services. The Study concluded that the villages to the
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south of Newmarket have significantly stronger links with the
town than do the villages to the north and west, which are
larger, more self-contained, and have relatively stronger links
with Cambridge.
29. Forest Heath District Council's view, taking these studies
into account, was that the draft proposals reflected neither the
pattern of community life nor the wishes of local people; would
have an adverse effect on local authority service provision in
the area; would so reduce the Council's resource base that it
would be difficult to continue to provide an acceptable level of
services; and would therefore require service
provision
arrangements to be reorganised at considerable cost with no
obvious benefits.
The District Council put forward two
alternatives designed to unify Newmarket and its surroundings,
by transferring areas currently within the District of East
Cambridgeshire to Forest Heath. The first was similar to our own
option (ii) (paragraph 16(ii)), while the second, which it
preferred, would involve a more extensive transfer from the
southern part of East Cambridgeshire.
30. Forest Heath District Council made a further submission, in
response to the later submission of Cambridgeshire County Council
(paragraphs 21 and 22 above) .
This asserted that it was
impossible to define a hinterland around Newmarket with
sufficient accuracy to determine an appropriate new boundary.
It drew attention to other towns in Suffolk and Cambridgeshire
with hinterlands which appeared to extend into a neighbouring
county. The Council restated its view that minor changes were
sufficient to resolve observed boundary anomalies.
31 . The Chairman of Suffolk County Council, the Chairman of its
Policy Committee, and the County Member for Newmarket Town.
together with members of the two District Councils concerned,
commented on the draft proposals.
All but one opposed them,
citing the adverse effect on Forest Heath District Council, the
damage they would cause to social services and education in the
area, the cost and the lack of local support for change.
32. The Suffolk District Councils' Association supported Forest
Heath District Council in its opposition to our draft proposal,
as did the Suffolk District Councils of Babergh, St Edmundsburv.
Mid Suffolk, Suffolk Coastal and Wavenev.

33. The Forest Heath Area of the Suffolk Association of Local
Councils objected to the draft proposals, stating that they would
not achieve what was intended and would have far reaching
consequences in financial and other terms.
PARISH COUNCILS
34. Of the 28 parish councils which made representations 14,
including 13 in Suffolk, objected to our draft proposals; six,
all in Cambridgeshire, supported the draft proposals; four,
including three in Cambridgeshire, preferred no change but would
support the draft proposals if change was deemed to be necessary;
one, in Cambridgeshire, preferred no change unless this would
lead to demonstrable benefits; and three Cambridgeshire parish
councils did not wish to be transferred to Suffolk.
35. Many parish councils opposing the draft proposals expressed
the view that the proposed changes would lead to high
transitional costs without bringing significant benefits.
Several were concerned at the possible effect on services
provided by Forest Heath District Council, and on local planning
policies.
36. Moulton Parish Council (Suffolk) feared disruption of floodcontrol arrangements for the River Kennett.
It had also
conducted a local referendum. Of 680 ballot papers returned (out
of 781 issued), 644 (98%) were in favour of Moulton remaining in
Suffolk. The Parish Council indicated that a meeting attended
by about 150 local residents had been unanimously against the
draft proposals.
A similar meeting held by Kentford Parish
Council had attracted 40 residents who were also unanimous in
opposing the draft proposals.
A joint meeting of Moulton and
Kentford residents, chaired by Sir Eldon Griffiths MP, had
concluded that there was no local support for the proposed
change.
MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT AND OTHERS
37.
Sir Eldon Griffiths MP (Bury St Edmunds) considered our
rationale for change to be theoretical rather than practical, and
believed that local people in his constituency wished to remain
in Suffolk. Mr James Paice MP (South East Cambridgeshire) did
not believe that the perceived boundary anomalies caused major
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problems for the local authorities concerned, nor that there was
any desire locally for change. The Lord Lieutenants of Suffolk
and Cambridgeshire each took a similar view, and also believed
that the costs of change would be disproportionate to the
benefits. The High Sheriff of Suffolk preferred the retention
of the status quo; the High Sheriff of Cambridgeshire expressed
the same view but added that, if change was essential, Newmarket
should become part of Cambridgeshire.
The Bishop of St
Edmundsburv and Ipswich expressed fears that change would
seriously disrupt the long-standing co-operation between the
Diocese and Suffolk County Council on educational matters. Other
churchmen of several denominations indicated that their
congregations opposed the draft proposals. The Earl of Iveagh
was also opposed.
38. The Suffolk Magistrates Courts Committee was concerned that
the proposed changes would impose additional burdens on the Clerk
to the Justices in Cambridge. The Community Council for Suffolk
believed that insufficient weight had been given to the loyalties
of local people, and that the proposed change would adversely
affect voluntary services both locally and in Suffolk as a whole.
The Suffolk Preservation Society was concerned about the
disruption and resultant high transitional costs. A number of
other local societies and clubs expressed similar concerns, and
drew attention to the possible loss of their affiliations with
Suffolk County Associations and of the support and funding they
received from the County Council or from Forest Heath District
Council.
EDUCATION
39. Education is organised on a 3-tier basis in Suffolk, and on
a 2-tier basis in Cambridgeshire. Several head and other
teachers, school governors and many parents believed that it
would be difficult to integrate the Suffolk schools in the area
to be transferred with the Cambridgeshire system of education,
and that
this would be detrimental to the interests of the
present generation of pupils.
Forest Heath Training Centre
stated that the proposed change would reduce the effectiveness
of local training services.
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HEALTH
40.
The Suffolk Family Practitioners' Committee opposed the
proposed change on the grounds that it would adversely affect
community health services.
Several medical and dental
practitioners also indicated a strong preference for the status
quo.
HORSE-RACING INTERESTS
41. Seventeen racing stables, bloodstock breeders and related
organisations opposed the proposed changes on grounds of cost and
disruption, and because the industry had long-established links
with Suffolk.
BUSINESS
42. Thirty six local businesses, including branches of companies
which operate nationally, opposed change on grounds of cost and
long-established links. However, Anglian Water supported the
draft proposals, because the present boundary did not relate well
to installed water supply infrastructure.
PETITIONS AND REPRESENTATIONS FROM MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC
43.
We received five petitions containing a total of 1,188
signatures opposing the draft proposals.
In addition, 568
representations were received from individual members of the
public.
Of these, 24 (17 from Suffolk) supported the draft
proposals, 13 preferred minor boundary changes, and 531 (507 of
whom were from Suffolk) opposed any change.
44. Among the arguments in support of the draft proposals were
that Newmarket is geographically part of Cambridgeshire, and is
the centre of a small sub-region which needs to be planned as a
whole; that the regional centre, Cambridge, is more accessible
from Newmarket than Suffolk's county town, Ipswich; that the
existing boundary is anomalous and should be changed; that the
change would reduce duplication of work and improve services (eg
policing and social services to the area north of Newmarket);
that the area would benefit from Cambridgeshire County Council's
more positive approach to local planning; that two local
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authorities would provide more effective and convenient local
government than four, as at present; and that health service
planning is disrupted by the present boundary.
45.
Arguments of three kinds were cited against the draft
proposals: that the Commission had not demonstrated benefits
sufficient to outweigh the heavy financial cost and disruption
of change; that the Commission' s view that Newmarket and its
hinterland looked to Cambridge and "belonged" to Cambridgeshire
was not supported by the facts of local shopping/commuting
patterns, public transport services, community ties or people's
feelings; and that there would be significant and unjustified
disruption to education, health and social services, particularly
community care for the elderly and handicapped.
46. Concern was also expressed about the future of Forest Heath
District Council, which many saw as a well-established local
authority, with whose services and general performance they were
satisfied.
Many people considered East
Cambridgeshire's
headquarters at Ely to be less accessible than Forest Heath's at
Mildenhall. Some feared that a smaller Forest Heath, with fewer
resources, would not be able to maintain its contribution to the
social services network and its current level of funding for
voluntary and amenity groups.
The town's historical and
topographical links with Suffolk were stressed.
OUR CONSIDERATION OF THE RESPONSES TO OUR DRAFT PROPOSALS
47. In assessing the representations, we were mindful of our
duty under the Local Government Act 1972 to make proposals for
boundary changes if these appeared to us to be desirable in the
interests of effective and convenient local government. We had
regard to' the three criteria set out in DoE Circular No. 12/84,
namely, the wishes of the people, the pattern of community life,
and the effective operation of local government and associated
services.
The wishes of the people
48. As indicated in our report "People and Places" (Report No.
550), we always have regard to whether or not a proposed boundary
change accords with the wishes of the people. We appreciate and
understand the strong attachments people feel towards their
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county, feelings which should be respected unless there are
positive and stronger reasons for not doing so in the wider
interests of effective and convenient local government.
49. Our draft proposals did receive support from some members
of the public and, at a later stage, from Cambridgeshire County
Council.
However, the majority of representations made to us
were opposed to change; it was clear that, as well as strong
loyalty to Suffolk there was a great deal of local concern at the
practical effect of our draft proposals on services, in
particular, on education, health and social services. There was
also local scepticism that any benefits would be commensurate
with the costs and disruption which change would inevitably
entail. We recognised the force of these representations.
The pattern of community life
50. Many representations challenged the view that Newmarket and
the surrounding area had predominant and growing links with
Cambridge. They drew attention to other social and recreational
links and to such factors as the difficulty of finding space to
park in Cambridge, which inhibited their regular use of its
facilities. Some also suggested that, although the influence of
Cambridge extended over a wide area, this did not constitute a
reason for linking Newmarket to Cambridgeshire in administrative
terms.
51 . We were clear that there were links to other centres, for
example, to Bury St Edmunds. However, the view that Newmarket
and the greater part of its hinterland looked to Cambridge for
a wide range of purposes was born out by the Newmarket Area
Village Study commissioned by Forest Heath District Council. The
study was not without its limitations (for example, the response
rate was relatively low); nevertheless, it did suggest that, with
the exception of Moulton in the east (and no doubt Kentford which
was not included in the survey), which had links with Bury St
Edmunds, the hinterland villages for the most part looked first
to Newmarket and then to Cambridge for work, shopping,
entertainment and other purposes.
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The Effective Operation of Local Government Services
52. We did not dispute that, due to the good co-operation of
all the local authorities involved, there was an acceptable
framework of local government services in Newmarket.
However,
we were concerned at the extent to which joint committee and
agency arrangements appeared necessary to achieve this framework.
This suggested to us a potential reduction in accountability on
the one hand and additional administration (and its costs) on the
other. It seemed to us that there must, in principle, be savings
if Newmarket and its environs could be administered by two local
authorities instead of four.
53. We were therefore disappointed that many of the arguments
put forward by the local authorities who provide the services in
question rested largely on unsupported assertions. It was, for
example, left unclear whether the suggested benefits to policing
would require new buildings, at extra cost, or whether the new
residential home for the elderly cited as a cost of change would
be needed irrespective of whether the boundary was moved or not.
There appeared to be agreement that the delivery of personal
social services in south-east Cambridgeshire could be improved,
but the authorities concerned differed as to whether this could
be achieved even without a major boundary change.
54. Several respondents pointed to possible disadvantages in
service provision after a transfer to Cambridgeshire. Education
was a particular concern. Cambridgeshire County Council however
did not indicate, except in the most general terms, how the 3tier system in the area to be transferred could be fitted into
its own 2-tier system. The County Council's broad view, that the
two systems might continue in parallel, tended in our view to
point towards extra costs rather than net benefits.
55.
We were not convinced that any hypothetical long-term
benefits from radical change would outweigh the significant costs
of transition.
As regards the savings to be derived from
administration by two instead of four local authorities, we
believed that, for some services at least, much of that saving
could be realised by uniting the built-up area of Newmarket,
where the case for unified administration was strongest.
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OUR CONCLUSIONS ON OUR DRAFT PROPOSALS

56. It seemed to us that, in the light of all the evidence, our
views on the pattern of community life and the socio-economic
links in the Newmarket area, which we had expressed in our draft
proposals letter, could be sustained. The issue was whether a
boundary change on the scale implied by either of the
alternatives for major change set out in our draft proposals
letter could be justified, given the strongly expressed popular
opposition, lack of clear evidence that service provision would
be enhanced, and the potential disruption and costs of change.
57. It seemed to us that any study of costs and benefits as had
been suggested by East Cambridgeshire (paragraph 25) could not
realistically be confined to the effects on the present four
principal authorities. Forest Heath District Council had already
pointed out that it was one of the smallest districts in East
Anglia, with a large proportion of its population consisting of
USAF personnel and dependants stationed at Hildenhall. Any study
would in our view need to embrace the possible economic effects
of abolishing Forest Heath and merging it with the Borough of St
Edmundsbury, with which it already has close links, both having
been constituent parts of the former County of West Suffolk.
However, such an enlargement of the scope of the study, and hence
of the review, would inevitably extend still further the
timescale and prolong uncertainty in the area.
Furthermore,
paragraphs 11 and 12 of DoE Circular 12/84 state that the
abolition or creation of a principal area would only be
appropriate in very exceptional circumstances where present
arrangements clearly failed to provide effective and convenient
local government. Such clear failure had not been demonstrated
at Newmarket.
OUR FURTHER DRAFT PROPOSALS

FORMULATION
58. We concluded that, as there was no strong public pressure
for major change - indeed, there was a strong current of
opposition to it -and as no convincing case on service delivery
grounds had been presented by the Cambridgeshire authorities, we
would not be justified in pressing forward with our draft

16

proposals. Instead, we decided to formulate proposals for more
limited change to the existing county boundary, designed to unite
the town of Newmarket in one county, namely Suffolk, and to
eradicate some of the worst anomalies.
59. Our further draft proposals involved widening the physical
link between Newmarket and the rest of Suffolk.in the area of
Long Hill and Warren Hill; the incorporation into the town of the
housing estates to the south; realignment of the boundary along
Devil's Ditch in the Newmarket Heath area; and a transfer of the
area around Landwade, including Landwade and Wadebridge Farms and
Pinewood Cottages, from Cambridgeshire to Suffolk. Some minor
technical amendments were proposed at other points, at Ordnance
Survey's suggestion.
PUBLICATION
60. Our further draft proposals were published on 28 September
1990 in a letter to the Chief Executives of Cambridgeshire and
Suffolk County Councils. Copies were sent to all those who had
received a copy of our letters of 27 January 1986 and 5 September
1988, and to district and parish councils and organisations and
persons who had already expressed an interest, or who had a
presumed interest in the boundary issue.
61. Copies were not sent to all those individuals who had made
representations to us following our earlier draft proposals
letter because of the number involved. However, the two County
Councils were asked to arrange for the publication of a notice
giving details of our further draft proposals and to post copies
of it at places where public notices are customarily displayed.
The County Councils, along with the District Councils concerned,
were also asked to place copies of our letter for inspection at
their main offices for a period of eight weeks. Comments were
invited by 28 December 1990.
At the request of the local
authorities this date was extended to 31 January 1991.
THE RESPONSE TO OUR FURTHER DRAFT PROPOSALS
62. We received 139 representations in response to our further
draft proposals; 107 supported our proposals, 26 opposed them and
six wanted no change. They included comments from the County
Councils of Cambridgeshire and Suffolk; from the District
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Councils of East Cambridgeshire and Forest Heath; from other
interested local authorities, bodies and organisations; and from
54 members of the public.
Two questionnaires were separately
circulated among about 1485 residents affected by the proposed
changes. That administered by East Cambridgeshire District
Council indicated that more than 80% of the 723 respondents who
replied preferred
the boundary to be unchanged.
The
questionnaire conducted by Cambridgeshire County Councillor Mr
Lee in the same area produced 141 replies, 86% of which opposed
the proposed changes.
63. A list of the respondents is at Schedule II. As required
by Section 60(2) of the Local Government Act 1972 we considered
all these representations.
Some of the representations we
received proposed minor adjustments to our further draft
proposals. Our consideration of these proposed minor changes,
and our decision as to which should be incorporated into our
final proposals, is set out in paragraph 94.
PRINCIPAL LOCAL AUTHORITIES

64.
Cambridgeshire County Council opposed our further draft
proposals. It was critical that we had abandoned our earlier
proposals and that we had decided not to undertake a costs and
benefit study. The County Council believed a study was essential
to assess the implications of change on the four authorities and
it offered, with East Cambridgeshire District Council, to support
an independent study under our control to assess both our draft
proposals and the option of no change.
65. ,The County Council stated that there were no worthwhile
financial or service benefits to be derived from minor changes
which, it estimated, would cost the Council £200,000 because of
loss of economies of scale.
It pointed to objections in
connection with education and policing, and the results of East
Cambridgeshire District Council's own questionnaire which
indicated that most residents objected to the change.
The
County Council felt we should not be deflected by short term
arguments from achieving the best long term arrangements for
effective and convenient local government, and urged us to make
no change if we were to decide against either adopting our
original proposals or authorising a costs and benefits study.
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66. Suffolk County Council welcomed the further draft proposals
In its view, they would eradicate the worst boundary anomalies
while avoiding the costs and disruption of large scale change,
and, by uniting Newmarket in Suffolk, they would be in line with
the expressed views of a large majority of those affected.
Further anomalies could be removed if the A45 between Kennett End
and Snailwell Junction, and parts of the parishes of Kennett,
Chippenham and Snailwell, were also to be transferred to Suffolk.
These comments were supported by the leader of Suffolk County
Council.
67. East Cambridgeshire District Council strongly opposed our
further draft proposals.
It thought that, in the absence of
major change, the boundary should be left untouched.
The
District Council considered that the latest changes did not
address our earlier analysis of the issues and contradicted our
original conclusion that the area should be united in one county.
68. The District Council took issue with the reasons we gave for
departing from our earlier position. It thought our concern over
the cost of change could have been allayed by a costs and
benefits study to evaluate both draft proposals. The Council
offered to fund, with Cambridgeshire County Council, an
independent study, under our control, of both our draft proposals
and the no change option. In noting the weight we had given to
the views of those local residents opposed to radical change, it
drew our attention to its own survey among the residents affected
by the further draft proposals (paragraph 62), from which it
concluded there was no strong public pressure for change. Noting
our concern over the impact of major change on Forest Heath, the
District Council thought the questions of Newmarket's hinterland
and relationship to Cambridge would have to be addressed in any
future restructuring of local government; this might affect both
districts and should be done now rather than resort to minor and
expensive change.
In its view, minor changes would lead to
increased costs for its administration and refuse collection;
would necessitate a review of parish boundaries and electoral
arrangements in the district; and would achieve no tangible
benefits.
69. Forest Heath District Council continued to favour the status
quo; however, if there were to be change, it believed that the
further draft proposals were the most appropriate and cost
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effective option because they were consistent with other reviews
which removed obvious physical anomalies and took account of
local community issues. They did not conflict with the wishes
of Newmarket's residents and would not require a costs and
benefits study entailing further delay and disruption.
The
authorities would be involved in minimal cost and operational
changes, and the matter would be quickly resolved and continuing
uncertainty thereby avoided.
Finally, Forest Heath District
Council believed that any suggestion of its abolition should only
be considered as part of a detailed study of the whole structure
of local government in East Anglia, rather than as a consequence
of a local boundary review.
70. The Cambridgeshire Association of Local Councils said the
original draft proposal was sensible, whereas the latest proposed
changes were based on fear for Forest Heath's continued
viability. The Suffolk District Councils Association and the
Community Council for Suffolk supported the further draft
proposals, as did Wavenev and Baberah District Councils, and St
Edmundsburv Borough Council.
PARISH COUNCILS
71 . Of the seventeen parish councils which made representations,
eight, all from Cambridgeshire, objected to the further draft
proposals. The general view of the objectors was that the
changes would be disruptive, cosmetic and without savings or
apparent benefits to residents. Failing a major change there
should be no change at all.
72. Nine Suffolk parish councils and the Suffolk Association of
Local Councils supported our further draft proposals. Moulton
Parish Council questioned the validity of East Cambridgeshire
District Council's questionnaire because of the way it was
administered and because it mentioned Cambridgeshire's lower
Community Charge.
MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT AND OTHERS •
73.
Five Cambridgeshire MP's, Sir Anthony Grant (South West
Cambridgeshire) Mr (now Sir) Robert Rhodes James MP (Cambridge),
The Rt. Hon. John Manor MP (Huntingdon), Mr Malcolm Moss MP
(North East Cambridgeshire) and Mr James Paice MP (South East
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Cambridgeshire), all endorsed East Cambridgeshire District
Council's opposition to our further draft proposals. Mr Paice
queried why, having originally proposed a very major change which
addressed the issues of Newmarket's relationship with the
surrounding villages and the unification of the racing industry,
we had later put forward proposals which appeared to have no
relevance to these factors, with no explanation as to why these
issues were less important than formerly. He also questioned why
the effect on Forest Heath should now be taken into account, as
he assumed this would have been considered before the original
proposals were put forward. Mr Paice urged us to quantify the
costs of change before pursuing any further proposals.
He
commented on our rejection of East Cambridgeshire's offer to fund
a study when we cited the uncertainty of the cost of change as
a reason for not proceeding with the original proposals.
Referring to East Cambridgeshire District Council's survey, he
concluded that, although the earlier proposals had been rejected
by the majority of residents, they had received more support than
the further draft proposals.
The South East Cambridgeshire
Conservative Association also strongly objected to our further
draft proposals.
74. The Bury St Edmunds Constituency Conservative Association
and the Newmarket Town Ward Conservative Association both wrote
in support of the further draft proposals, urging a swift
resolution of the matter.
The former said the cost and
disruption of the original proposals could not be justified. The
Suffolk Magistrates Courts Committee also supported the further
draft proposals.
EDUCATION
75. The Chairman of the Governors of Ditton Lodge County First
School feared pupils would be asked to move schools and that the
school's relationship with the Bottisham Circle of small schools
would be severed. He queried the transfer of the Crockfords
Estate into Newmarket, as future Cambridgeshire development on
its southern edge would require another boundary realignment.
The Chairman of the Governors of the Village College Bottisham
expressed concern about the effect on educational standards and
also the loss of income which would be a consequence of the
reduction in population.
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76.
Representations from various primary, middle and upper
Newmarket schools urged us to remove the present uncertainty by
finalising the matter as soon as possible.
They said that
although cross-boundary movements were workable, it was logical
that Ditton Lodge First School should move into the Suffolk
Education Authority area to link with the coordinated pyramid of
schools in Newmarket. Three schools said that the original draft
proposals would have caused disruption and detriment to their
educational facilities.
Moulton Primary School supported the
further changes in principle, but opposed the transfer of the
Duchess Drive/Ashley Road area into Moulton because it considered
that the introduction of children from there would have a
negative effect on their school and because access for them was
possible only via Newmarket or Cheveley, over four miles away.
HEALTH
77. The West Suffolk Health Authority thought the new proposals
would assist in the effective delivery of health care,
particularly of community services,in the area . The Community
Health Unit confirmed this, saying a high quality service for all
Newmarket residents was not possible under the present boundary
arrangements. The Suffolk Family Health Authority, the Rookery
Medical Partnership and two local GP's also supported our further
draft proposals, citing as reasons improved community medical and
allied services.
BUSINESS
78. Eleven firms submitted comments supporting the further draft
proposals. Several representations, including that from the
Newmarket and District Chamber of Commerce, urged that the
proposals be ratified as soon as possible, so that schemes and
initiatives held in abeyance by both local authorities and
private enterprise, pending a final boundary decision, could be
implemented. Similarly, the Jockey Club thought it important to
achieve a resolution without delay.
LOCAL ORGANISATIONS
79. Fourteen representations, including 28 signatures from the
Brandon and District Probus Club, all supported the further draft
proposals.
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INDIVIDUAL

REPRESENTATIONS

80. Representations opposing the further draft proposals were
received from two Cambridgeshire County Councillors, one East
Cambridgeshire District Councillor and five private individuals.
Cambridgeshire County Councillor Mr P Lee submitted the findings
of his own survey among residents affected by the further draft
proposals.
Of the 141 respondents, 122 objected to being
transferred from Cambridgeshire to Suffolk. Some considered that
Newmarket should be transferred into Cambridgeshire and that the
present proposals would perpetuate a geographical absurdity.
Others stated that they would gain no advantage from a move into
Suffolk, but that unspecified costs would ensue.
Cambridgeshire County Councillor Mr G Woollard considered our
latest proposals were the worst possible compromise and that we
had been unwilling to challenge Forest Heath District Council.
East Cambridgeshire District Councillor Mr P Bridge argued that
the changes were a contradiction of our earlier statement about
minor boundary alterations.
81.
Forty three private individuals, two Suffolk County
Councillors
and three Forest Heath District
Councillors,
favoured the further draft proposals. We also took account of
those 19 statements canvassed by Councillor Mr P Lee which
supported the change. Some residents considered that services,
e.g. social services, would be rationalised under our further
draft proposals and that the change would remove the feeling of
remoteness from services experienced by some Cambridgeshire
residents living on Newmarket's fringe. Other Cambridgeshire
residents recognised that transfer to Newmarket would enable them
to influence, by the ballot box, those of the town's services
which they were already using. Some respondents thought that if
Newmarket remained in Suffolk, it would stand a better chance of
retaining its General Hospital; there would also be less
disruption to education arrangements. Others pointed out that
the town's longstanding links with Suffolk would be respected and
that Forest Heath would remain a viable district.

82. There were six representations in favour of no change. One
queried the need to change existing satisfactory arrangements or
to propose expenditure on reorganising education between two
local authorities when education in general was undergoing
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change. It was also pointed out that Newmarket's medical needs
were under review and that the Secretary of State was in the
process of examining local authority finance and structure.
OUR CONSIDERATION OF THE RESPONSES TO THE FURTHER DRAFT PROPOSALS
83.
We examined the major criticisms contained in the
representations. Cambridgeshire County Council pointed out that
we had rejected our initially preferred option of incorporating
Newmarket in Cambridgeshire. We recalled that this option had,
on two occasions at the outset of the review, been put to the
principal Cambridgeshire and Suffolk authorities concerned, and
had on each occasion been rejected by them, on the grounds that
the existing boundary was not an obstacle to the effective
operation of local government services and generally reflected
community of interest in the area.
Only later did the
Cambridgeshire authorities indicate a change of heart in favour
of Newmarket's transfer to Cambridgeshire.
84. Both Cambridgeshire County Council and East Cambridgeshire
District Council urged us to initiate a costs and benefits study
of major change. We carefully considered again the case for such
a study. In our view it could only effectively be carried out
with the full cooperation of all the local authorities concerned,
it would be time-consuming, quite possibly inconclusive and would
be incomplete without the full consideration of an option
including the possible abolition of Forest Heath. In contrast,
the wish for a speedy decision and for an end to uncertainty
pervaded many of the representations which we had received. We
decided that a limited costs and benefits study of the kind that
had been proposed to us would not be justified.
85.
Both Suffolk County Council and Forest Heath District
Council accepted our further draft proposals in principle although the latter reaffirmed its support for the status quo.
86. The response from the public to our further draft proposals,
represented by both letters and petitions, was unfavourable. The
majority preferred the boundary to remain unchanged. However,
notwithstanding this degree of opposition, we considered the
boundary of Newmarket to be so flawed that it could not be left
unchanged.
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OUR CONCLUSIONS
87. The responses and information we have received during the
progress of our review have confirmed us in our initial view that
the present county boundary with Newmarket is so unsatisfactory
as to demand change. The question we have had to resolve is
whether the change should be confined to that which is needed to
remedy specific anomalies at local level, or whether more
substantial alterations should be proposed to reflect patterns
of community life within a wider, sub-regional, context.
88. There would be merit in radical change to unify Newmarket and
its hinterland. This has been recognised in past enquiries, in
Parliamentary debates and in our first draft proposals letter.
It is less clear in which county Newmarket should be located,
because of its proximity to Cambridge on the one hand and its
strong traditional links with West Suffolk on the other. In our
first draft proposal we sought a solution which would have united
Newmarket in Cambridgeshire.
Understandably, the prospect of
such a major change disturbed many people and the proposal was
very unpopular.
89. Paragraphs 11 and 12 of DoE Circular 12/84 state that the
abolition of a principal area will only be appropriate where
present arrangements clearly fail to provide effective and
convenient local government.
During our investigations, we
realised that Forest Heath's earlier assurance that it could
remain viable if Newmarket was removed, might not be the case.
The transfer of Newmarket and the nearby Suffolk villages to
Cambridgeshire would reduce the population of Forest Heath to a
total of about 38,000, making it one of the smallest district
councils in England. Although the survivability of Forest Heath
as a separate authority would not in its own judgement be
threatened, it capacity to provide services cost-effectively
would certainly come into question, and the possibility of its
merger with St Edmundsbury Borough Council would be almost
equally certain to arise.
90. The pattern of local government service provision in the
Newmarket area involves a comprehensive network of joint
arrangements.
We normally interpret the need for such
arrangements as prima facie evidence of the potential for
simplification
by
means
of
boundary
improvements.

25

Notwithstanding the many joint arrangements necessary
in
Newmarket, the present arrangements cannot be said to have failed
in the area and clearly they attract support from the local
population.
We also accept that any radical boundary change
would cause significant transitional costs.
91 . For all these reasons, we reaffirm our earlier decision that
we should not propose major boundary changes in the Newmarket
area in this review.
92. As we have said in paragraph 86 above, the existing boundary
at Newmarket is flawed in several serious respects and must be
divisive of the Newmarket community.
We have therefore taken
the view that we should still propose limited boundary changes.
Indeed, it would be an abdication of our responsibilities not to
seek to correct the anomalies in order to effect an improvement
in effective and convenient local government.

OUR FINAL PROPOSALS
93.
We have therefore decided to adopt our further draft
proposals as our final proposals, subject to certain minor
amendments made in the light of representations submitted to us.
These minor amendments are set out in paragraph 94 below. Our
final proposals will leave unchanged the basic pattern of local
government in the area, while removing the more obvious boundary
anomalies in the interests of more effective and convenient local
government.
MINOR AMENDMENTS
94. We have considered the following minor amendments to our
further draft proposals.
(i)

Duchess Drive/Centre Drive/Ashlev Road in the Parishes of
Woodditton and Chevelev
Forest Heath District Council, Moulton Parish Council,
Moulton
VC
Primary
School
and
several
other
representations, suggested that the built-up Duchess Drive/
Centre Drive/Ashley Road area should be transferred to the
unparished area of Newmarket, rather than to the rural
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parish of Moulton. We agree that the road links and the
pattern of development here indicate that the area is
essentially part of the Town and include this suggestion in
our final proposals. We also considered a realignment of
the proposed boundary along the western edge of a
continuous stretch of Duchess Drive, in response to a
comment from an East Cambridgeshire District Councillor.
We decided to propose this accordingly as it will avoid
adjoining sections of the road being in different counties.
(ii) No 139 Centre Drive in the Parish of Chevelev
East Cambridgeshire District Council pointed out that under
our further draft proposals a property at the southern end
of Centre Drive would be isolated in Cambridgeshire,
necessitating
a
3-mile
round
trip
for
an
East
Cambridgeshire refuse vehicle.
We concluded that the
transfer of this property to Newmarket was justified on
grounds of effective and convenient local government and
include it in our final proposals accordingly.
(iii) Training around south of B1506 in the Parish of Chevelev
Moulton Parish Council suggested that the training ground
between Ashley Road and the B1506 should be transferred to
Newmarket rather than to the parish of Moulton, as we had
proposed, because the area had closer links with the Town.
We agreed with Moulton Parish Council and decided to
include the suggestion in our final proposals.
(iv) B1506
Suffolk County Council and one county councillor suggested
that the boundary should follow the northern side of the
B1506, eastward from its junction with the A1304, as far as
the existing boundary near Well Bottom, thus avoiding the
present situation, maintained in our further draft
proposals, whereby adjoining sections of the road run
through both Cambridgeshire and Suffolk.
We decided to
accept this suggestion.
(v) Trinity Plantation
Moulton Parish Council suggested that the boundary north of
the Trinity Plantation should be realigned to a fence (the
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existing alignment followed a wood which has now been
felled). We decided to accept this suggestion.

(vi) Newmarket's "neck" with Suffolk
We received a number of suggested realignments designed to
further widen Newmarket's "neck" with Suffolk. A Suffolk
county councillor proposed that the new boundary should
follow the A1304 and the A l l , while the Suffolk principal
authorities favoured the use of the A45 between Snailwell
Junction and Kennett End. Forest Heath District Council
suggested a realignment along the A45/A11/Red Lodge bypass, or, alternatively the transfer of the parishes of
Chippenham, Kennett and Snailwell to Suffolk.
Moulton
Parish Council supported the use of a stretch of railway
which runs east from Snailwell Junction parallel to the
B1506. All these suggestions would involve wider change
than we think desirable in this review and we consider our
further draft proposals dealt adequately with the problems
of the "neck". We accordingly decided not to accept these
suggestions.
(vii) Wadebridge Farm
Forest Heath District Council proposed that the new
boundary should follow the continuous stretch of railway
south of Wadebridge Farm. For the reason given in {vi) we
decided not to accept this suggestion.
(viii) Devil's Ditch
Forest Heath District Council also proposed that the
boundary should be adjusted to follow a line extending
south-east from the Devil's Ditch, to transfer the Links
Golf Course to Suffolk. For the reason given in (vi) we
decided not to accept this suggestion.
(ix) July Racecourse
Both Cambridgeshire County Council and East Cambridgeshire
District Council pointed out that the proposed new boundary
would place the July Racecourse and the Rowley Mile
Racecourse in different counties.
The racecourse area
would thus have to be policed by two forces; there would be
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split arrangements for the inspection of the racecourses'
catering facilities; and some races would start and finish
in different counties.
We observed that to unite the whole of the July Racecourse
in Suffolk would require a further incursion
into
Cambridgeshire. We wish to avoid this. As no objection to
the proposed new boundary had been received from the Jockey
Club (which finances the joint policing arrangements for
the racecourse as a whole and had pressed for an early
decision), we concluded that no further adjustment was
needed.
(x) July Cottages
A Suffolk county councillor pointed out that the July
Cottages, to the east of the Devil's Ditch, had not been
included in the area proposed for transfer to Newmarket.
We consider that the cottages should remain in the same
county as the July Racecourse with which they have links.
(xi) Stud land west of Devil's Ditch
A resident suggested that stud land to the west of the
Devil's Ditch should be transferred to Suffolk, to form a
"buffer zone" for Newmarket against proposed Cambridgeshire
development.
The Commission does not accept boundary
changes which are proposed in order to stimulate or
frustrate development and we considered, therefore, that
this suggestion was outside our criteria for boundary
change.
(xii) Warren Hill House and Ashley Heath Stud
Moulton Parish Council suggested that the above properties,
in the same ownership, should be united in Suffolk.
However, our view is that land ownership in itself is not
sufficient justification for a boundary change unless there
are other compelling reasons which, in our view, do not
exist in this case.
(xiii) Stud land attached to stud property in the Parish of
Woodditton
East Cambridgeshire District Council and a district
councillor stated that, while the further draft proposals
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would transfer two stud properties lying to the south of
Newmarket to Suffolk, land associated with them would
remain in Cambridgeshire.
Again, our view is that land
ownership in itself is an insufficient justification for a
boundary change, unless there are other compelling reasons
which we do not find in this case.
(xiv) Newmarket - Crockfords Estate
We noted the criticism from Woodditton Parish Council and
the Governors of Ditton Lodge County First School that a
boundary drawn along the southern edge of the Crockfords
Estate would become anomalous if further development was to
take place.
The Commission normally takes account of
expected development but we are not aware of any committed
development proposals in this area. We decided therefore
not to propose any boundary change.
(xv) Bury Hill
Moulton Parish Council had suggested that part of Bury Hill
and land near Warren Hill Stud should be transferred from
the parish of Moulton to the unparished Newmarket area.
This suggestion could only be considered as part of a
parish review of the district of Forest Heath and we were
therefore unable to include it in our final proposals.
ELECTORAL CONSEQUENCES
95. A table showing the electoral changes which we propose, as
consequential to the boundary changes we recommend, is attached
to this report.
The only areas with significant numbers of
electors (in total almost 1500) are the Crockfords Estate and the
Duchess Drive/Ashley Road developments which we have recommended
should be transferred to Newmarket's Granby ward.

PUBLICATION
96. A separate letter, enclosing copies of this Report and maps
showing our final proposals, is being sent to the County Councils
of Suffolk and Cambridgeshire asking them to deposit copies of
the Report and the maps at their main offices for inspection for
six months and to put notices to this effect on public noticeboards and in the local press.
The text of the notice will
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explain that we have fulfilled our statutory role in the matter
and that it now falls to you to make an Order implementing the
proposals, if you think fit, though not earlier than six weeks
from the date they are submitted to you. Copies of this Report,
which contain small scale, maps of our proposals, are also being
sent to those who received our consultation letters and to those
who responded in writing.
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Signed:

G J ELLERTON (Chairman)

K F J ENNALS

G R PRENTICE

HELEN SARKANY

K YOUNG

R D COMPTON
Secretary

25 July 1991

Schedule 1
Representations received folowing our letter of 5 September 1988
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.

14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.

Suffolk County Council
Cambridgeshire County Council
Forest Heath District Council
East Cambridgeshire District Council
Babergh District Council
St Edmundsbury Borough Council
Mid Suffolk District Council
Suffolk Coastal District Council
Waveney District Council
Suffolk District Councils Association
Suffolk Association of Local Councils
Cambridgeshire Association of Local Councils
The Parish Councils of Barton Mills; Brandon; Elveden;
Eriswell; Fordham; Freckenham; Gazeley; Icklingham;
Kentford; Kirtling and Upend; Lakenheath; Mildenhall;
Moulton; Red Lodge; Santon Downham; Worlington;
Ashley; Burrough Green; Burwell; Cheveley; Chippenham;
Lode; Reach; Stetchworth; Swaffham Bulbeck; Swaffham
Prior; Wicken; Woodditton.
Sir Macdonald Miller of Glenlee Bt Chairman of Suffolk
County Council
C W M Penn, Leader of Suffolk County Councillor
G H Caldwell-Smith, Suffolk County Councillor
D Card, Suffolk County Councillor
A J Crickmere, Suffolk County Councillor
S D Crickmere, Forest Heath District Councillor
M Leeke, Cambridgeshire County Councillor
P Bridge, East Cambridgeshire District Councillor
H J L Fitch, East Cambridgeshire District Councillor
G Woollard, East Cambridgeshire District Councillor
Sir Eldon Griffiths MP
James Paice MP
South East Cambridgeshire Conservative Association
Bury St Edmunds Constituency Conservative Association

28.
29.
30.
31.
32.33.
34.
35.
36.
37.

Newmarket and District Labour Party
Newmarket and District Chamber of Trade
National and Local Government Officers Association
The Lord Lieutenants of Suffolk and Cambridgeshire
The High Sheriffs of Suffolk and Cambridgeshire
The Bishop of St Edmundsbury and Ipswich
The Earl of Iveagh
The Suffolk Magistrates Courts Committee
The Community Council for Suffolk
The Suffolk Preservation Society

38. Moulton Playgroup
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.

Ditton Lodge County First School
Gazeley VC Primary School
Houldsworth Valley CP School
Laureate CP School
Moulton Primary School
Paddocks CP School
St Felix Church of England Middle School
Scaltback Middle School
Hillcroft School
Mildenhall Upper School
Newmarket Upper School
The National Union of Teachers
The Forest Heath Training Services
Suffolk Family Practitioner Committee
Newmarket Day Centre
Rookery Medical Partnership
Orchard House Surgery
Rous Surgery
Dr R 0 and Dr M Way

58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.

Dr C Vize
Dr B S Wiggins
DC and C S Palmer, Dental Surgeons
Police Federation of England and Wales
Anglian Water
Jockey Club Estates Limited
Newmarket Trainers Federation
Coronation Stables
G A Pritchard-Gordon (trainer)

67.
68.
69.
70.
71.
72.
7 3.
74.
75.
76.
77.
78.
79.
80.
81.
82.
83.
84.
85.
86.
87.
88.
89.
90.
91.
92.
93.
94.
95.
96.
97.
98.
99.
100.
101.
102.
103.
104.
105.

C E & M H Brittain
Clarehaven Stables
William Jarvis
Cadland House Stables
Grabella Stud
Graham Place
Mark H Tompkins
R J 0'Gorman
Loder Stables
Southgate Stables
Tattersalls Limited
Trinity Hall Farm
Elvedeh Farms
Gross and Co (Solicitors)
The Rosery Country House Hotel
White Horse Inn
C J Nicholls and Son
Varelco Limited
Breckland Architectural Joinery Company Limited
Barretts (Newmarket) Limited
Neeves Bros
M D Rennie, Chartered Accountant
Lofts
Witton Chemical Company Limited
Golding & Son Limited
J H Dewhurst Limited
Matthews (Butchers) Limited
Breckland Meters Limited
J M Milner, Chartered Architect
A R Cooper Chiropodist
Stuart and Shirley Palmer, Glass Engravers
The Lantern Restaurant
Dencora Construction Limited
Stanhay Webb Limited
Loughton Homes
A G Hide
Newmarket Impressions
P G L Conservatories Limited
Forthergill's Seeds Limited

106. Dower Wood and Co Limited
107. P G's Sports Shop
108.
109.
110.
111.
112.
113.
114.
115.
116.
117.
118.
119.
120.
121.
122.
123.
124.
125.
126.
127.
128.
129.
130.
131.

Ideal Homes
The Five Bells Inn
CD Paramor
The Smoke House Inn
Brandon Ratepayers Association
Moulton Village Hall Management Committee
The Parish Churches of Exning and Landwade
Mildenhall Baptist Church
St John's Church, Beck Row
St Mary's Church Lakenheath
Red Lodge Community Association
Mildenhall and District Museum
Society of Friends of Maisons-Laffitte and Le Mesnil-le-Roi
Lakenheath Playing Fields Association
Brandon Horticultural Society
Mildenhall Bridge Club
Newmarket and District Swimming Club
Mildenhall Cricket Club
Brandon and District Probus Club
Brookside Senior Citizens Club
Lakenheath Netball Club
Lakenheath Silver Band
Newmarket Allotment Association
Women's Institute (Barton Mills, Lakenheath, Brandon and
Mildenhall)
132. Five petitions with a total of 1188 signatures
133. 568 individual representations

Schedule II
Representations received following our letter of 28 September 1990

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.

13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
30
31.
32.
33.

Suffolk County Council
Cambridgeshire County Council
Forest Heath District Council
East Cambridgeshire District Council
Babergh District Council
St Edmundsbury Borough Council
Waveney District Council
Suffolk Association of Local Councils
Suffolk District Councils Association
Community Council for Suffolk
Cambridgeshire Association of Local Councils
The Parish Councils of Brandon, Burwell, Cheveley,
Chippenham, Elveden, Ely, Eriswell, Fordham, Freckenham,
Icklingham, Kennett, Kentford, Lakenheath, Mildenhall,
Moulton, Swaffham Prior, Woodditton
C W M Penn, Leader of Suffolk County Council
A J Crickmere, Suffolk County Councillor
P J R Pendleton, Suffolk County Councillor
S D Crickmere, Forest Heath District Councillor
D Madeley, Forest Heath District Councillor
J I A Welford, Forest Heath District Councillor
P Lee, Cambridgeshire County Councillor
G Woollard, Cambridgeshire County Councillor
P Bridge, East Cambridgeshire District Councillor
Sir Anthony Grant MP
Robert Rhodes James MP
Rt Hon John Major MP
Malcolm Moss MP
James Paice MP
Newmarket Town Ward Conservative Association
Bury St Edmunds Constituency Conservative Association
Suffolk Magistrates Courts Committee
Paddocks County Primary School, Newmarket
All Saints Church of England V.A Primary School/ Newmarket
Moulton VC Primary School

34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.

Newmarket Upper School
St Felix Church of England VC Middle School
Ditton Lodge County First School
The Village College, Bottisham
East Anglian Regional Health Authority
West Suffolk Health Authority
Suffolk Family Health Services Authority
Community Health Unit
Rookery Medical Partnership

43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51 .
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
71.

Dr M E Abel
Dr B C Wiggins
Animal Health Trust
Anglian Water
Mildenhall and District Swimming Pool
Newmarket and District Chamber of Trade
Jockey Club Estates Limited
Grabella Stud
Tattersalls Limited
The Smoke House Inn
Fothergills Seeds Limited
Ideal Homes London Limited
Upton Suffolk Farms
Boss Industrial Mouldings Limited
H Holland Limited
John's Partnership
Golding and Son Limited
Red Lodge Community Association
Newmarket Local History Group
Brandon and District Probus Club (28 signatures)
Royal British Legion
The New Astley Club
Moulton Village Hall Management Committee
Lakenheath Women's Institute
Brandon Scout Group
Newmarket Lawn Tennis Club
Mildenhall Baptist Church
Two petitions/questionnaires with a total of 864 signatures
54 individual representations
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FINAL PROPOSALS

Existing County Boundary
Existing Other Boundary
Proposed County Boundary
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______
• — • —.—._,

Produced by Ordnance Survey for the Local Government Boundary Commission for England

SUMMARY OF PROPOSALS

LOCATION DIAGRAM

CAMBRIDGESHIRE

-•I-

(£)

"\$\^

Cio*n Copyright 1991 7

|Areo D|

CAMBRIDGESHIRE!
I Area C|

[SUFFOLK]

N e w m a r k e t\H

C} Cfown Copyrlflhl 1991

...lc

\

CAMBRIDGESHIRE

CAMBRIDGESHIRE

CAMBRIDGESHIRE

[CAMBRIDGESHIRE!

[SUFFOLK!

CAMBRIDGESHIRE

A-B Alignment of unsurveyed fence

CAMBRIDGESHIRE

CAMBRIDGESHIRE

CONSEQUENTIAL
MAP

NO.

1

AREA
REF.

FROM

B

Cambridgeshire County
East Cambridgeshire District
Burwell CP
Burwell Ward
Burwell ED

TO

MAP

NO.

Suffolk County
Forest Healh District
Non-parlshed Area
Severals Ward
Exning ED

CHANGES
AREA
REF.

FROM

TO

Cambridgeshire County
East Cambridgeshire District
Burwell CP
Burwell Ward
Burweli ED

Suffolk County
Forest Heath Dlstiict

Suffolk County
Forest Heath District
Non-parlshed Area
Exning Ward
Exning ED

Cambrldgesire County
East Cambridgeshire Districl
Burwell CP
Burwell Ward
Burwell ED

j

Cambridgeshire County
East Cambridgeshire District
Fordham CP
Fordham Villages Ward
Wooddilton ED (Dell

Suffolk County
Forest Healh District
Non-parlshed A r e a
Exning Word
Exning ED

K

Suffolk County
Forest Healh District
Non-porlshed A r e a
Exning Ward
Exning ED

Cambridgeshire County
East Cambridgeshire D i s t r i c t
Snailwell CP
Fordham Villages Ward
Woodditton ED (Del)

L

Cambridgeshire County
Easl Cambridgeshire District
Snallwell CP
Fordham Villages Ward
Woodditton ED (Del)
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EGI

Non-parlshed A r e a

Exning Ward
Exning ED

3

9
£_

B

Cambridgeshire County
East Cambridgeshire District
Burwell CP
Burwell Ward
Burwell ED

Suffolk County
Forest Heath District
Non-porlshed Area
Severals Ward
Exning ED

r
o

Cambridgeshire County
East Cambridgeshire District
Burwell CP
Burwell Ward
Burwell ED

Suffolk County
Forest Healh District
Non-parlshed Area
Exning Word
Exning ED

Suffolk County
Forest Heath District

Cambridgeshire County
East Cambridgeshire District
Burwell CP
Burwell Ward
Burwell ED

D

Non-porlshed A r e a

Exning Ward
Exning ED

FH

4
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Suffolk County
F o r e s t Heath D i s t r i c t

Non-parished A r e a
Exning Ward
Exning ED
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Z
Z
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CONSEQUENTIAL CHANGES
MAP
NO.

AREA
REF.

Suffolk County
Forest Heath
Non-parlshed Area
Severats Ward
Exning ED

N

Cambridgeshire County
East Cambridgeshire District
Snailwell CP
Fordham Villages Ward
Woodditton ED (Del)

Suffolk County
Forest Heath District
Moulton CP
South Ward
Icknield ED

0

Suffolk County
Forest Heath District
MouJton CP
South Ward
Icknield ED

Cambridgeshire County
East Cambridgeshire District
Ashley CP
Cheveley Ward
Woodditton ED

cont
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TO

Cambridgeshire County
East Cambldgeshlre District
Snailwell CP
Fordham Villages Ward
Woodditton ED (Det)

b
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FROM

MAP
NO.

AREA
REF.

FROM

0

Cambridgeshire County
East Cambridgeshire District
Ashley CP
Cheveley Ward
Woodditton ED

Suffolk County
Forest Heath District
Moulton CP
South Ward
Icknield ED

T

Cambridgeshire County
East Cambridgeshire District
Cheveley CP
Cheveley Ward
Woodditton ED

Suffolk County
Forest Heath District
Non-parlshed Area
Granby Ward
Newmarket Town ED

T

Cambridgeshire County
East Cambridgeshire District
CheveJey CP
Cheveley Ward
Cheveley ED

Suffolk County
Forest Heath District
Non-parlshed Area
Granby Ward
Newmarket Town ED

U

Cambridgeshire County
East Cambridgeshire District
Woodditton CP
Woodditton Ward
Woodditton ED

Suffolk County
Forest Heath District
Non-parlshed Area
Granby Ward
Newmarket Town ED
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cont

TO

9
P

8

K
Q

Suffolk County
Forest Heath District
Moulton CP
South Ward
Icknield ED

Cambridgeshire County
East Cambridgeshire District
Ashley CP
Cheveley Ward
Woodditton ED

