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What is The Boundary Committee for England?
The Boundary Committee for England is a committee of The Electoral Commission, an
independent body set up by Parliament under the Political Parties, Elections and
Referendums Act 2000. The functions of the Local Government Commission for England
were transferred to The Electoral Commission and its Boundary Committee on 1 April 2002
by the Local Government Commission for England (Transfer of functions) Order 2001 (SI
2001 No. 3692). The Order also transferred to The Electoral Commission the functions of
the Secretary of State in relation to taking decisions on recommendations for changes to
local authority electoral arrangements and implementing them.
Members of the Committee:
Pamela Gordon (Chair)
Professor Michael Clarke CBE
Robin Gray
Joan Jones CBE
Ann M. Kelly
Professor Colin Mellors
Archie Gall (Director)
We are required by law to review the electoral arrangements of every principal local
authority in England. Our aim is to ensure that the number of electors represented by each
councillor in an area is as nearly as possible the same, taking into account local
circumstances. We can recommend changes to the number of councillors elected to the
council, division boundaries and division names.
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Summary
We began a review of the electoral arrangements for Suffolk County Council on 10
December 2002.
•

This report summarises the submissions we received during the first stage of the
review, and makes draft recommendations for change.

We found that the current arrangements provide unequal representation of electors in
Suffolk County Council:
•
•

In 51 of the 80 divisions, each of which are currently represented by a single
councillor, the number of electors varies by more than 10% from the average for
the county and 21 divisions vary by more than 20%.
By 2007 this situation is expected to improve very slightly, with the number of
electors per councillor forecast to vary by more than 10% from the average in 49
divisions and 22 divisions vary by more than 20%.

Our main proposals for Suffolk County Council’s future electoral arrangements (see Tables
1 and 2 and Paragraphs 169–172) are:
•
•

Suffolk County Council should have 75 councillors, five fewer than at present,
representing 63 divisions.
As the divisions are based on district wards, which have themselves been
changed as a result of recent district reviews, the boundaries of all divisions, with
the exception of Bixley will be subject to change.

The purpose of these proposals is to ensure that, in future, each county councillor
represents approximately the same number of electors, bearing in mind local circumstances.
•
•

In 41 of the proposed 63 divisions, the number of electors per councillor would
vary by no more than 10% from the average for the county and four divisions
would vary by more than 20%.
An improved level of electoral equality is forecast to continue with the number of
electors per councillor in 47 divisions expected to vary by no more than 10% from
the average for the county and no division would vary by more than 20% by 2007.

This report sets out draft recommendations on which comments are invited.
•

•

•

We will consult on these proposals for eight weeks from 13 January 2004. We take
this consultation very seriously. We may decide to move away from our draft
recommendations in light of comments or suggestions that we receive. It is
therefore important that all interested parties let us have their views and
evidence, whether or not they agree with our draft recommendations.
After considering local views we will decide whether to modify our draft
recommendations. We will then submit our final recommendations to The
Electoral Commission, which will then be responsible for implementing change to
the local authority electoral arrangements.
The Electoral Commission will decide whether to accept, modify or reject our final
recommendations. It will also decide when any changes will come into effect.
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You should express your views by writing directly to us at the address below by 8 March
2004.
Team Leader
Suffolk County Council Review
The Boundary Committee for England
Trevelyan House
Great Peter Street
London SW1P 2HW
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Table 1: Draft recommendations: Summary
Division name
(by district council area)

Number of
councillors

Constituent district wards

Babergh
1

Belstead Brook

1

Brook ward; Pinewood ward

2

Cosford

1

3

Great Cornard

1

Brett Vale ward; Lavenham ward; North Cosford ward; South
Cosford ward
Great Cornard North ward; Great Cornard South ward

4

Hadleigh

1

Hadleigh North ward; Hadleigh South ward

5

Melford

1

6

Peninsula

1

Chadacre ward; Glemsford & Stanstead ward; Long Melford
ward
Alton ward; Berners ward; Holbrook ward

7

Samford

1

Dodnash ward; Lower Brett ward; Mid Samford ward

8

Stour Valley

1

9

Sudbury

1

Boxford ward; Bures St Mary ward; Leavenheath ward; Nayland
ward
Sudbury North ward; Sudbury South ward

Sudbury East &
Waldingfield

1

Sudbury East ward; Waldingfield ward

10

Forest Heath
11

Brandon

1

Brandon East ward; Brandon West ward

12

Exning & Newmarket

1

All Saints ward; Exning ward; St Mary’s ward

13
14

Mildenhall

1

Great Heath ward; Manor ward; Market ward

1

Red Lodge ward; Severals ward; South ward

1

Eriswell & The Rows ward; Iceni ward; Lakenheath ward

15

Newmarket & Red
Lodge
Row Heath

Ipswich
16

Bixley

1

Bixley ward

17

Bridge

1

Bridge ward; part of Alexandra ward

18

Chantry

2

Gipping ward; Sprites ward; Stoke Park ward

19

Gainsborough

1

Gainsborough ward; part of Holywells ward

20

Priory Heath

1

Priory Heath ward

21

Rushmere

1

Rushmere ward; part of St John’s ward

22

St John’s

1

Part of Alexandra ward; part of St John’s ward

23

St Margaret’s &
Westgate
University

2

St Margaret’s ward; Westgate ward; part of Castle Hill ward

1

Part of Alexandra ward; part of Holywells ward

Whitehouse &
Whitton

2

Whitehouse ward; Whitton ward; part of Castle Hill ward

24
25

Mid Suffolk
26

Bosmere

1

Bramford & Blakenham ward; Claydon & Barham ward

27

Hartismere

1

Gislingham ward; Palgrave ward; Rickinghall & Walsham ward

28

Hoxne

1

29

Needham

1

30

Stow

1

31

Stowmarket North

1

Eye ward; Fressingfield ward; Hoxne ward; Stradbroke &
Laxfield ward
Barking & Somersham ward; Needham Market ward; Ringshall
ward
Bacton & Old Newton ward; Haughley & Wetherden ward;
Mendlesham ward; Wetheringsett ward
Stowmarket North ward; Stowupland ward

32

Stowmarket South

1

Stowmarket Central ward; Stowmarket South ward
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Division name
(by district council area)

Number of
councillors

Constituent district wards

33

Thedwastre North

1

Badwell Ash ward; Elmswell & Norton ward; Woolpit ward

34

Thedwastre South

1

Onehouse ward; Rattlesden ward; Thurston & Hessett ward

35

Thredling

1

Debenham ward; Helmingham & Coddenham ward; The
Stonhams ward; Worlingworth ward
Abbeygate ward; Minden ward; Northgate ward; Risbygate
ward; St Olaves ward
Bardwell ward; Barningham ward; Ixworth ward; Stanton ward

St Edmundsbury
36

Abbeygate

2

37

Blackbourn

1

38

Clare

1

39

Eastgate & Moreton
Hall

1

Cavendish ward; Clare ward; Hundon ward; Wickhambrook
ward; Withersfield ward
Eastgate ward; Moreton Hall ward

40

Haverhill

2

Haverhill North ward; Haverhill South ward; Haverhill West ward

41

1

Haverhill East ward; Kedington ward

1

Southgate ward; Westgate ward

43

Haverhill East &
Kedington
Southgate &
Westgate
Thingoe North

1

44

Thingoe South

Fornham ward; Great Barton ward; Pakenham ward; Risby
ward
Barrow ward; Chedburgh ward; Horringer & Whelnetham ward;
Rougham ward

42

1

Suffolk Coastal
45

Aldeburgh & Leiston

1

Aldeburgh ward; Leiston ward

46

Blything

1

47

Carlford

1

48

Felixstowe Coastal

2

49

1

51

Felixstowe North &
Trimley
Kesgrave &
Rushmere
Loes

Saxmundham ward; Walberswick & Wenhaston ward; Yoxford
ward
Earl Soham ward; Grundisburgh ward; Otley ward; Witnesham
ward
Felixstowe East ward; Felixstowe South ward; Felixstowe South
East ward; Felixstowe West ward
Felixstowe North ward; part of Trimleys with Kirton ward (the
parishes of Trimley St Martin and Trimley St Mary)
Kesgrave East ward; Kesgrave West ward; Rushmere St
Andrew ward

1

Framlingham ward; Hacheston ward; Peasenhall ward

52

Martlesham

1

Martlesham ward; Nacton ward; part of Trimleys with Kirton
ward (the parishes of Falkenham and Kirton)

53

Wickham

1

54

Wilford

1

Melton & Ufford ward; Rendlesham ward; Wickham Market
ward
Hollesley with Eyke ward; Orford & Tunstall ward; Snape ward;
Sutton ward

55

Woodbridge

1

Farlingaye ward; Kyson ward; Riverside ward; Seckford ward

50

2

Waveney
56

Beccles

2

Beccles North ward; Beccles South ward; Worlingham ward

57

Bungay

1

Bungay ward; The Saints ward; Wainford ward

58

Gunton

2

Gunton & Corton ward; Harbour ward; St Margaret’s ward

59

Halesworth

1

Blything ward; Halesworth ward; part of Wrentham ward (the
parishes of Brampton with Stoven; Frostenden, Henstead with
Hulver Street, Rushmere, Wrentham and Uggeshall)

60

Kessingland &
Southwold

1

61

Lowestoft South

2

Kessingland ward; Southwold & Reydon ward; part of
Wrentham ward (the parishes of Benacre, Covehithe and South
Cove)
Carlton ward; Kirkley ward; Whitton ward
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Division name
(by district council area)

Number of
councillors

Constituent district wards

62

Oulton

2

Lothingland ward; Normanston ward; Oulton ward; Oulton
Broad ward

63

Pakefield

2

Carlton Colville ward; Pakefield ward

Notes
1. The constituent district wards are those resulting from the electoral reviews of the Suffolk districts
which were completed in 2001. Where whole district wards do not form the building blocks,
constituent parishes and parish wards are listed.
2. The large map inserted at the back of the report illustrates the proposed divisions outlined above
and the maps in Appendix A illustrate some of the proposed boundaries in more detail.
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Table 2: Draft recommendations for Suffolk County Council
Division name
(by district council
area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2002)

Number of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2007)

Number of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Babergh
1

Belstead Brook

1

6,497

6,497

-6

7,591

7,591

4

2

Cosford

1

6,691

6,691

-4

7,004

7,004

-4

3

Great Cornard

1

6,097

6,097

-12

6,306

6,306

-14

4

Hadleigh

1

5,910

5,910

-15

6,462

6,462

-12

5

Melford

1

7,597

7,597

9

7,851

7,851

7

6

Peninsula

1

7,726

7,726

11

8,470

8,470

16

7

Samford

1

7,859

7,859

13

8,066

8,066

10

8

Stour Valley

1

6,183

6,183

-11

6,417

6,417

-12

9

Sudbury

1

6,329

6,329

-9

6,704

6,704

-9

Sudbury East &
Waldingfield

1

6,443

6,443

-7

7,087

7,087

-3

10

Forest Heath
11

Brandon

1

6,484

6,484

-7

6,852

6,852

-7

12

Exning & Newmarket

1

8,517

8,517

23

8,719

8,719

19

13

Mildenhall

1

6,589

6,589

-5

6,952

6,952

-5

14

Newmarket & Red
Lodge

1

6,500

6,500

-6

7,591

7,591

4

15

Row Heath

1

7,233

7,233

4

7,389

7,389

1

Ipswich
16

Bixley

1

5,801

5,801

-16

5,850

5,850

-20

17

Bridge

1

6,237

6,237

-10

7,111

7,111

-3

18

Chantry

2

16,748

8,374

21

17,154

8,577

17

19

Gainsborough

1

7,858

7,858

13

7,999

7,999

9

20

Priory Heath

1

5,055

5,055

-27

6,264

6,264

-15

21

Rushmere

1

6,818

6,818

-2

7,038

7,038

-4

22

1

6,675

6,675

-4

6,940

6,940

-5

23

St John’s
St Margaret’s &
Westgate

2

14,269

7,135

3

14,657

7,329

0

24

University

1

6,020

6,020

-13

7,128

7,128

-3

25

Whitehouse & Whitton

2

14,985

7,493

8

15,565

7,783

6

Mid Suffolk
26

Bosmere

1

6,593

6,593

-5

6,918

6,918

-6

27

Hartismere

1

6,907

6,907

0

7,245

7,245

-1

28

Hoxne

1

6,931

6,931

0

7,270

7,270

-1

29

Needham

1

7,371

7,371

6

7,735

7,735

5

30

Stow

1

7,085

7,085

2

7,435

7,435

1

31

Stowmarket North

1

6,323

6,323

-9

6,818

6,818

-7

32

Stowmarket South

1

7,453

7,453

7

8,112

8,112

11

33

Thedwastre North

1

7,048

7,048

2

7,395

7,395

1
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Division name
(by district council
area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2002)

Number of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2007)

Number of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

34

Thedwastre South

1

6,569

6,569

-5

6,893

6,893

-6

35

Thredling

1

6,886

6,886

-1

7,220

7,220

-2

St Edmundsbury
36

Abbeygate

2

15,531

7,766

12

16,085

8,042

10

37

Blackbourn

1

7,379

7,379

6

7,594

7,594

4

38

Clare

1

8,116

8,116

17

8,423

8,423

15

39

Eastgate & Moreton Hall

1

5,534

5,534

-20

7,122

7,122

-3

40

Haverhill

2

12,258

6,129

-12

13,465

6,732

-8

41

Haverhill East &
Kedington

1

6,660

6,660

-4

7,243

7,243

-1

42

Southgate & Westgate

1

6,828

6,828

-2

6,976

6,976

-5

43

Thingoe North

1

7,102

7,102

2

7,282

7,282

-1

44

Thingoe South

1

6,997

6,997

1

7,179

7,179

-2

Suffolk Coastal
45

Adelburgh & Leiston

1

8,195

8,195

18

8,467

8,467

15

46

Blything

1

6,833

6,833

-2

7,327

7,327

0

47

Carlford

1

6,922

6,922

0

7,146

7,146

-3

48

Felixstowe Coastal

2

15,842

7,921

14

15,967

7,984

9

49

Felixstowe North &
Trimley

1

7,784

7,784

12

7,866

7,866

7

50

Kesgrave & Rushmere

2

12,409

6,205

-11

14,460

7,230

-1

51

Loes

1

6,792

6,792

-2

7,074

7,074

-4

52

Martlesham

1

8,400

8,400

21

8,685

8,685

18

53

Wickham

1

7,072

7,072

2

7,660

7,660

4

54

Wilford

1

6,284

6,284

-9

6,425

6,425

-12

55

Woodbridge

1

6,341

6,341

-9

6,392

6,392

-13

Waveney
56

Beccles

2

11,482

5,741

-17

11,943

5,972

-19

57

Bungay

1

7,467

7,467

8

7,714

7,714

5

58

Gunton

2

15,293

7,647

10

16,030

8,015

9

59

Halesworth
Kessingland &
Southwold
Lowestoft South
Oulton
Pakefield

1

7,350

7,350

6

7,726

7,726

5

1

7,148

7,148

3

7,459

7,459

2

2
2
2

15,029
14,441
10,852

7,515
7,221
5,426

8
4
-22

15,297
14,846
11,862

7,649
7,423
5,931

4
1
-19

Totals

75

520,628

–

–

549,923

–

–

Averages

–

6,942

–

7,332

–

60
61
62
63

–

–

Source: Electorate figures are based on information provided by Suffolk County Council.
Note: The ‘variance from average’ column shows by how far, in percentage terms, the number of
electors per councillor varies from the average for the county. The minus symbol (-) denotes a
lower than average number of electors. Figures have been rounded to the nearest whole
number.
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1

Introduction

1 This report contains our proposals for the electoral arrangements for the county of
Suffolk, on which we are now consulting. Our review of the county is part of the programme
of periodic electoral reviews (PERs) of all 386 principal local authority areas in England. This
programme started in 1996 and is expected to finish in 2004.
2
•

•
•

In carrying out these county reviews, we must have regard to:
the statutory criteria contained in section 13(5) of the Local Government Act 1992 (as
amended by SI 2001 No. 3692), i.e. the need to:
− reflect the identities and interests of local communities;
− secure effective and convenient local government; and
− achieve equality of representation.
Schedule 11 to the Local Government Act 1972.
The general duty set out in section 71(1) of the Race Relations Act 1976 and the
statutory Code of Practice on the Duty to Promote Race Equality (Commission for
Racial Equality, May 2002), i.e. to have due regard to:
− eliminate unlawful racial discrimination;
− promote equality of opportunity; and
− promote good relations between people of different racial groups.

3 Details of the legislation under which we work are set out in The Electoral Commission’s
Guidance and Procedural Advice for Periodic Electoral Reports (published by the EC in July
2002). This Guidance sets out our approach to the reviews.
4 Our task is to make recommendations on the number of councillors who should serve on
a council, and the number, boundaries and names of electoral divisions. In each two-tier
county, our approach is first to complete the PERs of all the constituent districts and, when
the Orders for the resulting changes in those areas have been made, then to commence a
PER of the county council’s electoral arrangements. Orders were made for the new electoral
arrangements in the districts of Suffolk County Council in December 2001 and we are now
embarking on our county review in this area.
5 Prior to the commencement of Part IV of the Local Government Act 2000, each county
council division could only return one member. This restraint has now been removed by
section 89 of the 2000 Act, and we may now recommend the creation of multi-member
county divisions. In areas where we are unable to identify single-member divisions that are
coterminous with ward boundaries and provide acceptable levels of electoral equality we will
consider recommending two-member divisions if they provide a better balance between
these two factors. However, we do not expect to recommend large numbers of multimember divisions other than, perhaps, in the more urban areas of a county.
6 Schedule 11 to the Local Government Act 1972 sets out the Rules to be Observed in
Considering Electoral Arrangements. These statutory rules state that each division should
be wholly contained within a single district and that division boundaries should not split
unwarded parishes or parish wards.
7 In the Guidance, we state that we wish wherever possible to build on schemes which
have been created locally on the basis of careful and effective consultation. Local people
are normally in a better position to judge what council size and division configurations are
most likely to secure effective and convenient local government in their areas, while also
reflecting the identities and interests of local communities.
8 The broad objective of PERs is to achieve, as far as possible, equal representation
across the local authority as a whole. Schemes which would result in, or retain, an electoral
15

imbalance of over 10% in any division will have to be fully justified. Any imbalances of 20%
or more should only arise in the most exceptional circumstances, and will require the
strongest justification.
9 Similarly, we will seek to ensure that each district area within the county is allocated the
correct number of county councillors with respect to the district’s proportion of the county’s
electorate.
10 The Rules provide that, in considering county council electoral arrangements, we should
have regard to the boundaries of district wards. We attach considerable importance to
achieving coterminosity between the boundaries of divisions and wards. The term
‘coterminosity’ is used throughout the report and refers to situations where the boundaries of
county electoral divisions and district wards are the same, that is to say where county
divisions comprise either one or more whole district wards.
11 We recognise, however, that it is unlikely to be possible to achieve absolute
coterminosity throughout a county area while also providing for the optimum level of
electoral equality. In this respect, county reviews are different from those of districts. We will
seek to achieve the best available balance between electoral equality and coterminosity,
taking into account the statutory criteria. While the proportion of electoral divisions that will
be coterminous with the boundaries of district wards is likely to vary between counties, we
would normally expect coterminosity to be achieved in a significant majority of divisions. The
average level of coterminosity secured under our final recommendations for the first eleven
counties that we have reviewed (excluding the Isle of Wight) is 70%. We would normally
expect to recommend levels of coterminosity of around 60% to 80%.
12 Where coterminosity is not possible in parished areas, and a district ward is to be split
between electoral divisions, we would normally expect this to be achieved without dividing
(or further dividing) a parish between divisions. There are likely to be exceptions to this,
however, particularly where larger parishes are involved.
13 We are not prescriptive on council size. However, we believe that any proposals relating
to council size, whether these are for an increase, a reduction or no change, should be
supported by evidence and argumentation. Given the stage now reached in the introduction
of new political management structures under the provisions of the Local Government Act
2000, it is important that whatever council size interested parties may propose to us they
can demonstrate that their proposals have been fully thought through, and have been
developed in the context of a review of internal political management and the role of
councillors in the new structure. However, we have found it necessary to safeguard against
upward drift in the number of councillors, and we believe that any proposal for an increase in
council size will need to be fully justified. In particular, we do not accept that an increase in
electorate should automatically result in an increase in the number of councillors, nor that
changes should be made to the size of a council simply to make it more consistent with the
size of other similar councils.
14 A further area of difference between county and district reviews is that we must
recognise that it will not be possible to avoid the creation of some county divisions which
contain diverse communities, for example, combining rural and urban areas. We have
generally sought to avoid this in district reviews in order to reflect the identities and interests
of local communities. Some existing county council electoral divisions comprise a number of
distinct communities, which is inevitable given the larger number of electors represented by
each councillor, and we would expect that similar situations would continue under our
recommendations in seeking the best balance between coterminosity and the statutory
criteria.
15 As a part of this review we may also make recommendations for change to the electoral
arrangements of parish and town councils in the county. However, we made some
16

recommendations for new parish electoral arrangements as part of our district reviews. We
therefore expect to put forward such recommendations during county reviews only on an
exceptional basis. In any event, we are not able to review administrative boundaries
between local authorities or parishes, or consider the establishment of new parish areas as
part of this review.
16 We completed the reviews of the seven district council areas in Suffolk in June 2001 and
Orders for the new electoral arrangements have since been made. This is our first review of
the electoral arrangements of Suffolk County Council. The last such review was undertaken
by the Local Government Boundary Commission, which reported to the Secretary of State in
June 1982 (Report No. 429).

The review of Suffolk
17 The review is in four stages (see Table 3).
Table 3: Stages of the review
Stage

Description

One

Submission of proposals to us

Two

Our analysis and deliberation

Three

Publication of draft recommendations and consultation on them

Four

Final deliberation and report to The Electoral Commission

18 Stage One began on 10 December 2002, when we wrote to Suffolk County Council
inviting proposals for future electoral arrangements. We also notified the seven district
councils in the county, Suffolk Police Authority, the Local Government Association, Suffolk
Association of Local Councils, parish and town councils in the district, Members of
Parliament with constituencies in the county, Members of the European Parliament for the
Eastern Region and the headquarters of the main political parties. We placed a notice in the
local press, issued a press release and invited Suffolk County Council to publicise the
review further. The closing date for receipt of submissions (the end of Stage One) was 14
April 2003.
19 At Stage Two we considered all the submissions received during Stage One and
prepared our draft recommendations.
20 We are currently at Stage Three. This stage, which began on 13 January 2004 and will
end on 8 March 2004, involves publishing the draft proposals in this report and public
consultation on them. We take this consultation very seriously and it is therefore
important that all those interested in the review should let us have their views and
evidence, whether or not they agree with these draft proposals.
21 During Stage Four we will reconsider the draft recommendations in the light of the Stage
Three consultation, decide whether to modify them, and submit final recommendations to
The Electoral Commission. The Electoral Commission will decide whether to accept, modify
or reject our final recommendations. If The Electoral Commission accepts the
recommendations, with or without modification, it will make an Order and decide when any
changes come into effect.
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Equal opportunities
22 In preparing this report the Committee has had regard to the general duty under section
71(1) of the Race Relations Act 1976 to promote racial equality and to the approach set out
in BCFE (03) 35, Race Relations Legislation, which the Committee considered and agreed
at its meeting on 9 April 2003.
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2

Current electoral arrangements

23 The county of Suffolk comprises the seven districts of Babergh, Forest Heath, Ipswich,
Mid Suffolk, St Edmundsbury, Suffolk Coastal and Waveney. The area has a population of
approximately 673,600. The county covers an area of 380,207 hectares. Suffolk is in the
east of England and is bound by Norfolk to the north, Cambridgeshire to the west and Essex
to the south. Suffolk covers an area of 380,207 hectares. There is traditionally a high
reliance on agriculture in Suffolk with farmland, towns and villages comprising the bulk of the
county. There are 427 parishes in the county. All areas in Babergh, Forest Heath, Mid
Suffolk and Suffolk Coastal are parished. All areas of St Edmundsbury outside Bury St
Edmunds and all areas of Waveney outside Lowestoft are parished. The entire district of
Ipswich is unparished.
24 To compare levels of electoral inequality between divisions, we calculated, in percentage
terms, the extent to which the number of electors per councillor in each division (the
councillor:elector ratio) varies from the county average. In the text which follows, this figure
may also be described using the shorthand term ‘electoral variance’.
25 The electorate of the county is 520,628 (December 2002). The Council currently has 80
members, with one member elected from each division.
26 At present, each councillor represents an average of 6,942 electors, which the County
Council forecasts will increase to 7,332 by the year 2007 if the present number of councillors
is maintained. However, due to demographic change and migration over the last two
decades, the number of electors per councillor in 51 of the 80 divisions varies by more than
10% from the district average and 21 divisions by more than 20%. The worst imbalance is in
Kesgrave & Martlesham division where the councillor represents 81% more electors than
the county average.
27 As detailed previously, in considering the County Council’s electoral arrangements, we
must have regard to the boundaries of district wards. Following the completion of the
reviews of district warding arrangements in Suffolk, we are therefore faced with a new
starting point for considering electoral divisions. Our proposals for county divisions will be
based on the new district wards as opposed to those, which existed prior to the recent
reviews. In view of the effect of these new district wards and changes in the electorate over
the past 20 years, which have resulted in electoral imbalances across the county, changes
to most if not all of the existing county electoral divisions are inevitable.
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Table 4: Existing electoral arrangements
Division name
(by district council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2002)

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2007)

Variance
from
average
%

Babergh
1

Belstead Brook

1

9,040

39

10,181

48

2

Brett

1

5,079

-22

5,290

-23

3

Cosford

1

4,465

-31

4,656

-32

4

Great Cornard

1

6,100

-6

6,309

-8

5

Hadleigh

1

5,919

-9

6,471

-6

6

Melford

1

7,597

17

7,851

14

7

Peninsula

1

5,675

-13

6,378

-7

8

Samford

1

6,236

-4

6,413

-7

9

Stour Valley

1

7,535

16

8,189

19

Sudbury

1

9,686

49

10,220

49

10

Forest Heath
11

Brandon

1

6,279

-4

6,640

-3

12

Exning

1

7,909

22

8,055

17

13

Icknield

1

5,501

-15

6,613

-4

14

Mildenhall

1

5,336

-18

5,663

-18

15

Newmarket Town

1

4,625

-29

4,748

-31

16

Row Heath

1

5,673

-13

5,784

-16

Ipswich
17

Bixley

1

5,801

-11

5,849

-15

18

Bridge

1

5,760

-11

6,332

-8

19

Broom Hill

1

5,369

-17

5,455

-21

20

Castle Hill

1

5,665

-13

5,744

-16

21

Chantry

1

4,470

-31

4,563

-34

22

Gainsborough

1

6,466

-1

7,524

9

23

Ipswich St Margaret’s

1

6,041

-7

6,318

-8

24

Ipswich Town

1

6,287

-3

7,166

4

25

Priory Heath

1

5,334

-18

5,635

-18

26

Rushmere

1

5,972

-8

6,022

-12

27

St Clements

1

5,884

-10

6,690

-3

28

St John’s

1

6,108

-6

6,533

-5

29

Sprites

1

5,259

-19

5,303

-23

30

Stoke Park

1

5,537

-15

5,551

-19

20

Division name
(by district council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2002)

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2007)

Variance
from
average
%

31

Whitehouse

1

5,570

-14

6,037

-12

32

Whitton

1

4,943

-24

4,984

-27

Mid Suffolk
33

Bosmere

1

7,444

14

7,811

14

34

Gipping Valley

1

6,703

3

7,034

2

35

Hartismere

1

7,265

12

7,622

11

36

Hoxne

1

7,229

11

7,579

10

37

Stowmarket St Mary’s

1

5,419

-17

5,904

-14

38

Stowmarket St Peter’s

1

6,330

-3

6,894

0

39

Thredling

1

6,994

7

7,334

7

40

Thedwastre North

1

7,519

16

7,888

15

41

Thedwastre South

1

7,337

13

7,700

12

42

Upper Gipping

1

6,926

6

7,275

6

St Edmundsbury
43

Abbeygate & Eastgate

1

9,057

39

9,581

39

44

Blackbourn

1

7,548

16

7,763

13

45

Clare

1

6,317

-3

6,600

-4

46

Haverhill North

1

9,138

40

10,092

47

47

Haverhill South

1

8,173

26

8,891

29

48

Northgate & St Olaves

1

4,975

-24

5,064

-26

49

Risbridge

1

6,228

-4

6,467

-6

50

Risbygate & Sextons

1

5,867

-10

6,166

-10

51

Southgate & Westgate

1

7,666

18

7,829

14

52

Thingoe North

1

7,256

11

7,964

16

53

Thingoe South

1

4,180

-36

4,952

-28

Suffolk Coastal
54

Blything

1

5,120

-21

5,291

-23

55

Carlford

1

8,252

27

8,733

27

56

Clayhills

1

7,553

16

8,003

16

57

Colneis

1

8,935

37

9,279

35

58

Felixstowe Ferry

1

6,276

-4

6,328

-8

59

Felixstowe Landguard

1

7,140

10

7,197

5

60

Felixstowe Walton

1

5,764

-11

5,806

-16

61

Framlingham

1

6,181

-5

6,467

-6
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Division name
(by district council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2002)

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2007)

Variance
from
average
%

62

Kesgrave & Martlesham

1

11,762

81

13,443

96

63

Plomesgate

1

5,683

-13

5,898

-14

64

Wickham

1

7,109

9

7,405

8

65

Wilford

1

7,004

8

7,475

9

66

Woodbridge

1

6,095

-6

6,144

-11

Waveney
67

Beccles

1

6,013

-8

6,517

-5

68

Bungay

1

6,303

-3

6,175

-10

69

Gunton

1

5,029

-23

5,093

-26

70

Halesworth

1

5,707

-12

5,974

-13

71

Lothingland North

1

7,547

16

8,099

18

72

Lothingland South

1

9,075

39

10,168

48

73

Lowestoft Central

1

6,893

6

7,106

3

74

Lowestoft St Margaret’s

1

5,871

-10

6,128

-11

75

Normanston

1

5,356

-18

5,432

-21

76

Oulton Broad

1

7,752

19

7,935

15

77

Pakefield

1

7,095

9

7,166

4

78

Southwold

1

4,902

-25

5,175

-25

79

Wainford

1

6,747

4

7,091

3

80

Whittington

1

4,772

-27

4,818

-30

Totals

80

520,628

–

549,923

–

Averages

–

6,508

–

6,874

–

Source: Electorate figures are based on information provided by Suffolk County Council.
Note: Each division is represented by a single councillor, and the electorate columns denote the
number of electors represented by each councillor. The ‘variance from average’ column
shows how far, in percentage terms, the number of electors represented by each councillor
varies from the average for the county. The minus symbol (-) denotes a lower than average
number of electors. For example, in 2002, electors in Cosford division in Babergh were
relatively over-represented by 31%, while electors in Kesgrave & Martlesham division in
Suffolk Coastal were relatively under-represented by 81%. Figures have been rounded to the
nearest whole number.
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Submissions received

28 At the start of this review we invited members of the public and other interested parties
to write to us giving their views on the future electoral arrangements for Suffolk County
Council
29 During this initial stage of the review, officers from The Boundary Committee visited the
area and met officers and members of the County Council. We are grateful to all concerned
for their co-operation and assistance. We received 44 submissions during Stage One,
including the county-wide schemes from the County Council, the Suffolk County Council
Conservative Group and the Suffolk Liberal Democrats’ Constituency Parties, all of which
may be inspected at our offices and those of the County Council.

Suffolk County Council
30 The County Council proposed a council of 90 members, 10 more than at present,
serving 90 single-member divisions. It concluded that the current number of councillors was
insufficient for the Council to operate effectively bearing in mind the growth rate of the
electorate population in Suffolk in recent history. It proposed a uniform pattern of singlemember divisions across the county. Under the Council’s proposals, 22 divisions would
initially have an electoral variance of more than 10% and four divisions would have an
electoral variance of more than 20%. This electoral equality is forecast to improve by 2007
with 20 divisions having an electoral variance of more than 10% and two divisions having a
variance of more than 20%. The County Council’s proposals would provide for a 48% level
of coterminosity between district ward and county division boundaries.

District and borough councils
31 Waveney District Council fully supported a council size of 75 and opposed council sizes
of 80 and 85 members in light of the impact this would have on the electoral arrangements
in Waveney.
32 St Edmundsbury Borough Council supported the principle of achieving coterminosity.
33 Mid Suffolk District Council stated that it would be unnecessary to split wards in order to
provide divisions with similar number of electors to the county average. They suggested a
two-member division combining Stowmarket and Stowupland.

Political groups
34 The Suffolk County Council Conservative Group (the Conservatives) submitted a countywide scheme based on 75 members, serving 55 single-member divisions and 10 twomember divisions. Their scheme provided a level of coterminosity of 52% and relatively
good levels of electoral equality with 20 of the proposed 65 divisions having a variance of
more than 10% by 2007. The Conservatives did not provide much written detail to justify
their proposals.
35 The Suffolk Liberal Democrats’ Constituency Parties (the Liberal Democrats) proposed a
county-wide scheme based on 82 members, each member representing single-member
divisions. Their scheme provided a level of coterminosity of 65% and relatively good
electoral equality with 51 of the proposed 82 divisions having a variance of no more than
10% and one division would have an electoral variance of more than 20% by 2007. They
also submitted proposals for Babergh and Mid Suffolk based on a council size of 80
members. These proposals contained coterminosity levels of 80% and 100% respectively
and achieved reasonable levels of electoral equality. In Babergh, the number of electors
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represented by each councillor is forecast to vary by more than 10% from the county
average in four divisions but none by more than 20% of the average by 2007. In Mid Suffolk,
the number of electors represented by each councillor is forecast to vary by more than 10%
from the county average in one division but none by more than 20% of the average by 2007.
The Liberal Democrats did not provide much written detail to justify their proposals in terms
of community identity.
36 Ipswich Borough Council Labour Group supported the County Council’s proposal for a
90-member council on the basis that it would give clarity of representation to the people in
Ipswich. Ipswich Labour Party supported the County Council’s proposals for a 90-member
council. It stated that the County Council’s proposals would provide a good fit across the
county with minimum variance from the district average electorate.

Parish and town councils
37 We received responses from 31 parish and town councils. In Babergh district, Elmsett
Parish Council stated that felt well represented by their councillor and was ‘therefore asking
for the status quo’. Acton Parish Council stated that it did ‘not consider there is any need to
alter the electoral boundary affecting this parish’. Polstead Parish Council stated that it
wanted to maintain the status quo in its area. Chilton Parish Council expressed concern that
councillors in rural parts of Suffolk may have a large area with several parish councils to
represent. Sudbury Town Council expressed a strong preference for Sudbury East ward to
be included a division with Chilton and Waldingfield parishes, as they felt this would provide
a more coherent division considering proposed residential building in the area. Both
Sudbury Town Council and Woolverstone Parish Council favoured an 85-member council
size. Kersey Parish Council stated it had no comment to make concerning council size as it
has no effect on Kersey itself. Hadleigh Town Council stated their preference to a council
size of 80 and expressed that they would like to see Hadleigh division remain unchanged.
38 In Forest Heath, Mildenhall Parish Council wished to retain a council size of 80 members
with six divisions for Forest Heath district.
39 In Mid Suffolk district, Debenham and Thurston parish councils supported maintaining a
council size of 80 members. Thurston Parish Council stated their opposition to splitting
Thurston/Beyton/Hessett ward. Beyton Parish Council supported a council size of 75 and
stated that all divisions ought to be coterminous and boundaries ought to take note of ‘major
lines of severance and other local historical sensibilities’.
40 In St Edmundsbury, Little Wratting Parish Council was concerned with the proposals for
a 75-member council size as it could lead to the potential manipulation of boundaries within
the Haverhill area. Stanton Parish Council favoured a council size of 70 members and
stated that the maximum number of members required should be 75. Great Barton Parish
Council opposed the proposal to transfer its parish from Thingoe North division into Thingoe
South division.
41 In Suffolk Coastal district, Rendham Parish Council opposed an increase in council size
and also expressed its opposition to being separated from Sweffling village. Kirton &
Falkenham Parish Council stated their opposition to merging with Felixstowe division.
Rushmere St Andrew Parish Council favoured a council size of 80 members and suggested
a two-member division containing Rushmere St Andrew, Kesgrave East and Kesgrave West
wards. Felixstowe Town Council stated that they would prefer an 85-member council in
which Felixstowe was represented by three single-member divisions. Sutton Parish Council
was concerned by the large geographical area rural councillors would have to cover and that
councillors in urban areas around the towns would outweigh rural councillors’ opinions.
Grundisburgh & Culpho Parish Council suggested that the village of Burgh be added to their
existing electoral arrangement. Martlesham Parish Council proposed retaining a ward similar
to the existing arrangement stating that this reflected community identity and electoral
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equality. Kesgrave Town Council expressed their strong objection to any division of their
parish and stated their support for an 80-member County Council. Brightwell, Foxhall &
Purdis Farm Group Parish Council supported a council size of 80.
42 In Waveney district Holton Parish Council expressed their preference for an 80- or 85member council size as this would result in little change of the existing electoral
arrangements. Gisleham Parish Council also supported a council size of 75 members.
Kessingland Parish Council stated that although they could not make a full resolution due to
time constraints, they were opposed to Kessingland being divided. Southwold Town Council
favoured Southwold and Reydon to be in a division with Halesworth and Blything as they
share strong community identity. Halesworth Town Council were opposed to this but stated
a preference to have Wissett and Rumbergh included in their area instead and also stated
preference for a County Council size of either 80 or 85. Blyford & Sotherton Parish Council
favoured retaining the status quo with the addition of Wissett to the current division.
Heveningham Parish Council requested that divisional boundaries be changed marginally
only so as to retain as closely as possible the existing arrangements.

Other representations
43 We received a further two submissions from local councillors. Councillor John Kelso,
representing Kesgrave & Martlesham division, opposed a division which would place
Martlesham with the small villages to its south-east. Councillor Guy McGregor, representing
Hoxne division, supported the allocation of 10 county councillors for Mid Suffolk and
proposed a division including Hoxne, Fressingfield, Stradbroke and Worlingworth.
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Analysis and draft recommendations

44 We have not finalised our conclusions on the electoral arrangements for Suffolk County
Council and welcome comments from all those interested relating to the proposed division
boundaries, number of councillors and division names. We will consider all the evidence
submitted to us during the consultation period before preparing our final recommendations.
45 As with our reviews of districts, our primary aim in considering the most appropriate
electoral arrangements for Suffolk County Council is to achieve electoral equality. In doing
so we have regard to section 13(5) of the Local Government Act 1992 (as amended) – the
need to secure effective and convenient local government, and reflect the identities and
interests of local communities; and secure the matters referred to in paragraph 3(2)(a) of
Schedule 11 to the Local Government Act 1972 (equality of representation). Schedule 11 to
the Local Government Act 1972 refers to the number of electors per councillor being ‘as
nearly as may be, the same in every division of the county’.
46 In relation to Schedule 11, our recommendations are not intended to be based solely on
existing electorate figures, but also on estimated changes in the number and distribution of
local government electors likely to take place over the next five years. We must also have
regard to the desirability of fixing identifiable boundaries and maintaining local ties, and to
the boundaries of district wards.
47 We have discussed in Chapter One the additional parameters which apply to reviews of
county council electoral arrangements and the need to have regard to the boundaries of
district wards in order to achieve coterminosity. In addition, our approach is to ensure that,
having reached conclusions on the appropriate number of councillors to be elected to the
county council, each district council area is allocated the number of county councillors to
which it is entitled.
48 It is therefore impractical to design an electoral scheme which results in exactly the
same number of electors per councillor in every division of a county.
49 We accept that the achievement of absolute electoral equality for an authority as a whole
is likely to be unattainable, especially when also seeking to achieve coterminosity in order to
facilitate convenient and effective local government, so there must be a degree of flexibility.
However, our approach, in the context of the statutory criteria, is that such flexibility must be
kept to a minimum. Accordingly, we consider that, if electoral imbalances are to be
minimised, the aim of electoral equality should be the starting point in any review. We
therefore strongly recommend that, in formulating electoral schemes, local authorities and
other interested parties should make electoral equality their starting point, and then make
adjustments to reflect relevant factors such as the boundaries of district wards and
community identity. Five-year forecasts of changes in electorate must also be taken into
account and we would aim to recommend a scheme which provides improved electoral
equality over this five-year period.
50 The recommendations do not affect county, district or parish external boundaries, local
taxes, or result in changes to postcodes. Nor is there any evidence that these
recommendations will have an adverse effect on house prices, or car and house insurance
premiums. Our proposals do not take account of parliamentary boundaries, and we are not
therefore able to take into account any representations that are based on these issues.

Electorate forecasts
51 Since 1975 there has been a 29% increase in the electorate of Suffolk county. The
County Council submitted electorate forecasts for the year 2007, projecting an increase in
the electorate of 6% from 520,628 to 549,923 over the five-year period from 2002 to 2007. It
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expects most of the growth to be in Ipswich, although a significant amount is also expected
in St Edmundsbury district. In order to prepare these forecasts, the Council estimated rates
and locations of housing development with regard to structure and local plans, the expected
rate of building over the five-year period and assumed occupancy rates.
52 During Stage Two, the County Council altered their estimates for the number of electors
in all wards of Ipswich for both 2002 and 2007. It stated that it had determined that the
original estimates were inaccurate. The changes in the estimates are minor in all of the
wards, with the exception of St John’s ward. The County Council’s revised 2002 electorate
figures for St John’s ward are 5,761 and 6,183 for 2002 and 2007 respectively. The original
electorate figures were 5,677 and 6,098 respectively. We carefully considered the County
Council’s revised electorate figures for Ipswich and we are basing our draft
recommendations on the revised figures.
53 We know that forecasting electorates is difficult and, having considered all the evidence
received concerning electorate forecasts, we accept that the County Council’s revised
figures, are the best estimates that can reasonably be made at this time.

Council size
54 As explained earlier, we now require justification for any council size proposed, whether
it is an increase, decrease or retention of the existing council size.
55 Suffolk County Council presently has 80 members. At Stage One, we received countywide schemes based on different council sizes from the County Council, the Suffolk County
Council Conservative Group and the Suffolk Liberal Democrats’ Constituency Parties.
Having carefully considered these representations, we decided that we required further
argumentation and evidence for each proposed council size. In particular, we requested
additional information concerning the County Council’s new political management structures
and the role of councillors within them, under the council sizes that had been proposed. We
wrote accordingly to the three respondents in April 2003. We sent copies of this letter to
interested parties who commented on council size during Stage One and requested them to
provide us with further evidence in support of the respective council sizes which they
supported. We received responses from the County Council, the Suffolk County Council
Conservative Group and 10 others.
56 The County Council proposed a council size of 90, an increase of 10 members. It based
its justification for the proposed increase on population growth and the introduction of new
political management structures. The County Council stated that there has been a 36% rise
in the electorate of Suffolk since 1974. It also stated that this growth has not been evenly
distributed and therefore additional divisions need to be created in the areas of significant
electorate growth to ‘avoid the disruption to the electorate that would arise from increasing
the size of all other Divisions’. The County Council also stated that to assist ‘councillor
involvement and recognition’ an increase in the size of divisions or radical changes to the
boundaries should be avoided. The County Council also stated that ‘the electorate can be
very confused by change’ and for this reason divisions should be coterminous wherever
possible. The Council also stated that a council size of 90 would provide higher levels of
coterminosity and better electoral equality than under a council size of 75 or 80.
57 The County Council stated that it formally introduced a modern political management
structure when the provisions of the Local Government Act 2000 were introduced and
outlined that structure as follows: It includes an Executive Committee which consists of a
leader and a maximum of nine councillors, each of whom is responsible for a portfolio.
Meetings of this committee take place approximately once every three weeks and ‘business
is heavy’. There is also a 12-member ‘shadow executive’, which meets after each Executive
Committee meeting. There are currently five Overview & Scrutiny committees which meet
six or seven times a year. Four of these committees comprise 11 councillors and one
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comprises eight county councillors and seven co-opted district councillors. An Overview
Scrutiny Management Board, consisting of six councillors, oversees the business of the
Overview & Scrutiny committees. The Management Board meets 12 times per year.
Occasionally, the Overview & Scrutiny committees appoint a panel comprising five members
‘to consider specific matters in detail’, such as improving voter turnout. These panels ‘meet
frequently and produce detailed reports on the findings of their investigations’. The
regulatory function of the council is fulfilled by the Regulatory Committee, comprising the
subcommittees of Development Control, Traffic Management & Rights of Way, Education
Transport Cases, Individual Cases and Disciplinary & Grievance. These subcommittees
comprise 20, nine, three, three and three councillors respectively. The Regulatory
Committee as a whole meets seven times a year, as do the Development Control and the
Traffic Management & Rights of Way subcommittees. The other subcommittees do not meet
regularly, though tend to meet about three to four times per year. The standards function of
the council is fulfilled by the Standards Committee, comprising four members and meets
approximately three to four times per year.
58 The County Council stated that ‘the cumulative effect’ of new political management
arrangements are that ‘the Executive Committee members and Portfolio Holders, together
with the Chairs and Vice-Chairs of the Overview and Scrutiny Committees, are involved in at
least as many meetings as they were under the former committee system’. It states that ‘the
Regulatory Committee and the various Sub-Committees meet on the same frequency as
they did prior to 2000 and [that] the remaining members of the Council continue to attend
many advisory and consultative meetings’.
59 The County Council stated that ‘the modernised local authority structure encourages
Councillors to engage with their electorate in their Divisions’ through locality arrangements.
‘Locality arrangements cover geographical areas which reflect the district council
boundaries’. It stated that ‘to achieve the objectives … locality directors are required to
agree with local councillors and partner organisations a local action plan which includes
arrangements for’ such matters as the improvement of ‘councillors accessibility to and
contact with the public’. It stated that ‘the diverse nature of Suffolk’s communities makes
effective consultation particularly problematic and the proposals in the submission for 90
councillors would better assist locally developed consultation’. As an example, it stated ‘at
the moment some rural [county] councillors are expected to maintain effective and regular
communication with around 19-20 parish councils’. The County Council states that a more
recent trend ‘is the development of smaller town partnerships … beneath the district level’.
Brandon, Haverhill and Sudbury ‘have ambitions to replicate LSP [local strategic
partnership] activity but at a much more local level’. It stated that ‘councillor representation
and contribution will continue to be demanded in this respect’.
60 The County Council stated that the involvement of councillors in partnership work is
‘demanding’. It stated that ‘the importance of working in partnership … has become
increasingly significant for the County Council’ and it is involved in over 200 partnerships. It
stated that ‘as the momentum builds under the current arrangements for regional
governance the County Council is represented in an increasing number of bodies. We do
not expect this demand to fall in the foreseeable future’. The County Council stated that ‘it is
crucial that if partnerships are to be successful they require careful relationship building and
intensive work in assessing their effectiveness, which is demanding on those involved in
leading them. Although the County Council argued for a council size of 90, its original
‘Submission to the Boundary Committee for England by the Suffolk County Council’, which
we were provided with a copy of, argued for a council size of 80. The submission stated that
in view of the new political management structure, the introduction of locality arrangements
and the County Council’s involvement in over 200 partnerships, ‘the Council feels that the
new electoral arrangements should provide for a council size of 80 (i.e. the status quo)’.
61 The Suffolk County Council Conservative Group (the Conservatives) proposed a council
size of 75, a decrease of 5 members. They stated that ‘the electorate of Suffolk and the
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effectiveness and efficiency of the County Council would be best served by a 75 member
council’. They stated that they did not believe a reduction of five councillors would leave the
electorate under-represented as the district and parish councils across Suffolk ‘ensure that
the people of Suffolk are more than adequately represented at a local level’. The
Conservatives also compared the councillor:elector ratio of Suffolk to a number of other
English counties and it stated that ‘it should be noted that at present the number of county
councillors, at 80, is high when compared with similar authorities’.
62 The Conservatives considered the implications of the Local Government Act 2000, which
it stated had increased the workload of the nine members of the Executive ‘whilst allowing
the remaining Councillors (71) to spend … more time [working] in their divisions’. They note
that there ‘is an increased role for councillors in the monitoring of the council’s activities’ on
Overview & Scrutiny committees. However, they stated that ‘there are currently 140
permanent committee places’, excluding the Executive Committee. Consequently, ‘there
would still be less than 2 committee places per councillor’ under a council size of 75. The
Conservatives gave examples of councillors’ current workloads in terms of meetings. One
councillor stated that between early March and late May of 2003, he/she ‘travelled to County
Hall for … an average of three meetings per month, as compared to approximately seven or
eight per month under the old committee system’. The Conservatives claim that the council
could ‘redefine its committee structure … to create a smaller body of councillors, better
informed and more engaged in scrutinising and monitoring the authority’s policies and
priorities. Savings generated from a reduced council size could also be channelled into
additional officer support for Overview & Scrutiny, thereby enhancing its effectiveness yet
further’.
63 The Conservatives considered that the impact of a reduction of the council to 75
members would have on the representation of residents, given the introduction of new
political management structures. They note that ‘the slimmed-down decision-making
processes engendered by the Local Government Act (2000) have been supplemented with
a strengthening of the Councillors’ representative role … undertaken through such bodies as
the county council’s own locality mechanisms … and their links with the six … Local
Strategic Partnerships’. The Conservatives stated that ‘this new way of working’ did not
necessarily entail increased councillor workload. It stated that the County Council’s locality
mechanisms result in ‘devolving some of the effort onto Council officers … [and] further
designated support … could be funded through the savings generated by a reduced council
size’. Despite this, the Conservatives claim, ‘there is little relationship between the
mechanisms in place to support the councillors in their representative role and the workload
generated by their constituents’. They claim that ‘for many councillors, representation would
largely continue to be carried out in the traditional manner’ and they provide a number of
statements from county councillors to back these claims. One county councillor was quoted
as stating that ‘the number of parish council meetings has not changed since I became a
county councillor in 1989’.
64 The Conservatives stated that another factor in reducing councillors’ workloads has
been the use of information technology. The Conservatives quoted one councillor who
stated that ‘video conferencing facilities that are available in Bury St Edmunds … allow me
to have briefing meetings with officers in Ipswich without the necessity of spending time in
my car’.
65 The Conservatives stated that a reduction in the council size would ‘make it easier for
parties to field candidates in all Divisions’ given ‘the current shortage of candidates to stand
for local offices’. They noted that councillors ‘represent the interests of both the authority
(and of residents) on and to a wide range of external bodies’ and partnerships. However,
they stated, many external bodies and partnerships ‘meet only infrequently and may require
little input in between’.
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66 The Conservatives claimed that a reduction in council size to 75 members ‘could deliver
savings of up to £10,000 per Councillor per annum’. They noted that ‘in-house cost should
not be the principal driver determining the number of Councillors’. However, they considered
it to be ‘appropriate for a Council that seeks efficiencies in service delivery to extend that
search to the way it operates as a political body’.
67 The Conservatives stated that they concluded from the County Council’s consultation
exercise ‘that there is a very limited public demand for a larger council’. However, the
Conservatives stated that a ‘radical reduction’ in council size ‘was not appropriate in the
context of representation … as in the rural parts of the County it would lead to very large (in
geographical terms) divisions, which would be difficult for a Councillor to service’. They
concluded that 75 ‘represented a realistic number, satisfying the various issues that we had
considered and best securing effective and convenient local government for the county’.
68 The Suffolk Liberal Democrats’ Constituency Parties (the ‘Liberal Democrats’) proposed
a council size of 82, an increase of two. It stated that ‘with 80 members currently the
distribution is uneven … 80 seats produces several districts with entitlements to half
councillors’. They stated that they ‘believe that the present number of councillors is about
right, any major reductions in numbers would lead to some very large rural divisions …
Similarly we do not see the need to propose any major increase in county councillors as we
believe the current ratios of electors to county councillors is reasonable’. Given that the
Liberal Democrats considered the existing council size to be appropriate in terms of its
functions, it looked at proposing a council size which provides the ‘best fit across the whole
county’. It therefore proposed a council size of 82 stating that this would provide a ‘better fit
mathematically for whole numbers’.
69 We received further representations relating to council size during Stage One. Ipswich
Borough Council Labour Group supported the Council’s proposals ‘for a 90 division county
on the grounds that it would give clarity of representation to the people of Ipswich based on
coterminous boundaries with the Ipswich borough wards’. The Ipswich Constituency Labour
Party and the Ipswich Borough Local Government Committee of the Labour Party both
supported the County Council’s proposed council size of 90 as it provides 16 divisions for
Ipswich. The Suffolk Labour Party also supported a council size of 90. Finally, Chris Mole
MP for Ipswich also supported the County Council’s proposals for a council size of 90
highlighting the growth in electorate as well as outlining the impact Ipswich not returning 16
councillors would have on parliamentary constituencies.
70 At Stage One, a number of respondents commented on the council sizes of 75, 80 and
85, which the County Council initially consulted upon. We note that, although the County
Council did not consult on their proposed council size of 90, two respondents commented on
the proposed 90-member council following our request for further evidence on the council
size issue. All of the respondents commented on the council size in relation to their
preferred electoral arrangements in their respective local areas. Beyton Parish Council,
Gisleham Parish Council, Rendham Parish Council, Stanton Parish Council and Waveney
District Council supported a council size of 75 and Little Wratting Parish Council opposed a
council size of 75. Waveney District Council also strongly opposed a council size of 80 or
85. Brightwell, Foxhall & Purdis Farm Group Parish Council, Debenham Parish Council,
Hadleigh Town Council, Mildenhall Parish Council and Thurston Parish Council supported a
council size of 80. Chilton Parish Council, Felixstowe Town Council, Sudbury Town Council
and Woolverstone Parish Council supported a council size of 85. Halesworth Town Council
supported a council size of either 80 or 85.
71 Mildenhall Parish Council, commenting on the County Council’s proposed 90-member
council stated that ‘an additional ten County Councillors would seem … a considerable
expense on the Council tax payers’ and would be ‘rather unnecessary in view of the current
style of “government” i.e. a cabinet of a majority group and allied members’. Rendham
Parish Council opposed any increase in council size as this ‘would probably increase
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expenditure and bureaucracy’. Martlesham Parish Council stated it could ‘find no evidence
to support the suggestion for increasing the size of the Council to 90 members’. Elmsett
Parish Council stated it ‘would have no objection’ to a 75-member council. It also stated that
the council size ‘should be based on the number of parishes served, not population’. Kersey
Parish Council did not specify a preferred council size but stated that we should choose the
‘least costly’ option in terms of the impact on local taxation. Two residents argued for a
decrease in council size to avoid upward pressure on council tax.
72 We have carefully considered all the evidence received during Stage One concerning
council size. As explained in the Electoral Commission’s Guidance and Procedural Advice
for Periodic Electoral Reviews (the Guidance), we take no preconceived view as to the most
appropriate council size for Suffolk, but carefully examine the argumentation and evidence
received. The Guidance states that when we consider submissions regarding council size, it
is ‘important that they can demonstrate that their proposals have been fully thought through,
and have been developed in the context of a review of internal political management and the
role of councillors in the new structures. The BCFE will look for clear evidence that this has
taken place. It will be insufficient simply to assert that the implementation of a particular
structure requires a particular council size’. We note that ‘too few councillors can mean that
the interests of residents are not adequately represented; too many can lead to difficulties in
the internal management of local authorities. This can be a fine balance’. When we consider
council size we do ‘not aim for equality of council size between authorities of similar types
and populations’. Additionally, ‘we do not accept that increases in an authority’s electorate
should automatically result in a commensurate increase in the number of councillors being
returned’. Although the role of councillors is the primary factor we consider when
determining council size, we also have a responsibility to ensure that the council size
proposed would provide effective and convenient local government by the allocation of the
correct number of county councillors in each district.
73 Considering the evidence received, we concluded that we had received insufficient
evidence to support an increase in council size to 90 members. We have not received
evidence to suggest that the existing political management structure of the County Council
requires an increase in council size of 10 in order to carry out its functions. We received a
description of the existing arrangements but the County Council did not claim that these
were not currently working effectively or that they would be enhanced by an increase in
council size of 10. When reaching a decision on the most appropriate council size we must
consider the impact any proposals would have on the internal political management
structures of a council. Therefore we do not take into account arguments based on an
increase in the electorate, the distribution of electorate growth, the provision of
coterminosity, the avoidance of divisions which cover both rural and urban areas, and the
avoidance of radical changes to existing boundaries, all arguments put forward by the
County Council, until a decision on the most appropriate council size has been reached. The
County Council has also not convinced us that the continued provision of local governance
in Suffolk is dependent on an increase in council size. As mentioned previously, we do not
consider increases in the electorate when deciding the size of the council and although we
do consider the provision of coterminosity and the ‘best’ levels of electoral equality, justify an
increase in council size, these factors can only be taken into account once a decision
regarding the internal political management structure has been made. We note, however,
that the County Council’s proposals would provide the correct allocation of county
councillors for each of the seven districts, as well as improvements in electoral equality.
74 We have also noted that the County Council initially consulted on council sizes of 75, 80
and 85 and a proposed increase to 90 only emerged as a proposal shortly before the end of
Stage One. The submissions received in support of the County Council’s proposals
consistently refer to the electoral arrangements of Ipswich rather than for Suffolk as a whole.
We have to consider all seven districts equally. We are concerned that ensuring that Ipswich
is allocated 16 councillors is the prime factor behind the County Council’s proposal and
given the lack of evidence provided with regard to the new political management structures
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we do not propose adopting the County Council’s proposed council size of 90 as part of the
draft recommendations.
75 We noted the proposals of the Liberal Democrats for a council size of 82, to improve
upon the allocation of county councillors to each of the districts. As noted above, councillor
allocation is not a primary factor in determining council size. However, the Liberal
Democrats proposed allocating 14 councillors to Suffolk Coastal, which is actually entitled to
15 by 2007. Consequently a council size of 82 would not facilitate a good appointment of
councillors between districts. Therefore, we are not adopting a council size of 82.
76 Having decided not to adopt a council size of 90 or 82 and given that no proposal was
received for the retention of the existing council size, we carefully considered the
Conservatives’ proposal for a 75-member council.
77 We consider that the Conservatives’ submission, proposing a 75-member council,
makes the best case for a change in council size. Although making some assertions, the
Conservatives have provided significant evidence to support their proposals, including
statements from councillors who consider their workload has decreased. The Conservatives’
submission and further evidence addressed the internal management structures of the
council and demonstrated that, in their opinion, a council size of 75 would enable the council
to improve its effectiveness and efficiency. We note their comments demonstrating a
reduction in the workload of non-Executive councillors despite the proliferation of
partnership working. We consider that the Conservatives have made a good case that since
the Local Government Act 2000 and the move to a new political management structure,
there has been a reduction in the workload of ‘backbench councillors’. As a result the
Council will operate more efficiently with a reduced number of members. We noted that the
Conservatives’ argument against a ‘radical’ reduction of council size to below 75 due to the
adverse impact on the size of the geographical size of divisions in rural areas. We agree
that, although a reduction in council size is acceptable, too great a reduction would have an
adverse impact on councillors’ representational roles. We noted that the Conservatives’
proposals would provide the correct allocation of county councillors for each of the seven
districts, as well as improvements in electoral equality. We noted the Conservatives
compared the size of Suffolk County Council to other county councils. However, we do not
make comparisons between authorities and simply make our decision based on what we
consider to be the most appropriate council size for Suffolk.
78 Having looked at the evidence provided concerning the new political management
structures, we conclude that the optimal size of Suffolk County Council is 75 members.
Having reached this decision and noting that a council size of 75 provides the correct
allocation of councillors between the constituent districts, we conclude that the statutory
criteria would best be met by a council of 75 members. Consequently, we propose
producing draft recommendations based on a council size of 75.

Electoral arrangements
79 We acknowledge the difficulties faced in seeking to address the current electoral
inequality in Suffolk and are grateful for the county-wide submissions that have been put to
us. We have considered all of these proposals carefully.
80 The County Council expressed the view that, in formulating recommendations for future
electoral arrangements, our criteria outlined in the Guidance ‘do not take sufficient account
of the geographical differences which exist in the County’. It stated that ‘the problems of
representing very rural and sparsely populated areas … differ greatly from those of the
heavily populated urban areas’. It stated that ‘the requirement for equality of electoral
representation … leads to a situation in which some Councillors have to attend large
numbers of Parish Council meetings and travel very large distances’. It stated that ‘different
parishes place different demands on their representatives’. Consequently, it stated,
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‘individual [councillor] workloads need to be considered’. It expressed opposition to the
concept of two-member divisions ‘as it believes that this leads to confusion for the electorate
as to who their representative is’. It stated that divisions ought to be coterminous ‘wherever
possible’ in order to avoid confusion in the electorate.
81 We note the County Council’s concern about the different issues affecting electors in
urban divisions compared to those living in rural and sparsely-populated areas. Although we
give primacy to electoral equality, the Guidance states that ‘we accept that attempts to
simply even out the numbers … can result in increasing the size of already very large rural
wards [or divisions] … [which] may undermine, rather than enhance the effectiveness and
convenience … of local government; and it might also fail to recognise and have regard to
the identities and interests of local communities’. We note the County Council’s concern
about councillor workload. However, as the Guidance states, ‘the BCFE cannot provide for
over-representation in particular wards [or divisions] … on the grounds of councillor
workload’.
82 The County Council’s proposals, based on a council size of 90, would provide improved
electoral equality on the current arrangements. Twenty of its proposed divisions are forecast
to vary by more than 10% from the county average and two by 20% by 2007. Its scheme
provides for 48% coterminosity (43 divisions out of 90). However, we are unable to base our
proposals on the County Council’s scheme in any of the districts. This is due to the
councillor:elector ratio being significantly lower under a council size of 90 than under a
council size of 75, as we are proposing. Under a scheme based on 75 members, there are
forecast to be an average of 7,332 electors per councillor by 2007. Under a council size of
90 members, the corresponding ratio is only 6,110 electors per councillor. Consequently,
electors in most of the County Council’s proposed divisions would be significantly overrepresented given our proposed council size. Similarly, we cannot adopt the majority of the
Liberal Democrats’ proposed divisions based on an 82-member council as with an average
of only 6,706 electors most divisions would be over-represented by each councillor by 2007.
83 The council size of 75 imposes considerable constraints on achieving both coterminosity
and good electoral equality in Ipswich and in the town of Lowestoft in Waveney district. All of
the wards in Ipswich and most of the wards covering Lowestoft are forecast to contain
between 5,500 and 6,300 electors by 2007. Consequently, basing divisions on single wards
only would result in significant over-representation of electors. Additionally, electors in
divisions which combine two adjacent wards would be significantly under-represented by
2007. To achieve reasonable levels of electoral equality, we have proposed a number of
two-member divisions combining wards which if utilised as single-member divisions would
result in poor electoral equality.
84 As detailed above, only the Conservatives proposed a county-wide scheme based on
our adopted council size of 75. They expressed the view that, in formulating
recommendations for future electoral arrangements, the issues of electoral equality,
coterminosity and community identity ought to be considered. It stated that it considered the
County Council’s consultation exercise when formulating its scheme. It recommended a
number of two-member divisions in its scheme as ‘they help achieve better electoral
equality’ in some instances.
85 The Conservatives proposed a number of non-coterminous divisions in the districts of
Babergh, Mid Suffolk, Suffolk Coastal and Waveney. The rates of coterminosity in these
districts are 33%, 50%, 9% and 11% respectively. We note that a number of the proposed
divisions in these districts would secure a relatively high level of electoral equality. However,
to improve coterminosity while retaining acceptable levels of electoral equality, we have
proposed a number of amendments in these districts. In Ipswich, the Conservatives’
proposals attain 100% coterminosity. However, we note that all of the 10 proposed divisions
in this district vary by more than 10% from the county average and two vary by more than
20% by 2007. To improve electoral equality, we have proposed a number of amendments in
this district.
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86 The Liberal Democrats expressed the view that, in formulating recommendations for
future electoral arrangements, divisions ought to be coterminous ‘unless absolutely
necessary’ and each division should ‘cover one continuous land mass’. It stated that rural
divisions should not be ‘grossly’ under-represented while claiming that urban divisions ‘can
more easily accommodate larger electoral sizes’. It stated that each division should return a
single member. We noted that only in the districts of Babergh and Mid Suffolk did the Liberal
Democrats put forward proposals which allocate the correct number of members given a
council size of 75. The rates of coterminosity under these proposals for Babergh and Mid
Suffolk are 80% and 100% respectively. The level of electoral equality provided by these
proposals in both districts is reasonable. Under their proposals for Babergh, the number of
electors represented by each councillor is forecast to vary by more than 10% from the
county average in four divisions but none would vary by more than 20% from the average by
2007. Under their proposals for Mid Suffolk, the number of electors represented by each
councillor is forecast to vary by more than 10% from the county average in one division but
none by more than 20% of the average by 2007.
87 We noted the Liberal Democrats’ concern that urban divisions ‘can more easily
accommodate larger electoral sizes’ compared to rural areas. As stated in the Guidance, ‘we
accept that attempts to simply even out the numbers … can result in increasing the size of
already very large rural wards [or divisions] … [which] may undermine, rather than enhance
the effectiveness and convenience … of local government; and it also might fail to recognise
and have regard to the identities and interests of local communities’.
88 After careful consideration of all the schemes and submissions received, we have
decided to broadly adopt the Liberal Democrats’ scheme for Babergh and to adopt their
scheme for Mid Suffolk in its entirety. In Forest Heath we are adopting the Conservatives’
proposals in their entirety. In St Edmundsbury we are broadly adopting the Conservatives’
proposals as they provide a good basis on which to achieve the statutory criteria in the
district. In the remaining districts, we are largely putting forward our own proposals as the
Conservatives’ proposals do not combine high levels of coterminosity with good electoral
equality.
89 We are proposing a number of two-member divisions. Following the commencement of
Part IV of the Local Government Act 2000 and, in particular, section 89, the constraints that
previously prevented the creation of multi-member county divisions have been removed.
The Electoral Commission’s Guidance to us states ‘we do not envisage the BCFE
recommending large numbers of multi-member divisions other than, perhaps in the more
urban areas of a county’. In the large towns of Bury St Edmunds, Felixstowe, Haverhill,
Ipswich, Kesgrave/Rushmere and Lowestoft, where we could not identify single-member
divisions that combined coterminosity with good electoral equality, we have proposed twomember divisions to achieve a more satisfactory balance between the statutory criteria.
90 We noted that the Liberal Democrats provided names for their proposed divisions and
the Conservatives did not. Where we are adopting divisions proposed by the Liberal
Democrats, we have adopted their proposed names. For divisions that we have proposed, if
they have similar boundaries to existing divisions, we propose adopting the existing name.
In cases where our proposed divisions do not cover areas similar to those of existing
divisions, we propose naming them after component ward/wards. We would welcome
comments on division names from local people during Stage Three.
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91 Our proposals would improve coterminosity and electoral equality compared to the
Conservatives’ scheme. For county division purposes, the seven district areas in the county
are considered in turn, as follows:
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.
v.
vi.
vii.

Babergh district (pages 36 to 39)
Forest Heath district (pages 39 to 41)
Ipswich borough (pages 41 to 43)
Mid Suffolk district (pages 44 to 46)
St Edmundsbury borough (pages 46 to 49)
Suffolk Coastal district (pages 49 to 53)
Waveney district (pages 53 to 57)

92 Details of our draft recommendations are set out in Tables 1 and 2, and on the large
map inserted at the back of this report.

Babergh district
93 Under the current arrangements, the district of Babergh is represented by 10 county
councillors serving the 10 divisions of Belstead Brook, Brett, Cosford, Great Cornard,
Hadleigh, Melford, Peninsula, Samford, Stour Valley and Sudbury. The number of electors
represented by each councillor varies by more than 10% from the county average in seven
divisions, and by more than 20% in four divisions. The worst electoral imbalances are in
Sudbury division which is under-represented by 49% (also 49% by 2007), and the Cosford
division which is over-represented by 31% (32% by 2007).
94 Under the County Council’s proposals, the number of councillors representing Babergh
district would be 12, rather than the 10 it would be entitled to under our proposed 75member council. Therefore, we have not been able to consider these proposals in their
entirety because most of these divisions would contain too few electors. Therefore, we have
not detailed their proposals in this report.
95 Under the Conservatives’ proposals for the district 10 councillors would be returned, the
correct allocation for a council size of 75. These 10 councillors would represent eight singlemember divisions and a single two-member division, as described in Table 5. The
Conservatives did not provide names for their proposed divisions in Babergh. Their
proposals would provide for 33% coterminosity in the district. The Conservatives stated that
they have included the whole of Brook ward in their proposed Division 2 as ‘Chattisham and
Hintlesham villages have a joint Parish Council and wish to be kept together in one County
Council division’. The number of electors per councillor in the Conservatives’ proposed
Division 1 through to Division 10 are forecast to vary from the county average by 9%, 4%,
7%, 14%, 12%, 9%, 3%, 8% and 11% respectively by 2007.
Table 5: Conservatives’ proposals for Babergh

Proposed Division name

Number of
councillors

Proposed constituent district wards

1

Division 1

1

Berners ward; Holbrook ward; part of Alton ward (the parishes of
Brantham and Stutton)

2

Division 2

1

Brook ward; Pinewood ward

3

Division 3

1

Dodnash ward; Mid Samford ward; part of Alton ward (the parish
of Tattingstone)

4

Division 4

1

Lower Brett ward; Nayland ward; part of Boxford ward (the
parishes of Boxford, Groton and Lindsay); part of South Cosford
ward (the parishes of Aldham, Elmsett, Semer, Whatfield and
Kersey)
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Proposed Division name

Number of
councillors

Proposed constituent district wards

5

Division 5

1

Hadleigh North ward; Hadleigh South ward

6

Division 6

1

7

Division 7

1

Brett Vale ward; Lavenham ward; North Cosford ward; part of
Boxford ward (the parish of Milden); part of Chadacre ward (the
parish of Lawshall); part of South Cosford ward (the parish of
Nedging-with-Naughton); part of Waldingfield ward (the parish of
Little Waldingfield)
Glemsford & Stanstead ward; Long Melford ward; part of
Chadacre ward (the parishes of Boxted, Hartest, Shimpling and
Somerton)

8

Division 8

1

Bures St Mary ward; Leavenheath ward; part of Boxford ward (the
parish of Edwardstone); part of Waldingfield ward (the parishes of
Acton, Chilton and Great Waldingfield)

9

Division 9

2

Great Cornard North ward; Great Cornard South ward; Sudbury
East ward; Sudbury North ward; Sudbury South ward

96 The Liberal Democrats put forward two proposals for the district, based on allocating 10
and 11 councillors to the district respectively. In both cases, each proposed division returns
a single member. For a council size of 75, the correct number of councillors to be allocated
to Babergh is 10. We have detailed their 10-member option only. Their proposals are shown
in Table 6. The level of coterminosity under the Liberal Democrats’ proposals for the district
is 80% (eight out of 10 divisions). The number of electors per councillor in the Liberal
Democrats’ proposed divisions of Belstead Brook, Cosford, Great Cornard, Hadleigh and
Melford are forecast to vary from the county average by 8%, 4%, 14%, 12% and 7%
respectively by 2007. The number of electors per councillor in their proposed divisions of
Peninsula, Samford, Stour Valley, Sudbury and Sudbury North & Waldingfield are forecast
to vary from the county average by 11%, 10%, 12%, 8% and 3% respectively by 2007.
Table 6: Liberal Democrats’ proposals for Babergh (10-member option)

Proposed Division name

Number of
councillors

Proposed constituent district wards

1

Belstead Brook

1

Brook ward; Pinewood ward; part of Berners ward (the parishes of
Freston and Woolverstone)

2

Cosford

1

Brett Vale ward; Lavenham ward; North Cosford ward; South
Cosford ward

3

Great Cornard

1

Great Cornard North ward; Great Cornard South ward

4

Hadleigh

1

Hadleigh North ward; Hadleigh South ward

5
6

Melford

1

Chadacre ward; Glemsford & Stanstead ward; Long Melford ward

Peninsula

1

7

Samford

1

Alton ward; Holbrook ward; part of Berners ward (the parishes of
Arwarton, Chelmondiston and Shotley)
Dodnash ward; Lower Brett ward; Mid Samford ward

8

Stour Valley

1

9

Sudbury

1

Boxford ward; Bures St Mary ward; Leavenheath ward; Nayland
ward
Sudbury East ward; Sudbury South ward

Sudbury North &
Waldingfield

1

Sudbury North ward; Waldingfield ward

10

97 In Sudbury town and its surrounds, the Liberal Democrats propose the creation of a
Sudbury division and a Sudbury North & Waldingfield division. Following consideration of
alternative combinations of wards, they stated that ‘the populated parts of Sudbury South
and Sudbury East had a common boundary far longer than the populated, boundary
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between Sudbury North and Sudbury South, the latter only abutting in and around
Gainsborough Road. The remaining South/North boundary being across a large rural
hinterland and well separated physically’. It concluded that a division combining Sudbury
South and Sudbury East wards ‘would make the most logical division within Sudbury itself’.
Consequently, Waldingfield ward is included in a division with Sudbury North.
98 Acton Parish Council, Elmsett Parish Council, Hadleigh Town Council and Polstead
Parish Council each expressed support for the existing divisions in which they are at present
contained. Sudbury Town Council stated their preference for Sudbury East ward to be
included in a division ‘with Chilton and Waldingfield’, which are contained in Waldingfield
ward, ‘bearing in mind the increase in residential building proposed for this area’.
99 We have carefully considered all the representations received relating to Babergh. We
have noted that the Conservatives and the Liberal Democrats put forward proposals
allocating 10 councillors to Babergh. By 2007, under a council size of 75, 10 councillors is
the correct allocation, we therefore propose 10 councillors to be returned from Babergh
under our draft recommendations. We have noted that both the Conservatives’ and Liberal
Democrats’ proposals for the district achieve reasonable levels of electoral equality.
However, due to the Liberal Democrats’ proposals achieving significantly higher levels of
coterminosity than the Conservatives’ proposal for the district, we propose to base our
scheme on the Liberal Democrats’ proposals. However, by proposing some modifications to
the Liberal Democrats’ proposed divisions in the eastern areas of the district, we are able to
achieve 100% coterminosity while maintaining reasonable levels of electoral equality. In the
town of Sudbury and its surrounds, we propose an amendment to the Liberal Democrats’
proposals which we consider better represent community identities. We are adopting all of
the Liberal Democrats’ proposed divisions for Babergh with the exceptions of Belstead
Brook, Peninsula, Sudbury and Sudbury North & Waldingfield divisions.
100
In the far east of the district, we propose amending the Liberal Democrats’ proposed
Belstead Brook and Peninsula divisions. Unlike the Liberal Democrats’ proposal, our
proposed Peninsula division is coterminous and comprises Alton, Berners and Holbrook
wards entirely. This division would cover much of the Shotley Peninsula and the settlements
in the area are sufficiently linked by road. This modification also makes Belstead Brook
division coterminous as it would comprise Brook and Pinewood wards only. Our proposed
Peninsula division would have a relatively high level of electoral variance of this division
(16% by 2007). However, we consider this to be acceptable given the improved level of
coterminosity. We support the Liberal Democrats’ proposed Hadleigh division at it combines
the two urban wards covering Hadleigh town. The boundaries of the Liberal Democrats’
proposed Hadleigh division have also been put forward by the Conservatives and the
County Council. We propose adopting the Liberal Democrats proposed Cosford, Great
Cornard, Melford, Samford and Stour Valley divisions as these are each coterminous and
each cover small settlements adequately linked by road. These proposed divisions also
largely avoid the creation of divisions combining urban areas with rural areas.
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We note the Liberal Democrats proposal to create divisions comprising Sudbury
North and Waldingfield wards and Sudbury East and Sudbury South wards. We accept the
Liberal Democrats’ statement that the mainly-rural Waldingfield ward must be included in a
division with one of wards in Sudbury town, as the number of electors in each of wards
covering Sudbury town necessitate the combining of a Sudbury ward with a surrounding
rural ward. We acknowledge the Liberal Democrats’ claim that Sudbury East and Sudbury
South wards are well linked. However, we consider that Waldingfield ward does not have
particularly strong links with Sudbury North ward. We consider that the most significant road
link between Waldingfield ward and the town of Sudbury, Waldingfield Road, runs through
Sudbury East ward and not Sudbury North ward. We also consider Sudbury North and
Sudbury South wards to be well linked by the A131. We also noted that Sudbury Town
Council stated that development will be taking place in Waldingfield ward which will be
linked closely with Sudbury East ward. Therefore, we are proposing a Sudbury division and
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a Sudbury East & Waldingfield division to cover the area of Sudbury town. Our proposed
Sudbury division comprises Sudbury North and Sudbury South wards and our proposed
Sudbury East & Waldingfield division comprises Sudbury North and Waldingfield wards.
102
The number of electors in our proposed divisions of Belstead Brook, Cosford, Great
Cornard, Hadleigh and Melford divisions would vary initially from the county average by 6%,
4%, 12%, 15%, 9% and 11% (4%, 4%, 14%, 12%, 7% and 16% by 2007). The number of
electors in our proposed divisions of Peninsula, Samford, Stour Valley, Sudbury and
Sudbury East & Waldingfield would vary initially from the county average by 11%, 13%,
11%, 9% and 7% respectively (16%, 10%, 12%, 9% and 3% by 2007). Our scheme would
provide for 100% coterminosity in this district. Our draft recommendations are illustrated on
the large map at the back of the report.

Forest Heath district
103
Under the current arrangements, the district of Forest Heath is represented by six
county councillors serving the six divisions of Brandon, Exning, Icknield, Mildenhall,
Newmarket Town and Rowheath. The number of electors represented by each councillor
varies by more than 10% from the county average in five divisions, and by more than 20% in
two divisions. The worst electoral imbalances are in Exning division which is underrepresented by 22% (17% by 2007), and the Newmarket Town division which is overrepresented by 29% (31% by 2007).
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Under the County Council’s proposals, the number of councillors representing Forest
Heath would be six, rather than the five it is entitled to under a council size of 75. Therefore,
we have not detailed the proposals.
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Under the Conservatives’ proposals, the number of councillors representing Forest
Heath would be five, the number the district is entitled to under a council size of 75
members. These five councillors would represent five single-member coterminous divisions,
thereby providing 100% coterminosity in the district. The Conservatives did not propose
names for their proposed divisions. Their proposals are outlined in Table 7. The number of
electors per councillor in their proposed Divisions 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 would vary from the
county average by 19%, 4%, 5%, 1% and 7% respectively by 2007.
Table 7: Conservatives’ proposals for Forest Heath

Proposed Division name

Number of
councillors

Proposed constituent district wards

1

Division 1

1

All Saints ward; Exning ward; St Mary’s ward

2

Division 2

1

Red Lodge; Severals ward; South ward

3

Division 3

1

Great Heath ward; Manor ward; Market ward

4

Division 4

1

Eriswell & The Rows ward; Iceni ward; Lakenheath ward

5

Division 5

1

Brandon East ward; Brandon West ward
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The Conservatives’ stated that at least one of its proposed divisions would have a
high electoral variance due to the geography of the district. Its proposed Division 1, with an
electoral variance of 19%, is ‘out on a limb geographically’ on the south-western edge of the
district. However, they stated that the division facilitates coterminosity and that it takes into
account ‘the identities of the communities involved, given the nature of Newmarket and
Exning … with their own unique individual identities’. They stated that their proposed
Division 4 would ‘have the advantage of combining the USAF [United States Air Force]
bases at Lakenheath and Mildenhall, which are … inextricably linked by community
interests, in the same Division’.
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Under the Liberal Democrats’ proposals for the district, the number of councillors
representing Forest Heath would be six, rather than the five it is entitled to under a council
size of 75 members. Therefore, we have not detailed the proposals. However, we have
noted any community identity arguments put forward in favour of those proposals. The
Liberal Democrats stated that ‘Exning is physically closer to Severals ward than St Mary’s’
owing to ‘a large open gap between the populated parts of St Mary’s ward and the village of
Exning’. They stated that ‘Exning village is far closer to Studlands Park, a division in
Severals ward’ and that the boundary between All Saints and St Mary’s wards is ‘far longer’
than the boundary between All Saints and Severals wards.
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We have carefully considered all the representations received relating to Forest
Heath. We have noted that only the Conservatives have put forward proposals allocating
five councillors to Forest Heath. By 2007, under a council size of 75, five councillors is the
correct allocation. We therefore propose five councillors be returned from Forest Heath
under our draft recommendations. Given the absence of an alternative scheme with the
correct allocation and given 100% coterminosity and reasonable electoral equality achieved
in the Conservatives’ scheme, we propose to adopt the Conservatives’ proposals in their
entirety. We propose to name the Conservatives’ Divisions 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 Exning &
Newmarket, Newmarket & Red Lodge, Mildenhall, Row Heath and Brandon respectively.
With the exception of Row Heath, these divisions names reflect significant towns within each
respective division. Row Heath is the name given to an existing division covering an area
similar to the existing Row Heath division.
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In the far south-west of the district, we are adopting the Conservatives’ proposed
Division 1. We acknowledge the community identity arguments put forward by the Liberal
Democrats in favour of creating a division combining Exning and Severals wards and a
division comprising All Saints and St Mary's wards. We acknowledge the Conservatives’
comments about the geographical isolation of the wards in the vicinity of Newmarket town.
We also note that the number of electors in the proposed Division 1 varies by 19% from the
county average by 2007. We considered alternatives, including a two-member division
containing All Saints, Exning and St Mary’s wards as well as Severals ward. Electoral
equality is improved under such a two-member division with the number of electors varying
from the county average forecast to be only 13% by 2007. This division could also facilitate
a coterminous division comprising the wards of Iceni, Manor, Red Lodge and South, which
would have an acceptable electoral variance of 16% by 2007. However, such a division
would necessitate the creation of non-coterminous divisions combining rural parishes with
the relatively urban wards covering Mildenhall and Brandon towns. When considering the
Conservatives proposals in the Newmarket area we noted that one of the Newmarket wards
has to be included in a division with the rural central region of Forest Heath. As Severals
ward is the only ward in the Newmarket area connected to the remainder of the district we
agreed with the Conservatives that this ward should be combined in a division with the rural
wards to its east. We consider an electoral variance of 19% for our proposed Exning &
Newmarket division to be acceptable due to the geographical position of the component
wards, at the far south-west of the district.
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We propose adopting the Conservatives’ proposed Division 2 as this achieves good
electoral equality and facilitates coterminosity in the rural areas surrounding the Mildenhall
conurbation. We propose adopting the Conservatives’ proposed Division 3 as it has good
electoral equality and comprises the wards which cover Mildenhall town. We are adopting
the Conservatives’ proposed Division 4 as it links the small settlements to the north-west
and the south-east of Mildenhall town and facilitates the creation of coterminous divisions
centred on the towns of Brandon and Mildenhall. We also note the advantage of having both
the major US air bases being included in the Conservatives’ Division 4. It provides good
electoral equality and the settlements contained in the division are adequately linked by a
road network. This proposed division covers a substantial part of the district owing to
sparseness of population. Although the division may appear very large as it covers a large
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part of the district, the geographical size of the division is smaller than a number of divisions
proposed in other districts across Suffolk. We propose adopting the Conservatives’
proposed Division 5 as this division achieves good electoral equality, comprises both
Brandon East and Brandon West wards and is proposed in the County Council’s and the
Liberal Democrats’ schemes.
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The number of electors per councillor in our proposed Brandon, Exning &
Newmarket, Mildenhall, Newmarket & Red Lodge and Row Heath divisions would vary from
the county average by 7%, 18%, 5%, 1% and 4% respectively (7%, 19%, 5%, 4% and 1%
by 2007). Our draft recommendations would provide for 100% coterminosity in this district.
Our draft recommendations are illustrated on the large map at the back of the report.

Ipswich borough
112
Under the current arrangements, the borough of Ipswich is represented by 16 county
councillors serving the 16 divisions of Bixley, Bridge, Broom Hill, Castle Hill, Chantry,
Gainsborough, Ipswich St Margaret’s, Ipswich Town, Priory Heath, Rushmere, Sprites, St
Clements, St John’s, Stoke Park, Whitehouse and Whitton. The number of electors
represented by each councillor varies by more than 10% from the county average in 10
divisions, and by more than 20% in two divisions. No division in Ipswich is underrepresented, yet all 16 are over-represented with the worst electoral imbalance in Chantry
which is over-represented by 31% (34% by 2007).
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Under the County Council’s proposals, 16 councillors would represent Ipswich, rather
than the 13 it is entitled to under a council size of 75 members. Therefore, we have not
detailed the proposals.
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Under the Conservatives’ proposals, 13 councillors would represent Ipswich, the
number the district is entitled to under a council size of 75 members. These 13 councillors
would represent seven coterminous single-member divisions and three coterminous twomember divisions, thereby providing 100% coterminosity in the district. The Conservatives’
did not propose names for their proposed divisions. Their proposals are described in Table
8. The number of electors per councillor in the Conservatives’ proposed Divisions 1, 2, 3, 4
and 5 are forecast to vary from the county average by 22%, 20%, 23%, 16% and 17% by
2007. The number of electors per councillor in the Conservatives’ proposed Divisions 6, 7,
8, 9 and 10 are forecast to vary from the county average by 15%, 18%, 17%, 17% and 16%
by 2007.
Table 8: Conservatives’ proposals for Ipswich

Proposed Division name

Number of
councillors

Proposed constituent district wards

1

Division 1

2

Alexandra ward; Bridge ward; Holywells ward

2

Division 2

1

Bixley ward

3

Division 3

2

Castle Hill ward; St Margaret's ward; Westgate ward

4

Division 4

1

Gainsborough ward

5
6

Division 5

2

Gipping ward; Sprites ward; Stoke Park ward

Division 6

1

Priory Heath ward

7

Division 7

1

Rushmere ward

8

Division 8

1

St John’s ward

9

Division 9

1

Whitehouse ward

10

Division 10

1

Whitton ward
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Under the Liberal Democrats’ proposals, 14 councillors would represent Ipswich,
rather than the 13 it is entitled to under a council size of 75 members. Therefore, we have
not detailed the proposals.
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We have carefully considered all the representations received relating to Ipswich. We
have noted that only the Conservatives put forward proposals allocating 13 councillors to
Ipswich. By 2007, under a council size of 75, 13 councillors is the correct allocation. We
therefore propose 13 councillors to be returned from Ipswich under our draft
recommendations. We have noted that the Conservatives’ proposals for the district achieve
100% coterminosity in the district. However, given the overall poor electoral equality of the
Conservatives’ proposals, we are adopting only the Conservatives’ Divisions 2, 5 and 6.
These divisions are coterminous and provide reasonable electoral equality given their
respective positions at the edge of the district. We propose to name these divisions Bixley,
Chantry and Priory Heath respectively. For the remainder of the district we are putting
forward our own proposed divisions. Having investigated a number of alternatives, we are
proposing two two-member divisions and five single-member divisions. Given an allocation
of 13 councillors to the district and due to the electoral size and distribution of the 16 district
wards in Ipswich, it is not possible to achieve high levels of coterminosity combined with
good electoral equality, even given the option of two-member divisions. However, both of
our proposed non-coterminous two-member divisions provide good levels of electoral
equality and are divided by the Ipswich–Felixstowe railway, which is highly identifiable. We
note that our proposals place parts of Alexandra ward in three separate divisions. However,
this allows us to achieve acceptable levels of electoral equality in the divisions covering this
area.
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In the south-west of the Ipswich town we propose adopting the Conservatives’ twomember Division 5 comprising Gipping, Sprites and Stoke Park wards. We note the high
electoral variance of this division (17% by 2007). However, this division is coterminous and
covers most of the residential area on the south-western edge of the district. Having visited
the area, we found that the areas covered by each of the component wards are well linked
by road. We considered placing the areas of Gipping ward north of either the River Orwell or
the Ipswich–Felixstowe railway line with another division in order to improve electoral
equality. In order to maintain coterminosity we have retained the whole of Gipping ward in
the Conservatives’ Division 5. However, we would welcome comments from local people
during Stage Three on this alternative proposal.
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In the south of the district, we propose a single-member Bridge division comprising
Bridge ward and the part of Alexandra ward broadly to the west of Upper Orwell Street and
Fore Street. This division places the majority of the commercial centre of Ipswich in a single
division. This division achieves a high level of electoral equality. Although the River Orwell is
the boundary between Bridge and Alexandra wards, both of these wards are adequately
linked by Stoke Bridge. We are proposing a Gainsborough division comprising
Gainsborough ward and part of Holywells ward that includes the residential area broadly
west of Clapgate Lane. We are proposing this division as it achieves good electoral equality
and represents a continuous residential area centred on Clapgate Lane. In the south-east of
the town, we are adopting the Conservatives’ Division 6, comprising Priory Heath ward
solely. This division was also proposed by the County Council. We note the high electoral
variance of this division (15% by 2007). However, given the position of this Priory Heath
ward in the far south-east of the town and its north-eastern boundary being the Ipswich–
Felixstowe railway line, it is difficult to combine this ward with parts of wards to its north. We
considered including part of Gainsborough ward in a division with Priory Heath ward.
However, we could not identify a suitable area of Gainsborough ward that would provide
improved electoral equality without resulting in an arbitrary boundary. We consider that such
a proposal would not reflect community identities and therefore we are content to propose
accept an electoral variance of 15% by 2007. We considered that by combining
Gainsborough ward with the southern section of Holywells ward, we are able to combine
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areas of similar housing and cover whole residential estates, thereby reflecting community
identities. We are therefore proposing a Gainsborough division comprising Gainsborough
ward with the part of Holywells ward containing the housing estate to the west of Clapgate
Lane.
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In the east of the district, we are adopting the Conservatives’ single-member division
Division 2 and are proposing two of our own non-coterminous single-member divisions. We
propose that these three divisions are separated from divisions to their west and south by
the Ipswich–Felixstowe railway line as this is a highly identifiable boundary. In the far east of
the district, we are adopting the Conservatives’ Division 2, comprising Bixley ward only. This
division was also proposed by the County Council and the Liberal Democrats. We note the
high electoral variance of this division (20% by 2007). However, this division is isolated on
the eastern edge of the district and is separated by the residential areas of the adjacent St
John’s ward by Coppleston High School, Ipswich Hospital and a golf course. We could not
identify suitable areas from neighbouring wards to transfer into a division containing Bixley
ward as we considered that any such proposal would have arbitrarily divided communities.
We are proposing a Rushmere division comprising Rushmere ward and part of St John's
ward west of Cauldwell Hall Road. This modification provides good electoral equality in our
proposed Rushmere and St John's divisions. The section of St John's ward contained in the
division is easily accessed from Rushmere ward. We are proposing a St John's division
containing the remainder of St John's ward and the part of Alexandra ward east of the
Ipswich–Felixstowe railway line. This division provides good electoral equality and all areas
within the division are adequately linked and it has a strong western boundary in the form of
the Ipswich–Felixstowe railway line.
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In the area immediately to the east of the town centre, we are proposing a University
division, centred on University College Suffolk, consisting of the part of Alexandra ward
broadly between the Ipswich–Felixstowe railway line and Upper Orwell Street and part of
Holywells ward, broadly north of the housing estate west of Clapgate Lane. Although this
division is non-coterminous, it provides good electoral equality and links the relatively highdensity housing area between the town centre and the Ipswich–Felixstowe railway line.
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In the north-west of the town, we propose two non-coterminous two-member
divisions. Our proposed St Margaret's & Westgate division comprises St Margaret's and
Westgate wards and that part of Castle Hill ward south of the Ipswich–Felixstowe railway
line. Our proposed Whitehouse & Whitton division contains Whitehouse ward, Whitton ward
and the remainder of Castle Hill ward. We investigated single-member divisions in this area.
However, the wards in the north-west of the town would each contain approximately 6,000
electors by 2007. Therefore, single-member divisions based on single wards would be
significantly over-represented given that the average councillor:elector ratio would be 7,332.
Additionally, combining two such wards in single-member divisions would lead to underrepresentation. Our proposed St Margaret's & Westgate and Whitehouse & Whitton
divisions would provide good electoral equality and the Ipswich–Felixstowe railway line
provides a highly identifiable boundary.
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Overall, our proposals for Ipswich would improve electoral equality significantly
compared with the Conservatives’ proposals. The number of electors per councillor in our
proposed Bixley, Bridge, Chantry, Gainsborough and Priory Heath divisions would be 16%,
10%, 21%, 13% and 27% respectively (20%, 3%, 17%, 9% and 15% by 2007). The number
of electors per councillor in our proposed Rushmere, St Margaret's & Westgate, St John's,
University and Whitehouse & Whitton divisions would vary from the county average by 2%,
3%, 4%, 13% and 8% respectively (4%, 0%, 5%, 3% and 6% by 2007). Our draft
recommendations would provide for 30% coterminosity in this district. Our draft
recommendations are illustrated on the large map and the detailed map at the back of the
report.
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Mid Suffolk district
123
Under the current arrangements, the district of Mid Suffolk is represented by 10
county councillors serving the 10 divisions of Bosmere, Gipping Valley, Hartismere, Hoxne,
Stowmarket St Mary’s, Stowmarket St Peter’s, Thedwastre North, Thedwastre South,
Thredling and Upper Gipping. The number of electors represented by each councillor varies
by more than 10% from the county average in six divisions. The worst electoral imbalances
are in Thedwastre North division which is under-represented by 16% (15% by 2007), and
the Stowmarket St Mary’s division which is over-represented by 17% (14% by 2007).
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Under the County Council’s proposals, 12 councillors would represent Mid Suffolk,
rather than the 10 it is entitled to under a council size of 75 members. Therefore, we have
not detailed the proposals.
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Under the Conservatives’ proposals, described in Table 9, 10 councillors would
represent Mid Suffolk, the number the district is entitled to under a council size of 75
members. These 10 councillors would represent five coterminous single-member divisions
and five non-coterminous single-member divisions, thereby providing 50% coterminosity in
the district. The Conservatives did not propose names for their proposed divisions. The
number of electors per councillor in the Conservatives’ proposed Divisions 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5
are forecast to vary from the county average by 1%, 5%, 11%, 10% and 4% respectively.
The number of electors per councillor in their proposed Divisions 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10 are
forecast to vary from the county average by 1%, 4%, 3%, 3% and 6% respectively by 2007.
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The Conservatives stated that their proposed Division 3 and Division 4, which cover
the Stowmarket and Stowupland area, are ‘predominantly urban’.
Table 9: Conservatives’ proposals for Mid Suffolk

Proposed Division name

Number of
councillors

Proposed constituent district wards

1

Division 1

1

Bramford & Blakenham ward; Claydon & Barham ward; part of
Helmingham & Coddenham ward (the parish of Coddenham)

2

Division 2

1

Barking & Somersham ward; Needham Market ward; Ringshall
ward

3

Division 3

1

Stowmarket Central ward; Stowmarket South ward

4

Division 4

1

5

Division 5

1

6

Division 6

1

7

Division 7

1

8

Division 8

1

9

Division 9

1

10

Division 10

1

Stowmarket North ward; part of Stowupland ward (the parish of
Stowupland)
Debenham ward; The Stonhams ward; Wetheringsett ward;
remainder of Helmingham & Coddenham ward; remainder of
Stowupland ward
Fressingfield ward; Hoxne ward; Stradbroke & Laxfield ward;
Worlingworth ward
Eye ward; Palgrave ward; Gislingham ward; part of Rickinghall &
Walsham ward (the parishes of Botesdale, Hinderclay, Redgrave,
Rickinghall Inferior, Rickinghall Superior)
Bacton & Old Newton ward; Badwell Ash ward; Mendlesham
ward; remainder of Rickinghall & Walsham ward
Elmswell & Norton ward; Haughley & Wetherden ward; Woolpit
ward
Onehouse ward; Rattlesden ward; Thurston & Hessett ward
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The Liberal Democrats put forward two proposals for the district, based on allocating
10 and 11 councillors to the district respectively. In both sets of proposals, all councillors
would represent single-member divisions. For a council size of 75, the correct number of
councillors to be allocated to Mid Suffolk is 10. Therefore, we have detailed only their 1044

member proposals for the district, as shown in Table 10. The level of coterminosity under
the Liberal Democrats’ proposals for the district is 100%. The number of electors per
councillor in the Liberal Democrats’ proposed Bosmere, Hartismere, Hoxne, Needham and
Stow divisions are forecast to vary from the county average by 6%, 1%, 1%, 5% and 1%
respectively by 2007. The number of electors per councillor in their proposed Stowmarket
North, Stowmarket South, Thedwastre North, Thedwastre South and Thredling divisions are
forecast to vary from the county average by 7%, 11%, 1%, 6% and 2% respectively by 2007.
The Liberal Democrats stated that they aimed ‘to group whole wards together in tight
geographical areas and not cross physical barriers, like the A14, where possible’.
Table 10: Liberal Democrats’ proposals for Mid Suffolk (10-member option)

Proposed Division name

Number of
councillors

Proposed constituent district wards

1

Bosmere

1

Bramford & Blakenham ward; Claydon & Barham ward

2

Hartismere

1

3

Hoxne

1

4

Needham Market

1

5

Stow

1

6

Stowmarket North

1

Gislingham ward; Palgrave ward; Rickinghall & Walsham ward
Eye Ward; Fressingfield ward; Hoxne ward; Stradbroke & Laxfield
ward
Barking & Somersham ward; Needham Market ward; Ringshall
ward
Bacton & Old Newton ward; Haughley & Wetherden ward;
Mendlesham ward; Wetheringsett ward
Stowmarket North; Stowupland ward

7

Stowmarket South

1

Stowmarket Central ward; Stowmarket Market South ward

8

Thedwastre North

1

Badwell Ash ward; Elmswell & Norton ward; Woolpit ward

9

Thedwastre South

1

Thredling

1

Onehouse ward; Rattlesden ward; Thurston & Hessett ward
Debenham ward; Helmingham & Coddenham ward; The
Stonhams ward; Worlingworth ward

10
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Mid Suffolk District Council stated that it should be unnecessary to create noncoterminous divisions to improve electoral equality. It suggested a two-member division
combining the areas of Stowmarket and Stowupland. Beyton Parish Council and Thurston
Parish Council stated their opposition to splitting Thurston & Hessett ward between more
than one division. Beyton Parish Council also stated we should take note of ‘major lines of
severance’ such as the A14 when making our recommendations. County Councillor Guy
McGregor argued for a division including Hoxne, Fressingfield, Stradbroke & Laxfield and
Worlingworth wards, stating there are strong links between their communities.
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We have carefully considered all the representations received relating to Mid Suffolk.
We have noted that the Conservatives and the Liberal Democrats put forward proposals
allocating 10 councillors to Mid Suffolk. By 2007, under a council size of 75, 10 councillors is
the correct allocation. We therefore propose 10 councillors to be returned from Mid Suffolk
under our draft recommendations. We have noted that the Conservatives’ proposals provide
reasonable electoral equality throughout the district. However, given the Liberal Democrats’
proposals achieve both reasonable electoral equality and 100% coterminosity throughout
the district, we propose to adopt the Liberal Democrats’ proposals in their entirety.
Additionally, the Liberal Democrats’ proposed divisions generally include wards whose
constituent settlements are adequately linked by road. We note that in the area broadly
south of the A14, the Liberal Democrats’ proposed division boundaries match those
proposed by the Conservatives. The Conservatives’ proposed Divisions 2, 3 and 10 are
identical to the Liberal Democrats’ proposed Needham, Stowmarket South and Thedwastre
South divisions.
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In the south of the district, we propose adopting the Liberal Democrats’ proposed
Bosmere, Needham and Thedwastre South divisions as they would provide good electoral
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equality, are coterminous and avoid placing more rural areas in divisions with Stowmarket
town. Also, these proposed divisions link the small communities broadly between the A14
and the southern edge of the district. We note the consensus between the Conservatives
and the Liberal Democrats in terms of their proposals for this area. We note that the Liberal
Democrats’ proposals place the ward of Thurston & Hessett in a single division, as proposed
by Beyton and Thurston parish councils.
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In the Stowmarket area, we propose adopting the Liberal Democrats’ Stowmarket
South division as it is coterminous, provides good electoral equality and combines the
closely connected urban area in the centre and south of Stowmarket town. We note that this
division was also proposed by the Conservatives. We propose adopting the Liberal
Democrats’ Stowmarket North division as it is coterminous and provides acceptable levels of
electoral equality. We note Mid Suffolk District Council’s suggestion to combine the wards
covering the Stowmarket and Stowupland area in a two-member division. We note that a
two-member division comprising Stowmarket Central, Stowmarket North, Stowmarket South
and Stowupland wards would provide a gain in electoral equality. The number of electors in
this proposed division would vary by 4% from the county average by 2007. The number of
electors in the Liberal Democrats’ proposed Stowmarket North and Stowmarket South
divisions would vary by 7% and 11% from the county average by 2007 respectively. As both
our proposed Stowmarket North and Stowmarket South divisions provide acceptable
electoral equality, we do not consider the improvement in electoral equality to be sufficient to
warrant a two-member division in this instance. However, we would welcome local comment
on this matter at Stage Three. We note the combination of a partly rural ward, Stowupland,
and the urban ward of Stowmarket North in the Liberal Democrats’ proposed Stowmarket
North division. However, most of the electors of Stowupland ward reside in the substantial
town of Stowupland and this town is well linked by road to the urban area covered by
Stowmarket North ward.
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To the north of the A14, we propose to adopt the Liberal Democrats’ Hartismere,
Hoxne Stow, Thedwastre North and Thredling divisions. These divisions provide excellent
electoral equality and are coterminous. All divisions are connected by either A or B roads or
by minor road networks. We considered Councillor Guy McGregor’s proposed division
comprising the wards of Hoxne, Fressingfield and Stradbroke & Laxfield and Worlingworth.
He stated that the settlements contained in these wards have substantial community links.
However, such a division would have an adverse impact on coterminosity in our proposed
divisions north of the A14.
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As we propose adopting the Liberal Democrats proposals for Mid Suffolk without
modification, the levels of electoral equality provided are identical to those outlined
previously in paragraph 127. Our draft recommendations are illustrated on the large map at
the back of the report.

St Edmundsbury borough
134
Under the current arrangements, the borough of St Edmundsbury is represented by
11 county councillors serving the 11 divisions of Abbeygate & Eastgate, Blackbourn, Clare,
Haverhill North, Haverhill South, Northgate & St Olaves, Risbygate & Sextons, Southgate &
Westgate, Thingoe North and Thingoe South. The number of electors represented by each
councillor varies by more than 10% from the county average in eight divisions, and by more
than 20% in five divisions. The worst electoral imbalances are in Haverhill North which is
under-represented by 40% (47% by 2007), and Thingoe South division which is overrepresented by 36% (28% by 2007).
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Under the County Council’s proposals, 13 councillors would represent St
Edmundsbury, rather than the 11 it is entitled to under a council size of 75 members.
Therefore, we have not detailed the proposals.
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Under the Conservatives’ proposals, 11 councillors would represent St
Edmundsbury, the number the district is entitled to under a council size of 75. These 11
councillors would represent nine coterminous single-member divisions and two noncoterminous single-member divisions, thereby providing 82% coterminosity in the district.
The Conservatives did not propose names for their proposed divisions. Under their
proposals, described in Table 11, the number of electors per councillor in the Conservatives’
proposed Divisions 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 are forecast to vary from the county average by 4%, 1%,
20%, less than 1%, 5% and 3% by 2007. The number of electors per councillor in their
proposed Divisions 7, 8, 9,10 and 11 are forecast to vary from the county average by 2%,
7%, 12%, 7% and 15% respectively by 2007.
Table 11: Conservatives’ proposals for St Edmundsbury

Proposed Division name

Number of
councillors

Proposed constituent district wards

1

Division 1

1

2

Division 2

1

Bardwell ward; Barningham ward; Ixworth ward; Stanton ward
Fornham ward; Great Barton ward; Pakenham ward; Risby ward

3

Division 3

1

Northgate ward; St Olaves ward; Risbygate ward

4

Division 4

1

Abbeygate ward; Minden ward

5
6

Division 5

1

Southgate ward; Westgate ward

Division 6

1

Eastgate ward; Moreton Hall ward

7

Division 7

1

8

Division 8

1

Barrow ward; Chedburgh ward; Horringer & Whelnetham ward;
Rougham ward
Cavendish ward; Clare ward; Wickhambrook ward; Hundon ward

9

Division 9

1

10

Division 10

1

Haverhill East ward; Kedington ward; part of Withersfield ward
(the parishes of Great Thurlow, Little Thurlow, Great Bradley,
Little Bradley and Cowlinge)
Haverhill South ward; Haverhill West ward

11

Division 11

1

Haverhill North ward; remainder of Withersfield ward
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The Conservatives stated that their proposals achieve relatively high levels of
coterminosity and electoral equality. However, they stated that in order to achieve electoral
equality and coterminosity, it had been necessary to include rural areas in divisions with
parts of Haverhill town. They stated that their proposed Division 1 reflects ‘the feedback to
the County Council’s public consultation exercise in that Bardwell and Ixworth are kept in the
same division in accordance with Bardwell Parish Council’s request’. They stated that their
proposed Division 2 ‘ensures that all of the Fornhams have been kept together in one rural
division in accordance with the requests received from Fornham All Saints, Fornham St
Martin and Fornham St Genevieve Parish Councils’.
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Under the Liberal Democrats proposals, 12 councillors would represent St
Edmundsbury, rather than the 11 it is entitled to under a council size of 75 members.
Therefore, we have not detailed the proposals.
139
Great Barton Parish Council stated it would oppose a transfer of its parish from the
division of Thingoe North into Thingoe South.
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We have carefully considered all the representations received relating to St
Edmundsbury. We have noted that only the Conservatives put forward proposals allocating
11 councillors to Mid Suffolk. By 2007, under a council size of 75, 11 councillors is the
correct allocation. We therefore propose 11 councillors to be returned from Mid Suffolk
under our draft recommendations. We have noted that the Conservatives’ proposals provide
adequate overall electoral equality and high coterminosity. However, we consider these
levels can be improved upon. Additionally, we consider that it is possible to avoid linking
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some rural areas with parts of Haverhill town, although we concede that some such linking
is necessary. We are therefore adopting the Conservatives’ proposals with amendments in
the town of Bury St Edmunds and in the town of Haverhill and its surrounds. In Bury St
Edmunds and Haverhill we are proposing a two-member division in each town. We propose
adopting the Conservatives’ Divisions 1, 2, 5, 6 and 7, which we propose to name
Blackbourn, Thingoe North, Southgate & Westgate, Eastgate & Moreton Hall and Thingoe
South. These division names, with the exception of Eastgate & Moreton Hall are names of
existing divisions. The name Eastgate & Moreton Hall indicates the component wards of the
division.
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In the north of the district, we propose adopting the Conservatives’ Division 1,
Division 2 and Division 7 as they are coterminous, provide good electoral equality, the rural
settlements they each contain are adequately linked and they avoid placing urban areas of
Bury St Edmunds in divisions with rural areas surrounding the town. In Bury St Edmunds,
we noted the electoral variance for the Conservatives’ Division 3 is forecast to be 20% by
2007. We acknowledge that we have proposed a division in Ipswich with an electoral
variance of 20%. However, in Bury St Edmunds, we have been able to identify a suitable
alternative division. We considered the component wards of Division 4, Abbeygate and
Minden, to be poorly linked in that the two wards are only linked by Hospital Road, which
runs along the southern boundaries of both wards. Consequently, we considered alternative
combinations of the component wards of the Conservatives’ Division 3 and Division 4 to
create single-member divisions. However, we were unable to identify single-member
divisions in this area which combine coterminosity with electoral equality. However, a twomember division comprising Abbeygate, Minden, Northgate, Risbygate and St Olaves wards
would provide good electoral equality with the number of electors varying from the county
average by only 12% (10% by 2007). The component wards of this proposed Abbeygate
division are also adequately linked. In the south of the town, we propose adopting the
Conservatives’ Division 5 as it provides good electoral equality, it is coterminous, its
component wards are well linked by road and avoids combining the urban area of Bury St
Edmunds with the rural area to the south of the town. This division was also proposed by the
County Council and the Liberal Democrats. In the east of Bury St Edmunds, we propose
adopting the Conservatives’ Division 6 as it provides good electoral equality, it is
coterminous and it covers a sizeable residential area in the far east of the town. We also
note that Moreton Hall ward contains too few electors to form a division on its own. Given
the ward’s position on the edge of the town, the ward can only be included in a division with
either the urban Eastgate ward or with surrounding rural areas. We therefore consider that a
combination with Eastgate would be the better alternative.
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In the south of the district, we considered adopting the Conservatives’ proposed
Division 8 as it includes adequately linked rural settlements in the south of the district.
However, by not including the whole of Withersfield ward in the Conservatives’ proposed
Division 8, sparsely populated areas to the north of Haverhill must be included in a division
or divisions with areas of the town. We aim to avoid, where possible, divisions comprising
both urban and rural areas as we consider them not to reflect community identities.
Therefore, we are proposing a Clare division which includes the whole of Withersfield ward
in addition to the wards of Cavendish, Clare, Hundon and Wickhambrook, which comprise
the Conservatives’ proposed Division 8. We note that the number of electors is forecast to
vary from the county average by 15% by 2007. However, this division facilitates the creation
of two coterminous divisions which cover the entire town of Haverhill while excluding the
majority of the rural areas to the town’s north. We acknowledge that this division covers a
larger area than the Conservatives’ proposed Division 8. However, we consider this
outcome is an improvement on proposals to combine rural areas with parts of Haverhill. We
welcome comments from local people on this issue at Stage Three of the review. Under the
Conservatives’ proposals, the town of Haverhill is split between three divisions. The number
of electors in each of the wards covering Haverhill town entails that we are constrained in
producing single-member divisions in the town that combine coterminosity with good
electoral equality. Having investigated various combinations of the wards in Haverhill town,
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we are proposing a two-member Haverhill division comprising Haverhill North, Haverhill
South and Haverhill West wards. This division provides good electoral equality and the
areas covered by the component wards are well connected. Under our proposals, the town
of Haverhill is covered by only two divisions as opposed to being covered by three divisions
under the Conservatives’ proposals. The size of the electorate in Haverhill town is such that
part of the town must be linked in a division with surrounding areas. In the east of the town,
we propose a Haverhill East & Kedington division comprising of Haverhill East and
Kedington divisions. Although this division combines a predominantly urban ward with the
more rural ward of Kedington, the number of electors in the town of Kedington is substantial
and the town of Kedington is well connected to the eastern part of Haverhill town, which is
covered by Haverhill East ward. Kedington ward is only directly connected to Haverhill town
by through Haverhill East ward.
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The number of electors per councillor in our proposed our proposed Abbeygate,
Blackbourn, Clare, Eastgate & Moreton Hall, Haverhill, Haverhill East & Kedington,
Southgate & Westgate, Thingoe North and Thingoe South divisions would vary from the
county average by 12%, 6%, 17%, 20%, 12%, 4%, 2%, 2% and 1% respectively (10%, 4%,
15%, 3%, 8%, 1%, 5%, 1% and 2% by 2007). Our scheme would provide for 100%
coterminosity in this district. Our draft recommendations are illustrated on the large map at
the back of the report.

Suffolk Coastal district
144
Under the current arrangements, the district of Suffolk Coastal is represented by 13
county councillors serving the 13 divisions of Blything, Carlford, Clay Hills, Colneis,
Felixstowe Ferry, Felixstowe Landguard, Felixstowe Walton, Framlingham, Kesgrave &
Martlesham, Plomesgate, Wickham, Wilford and Woodbridge. The number of electors
represented by each councillor varies by more than 10% from the county average in seven
divisions, and by more than 20% in four divisions. The worst electoral imbalances are in
Kesgrave & Martlesham which is under-represented by 81% (96% by 2007), and the
Blything division which is over-represented by 21% (23% by 2007).
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Under the County Council’s proposals, 16 councillors would represent Suffolk
Coastal rather than the 13 it is entitled to under a council size of 75 members. Therefore, we
have not detailed the proposals.
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Under the Conservatives’ proposals, 13 councillors would represent Suffolk Coastal,
the number the district is entitled to under a council size of 75 members. These 13
councillors would represent a single coterminous two-member division, a single noncoterminous two-member division and nine non-coterminous single-member divisions,
thereby providing 9% coterminosity in the district. The Conservatives did not propose names
for their proposed divisions. Their proposals are described in Table 12. The number of
electors per councillor in the Conservatives’ proposed Divisions 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 are forecast
to vary from the county average by 9%, 7%, 3%, 9% and 7% respectively by 2007. The
number of electors per councillor in their proposed Divisions 6, 7, 8, 9,10 and 11 are
forecast to vary from the county average by 4%, 7%, 1%, 8%, 9% and 10% respectively by
2007.
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Table 12: Conservatives’ proposals for Suffolk Coastal

Proposed Division name

Number of
councillors

Proposed constituent district wards

1

Division 1

2

Felixstowe East ward; Felixstowe South ward; Felixstowe South
East ward; Felixstowe West ward

2

Division 2

1

Felixstowe North ward; part of Trimleys with Kirton ward (the
parishes of Trimley St Martin and Trimley St Mary)

3

Division 3

1

Part of Martlesham ward (all excluding North parish ward of
Martlesham parish); part of Nacton ward (the parishes of
Bucklesham, Brightwell, Foxhall, Hemley, Levington, Nacton,
Newbourne, Stratton Hall, Waldringfield); part of Trimleys with
Kirton ward (the parishes of Falkenham and Kirton)

4

Division 4

2

Kesgrave East ward; Kesgrave West ward; Rushmere St Andrew
ward; part of Nacton ward (the parish of Purdis Farm)

5

Division 5

1

6

Division 6

1

7

Division 7

1

Sutton ward; Hollesley with Eyke ward; part of Melton & Ufford
ward (the parishes of Melton and Ufford); part of Orford & Tunstall
ward (the parishes of Gedgrave, Orford and Sudbourne)
Farlingaye ward; Kyson ward; Riverside ward; Seckford ward; part
of Grundisburgh ward (the parishes of Great Bealings and Little
Bealings)
Earl Soham ward; Otley ward; Witnesham ward; part of
Framlingham ward (the parish of Saxtead); part of Grundisburgh
ward (the parishes of Grundisburgh and Culpho)

8

Division 8

1

Rendlesham ward; Wickham Market ward; part of Framlingham
ward (the parish of Framlingham); part of Hatcheston ward (the
parishes of Great Glemham, Hatcheston, Marlesford, Parham and
Sweffling); part of Melton & Ufford ward (the parish of Pettistree)

9

Division 9

1

Aldeburgh ward; Snape ward; part of Hatcheston ward (the parish
of Little Glemham), part of Leiston ward (the parish of Knodishall);
part of Orford & Tunstall ward (the parishes of Blaxhall, Iken and
Tunstall)

10

Division 10

1

Saxmundham ward; part of Leiston ward (the parish of Leiston)

11

Division 11

1

Peasenhall ward; Walberswick & Wenhaston ward; Yoxford ward;
part of Framlingham ward (the parishes of Badingham and
Dennington); part of Hatcheston ward (the parishes of Bruisyard,
Cransford and Rendham)
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The Conservatives stated that their Division 1 and Division 4, each returning two
members, provide ‘the best means’ of achieving electoral equality ‘without including rural
areas in urban divisions’. They stated that their proposals ‘take into account Hollesley Parish
Council’s preference for the peninsula east of Woodbridge to be kept together’. They stated
that this division ‘ensured that Sudbourne, Orford and Gedgrave remain together as they
wish to retain their natural link’. They stated that their proposed Division 7 takes ‘into
account Grundisburgh & Culpho Parish Council’s request to be in the same division as
Burgh with whom they have close community ties’. They stated that their proposed Division
10 takes into account ‘Leiston Town Council’s preference not to be included in the same
division as Aldeburgh, given the considerable dissimilarities between the two communities’.
They state that their proposed Division 11 takes ‘into account Sibton Parish Council’s
request not to be split from Peasenhall’.
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Under the Liberal Democrats’ proposals, 14 councillors would represent Suffolk
Coastal rather than the 13 it is entitled to under a council size of 75. Therefore, we have not
detailed the proposals.
149
Grundisburgh & Culpho Parish Council proposed that the village of Burgh be
included in a division with its parish. Rendham Parish Council wish to remain included in a
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division with Sweffling parish as, it states, both parishes ‘work closely’ together. Martlesham
Parish Council proposed a two-member ‘Kesgrave & Martlesham’ division as both areas
have common interests and identities. Kesgrave Town Council opposed splitting Kesgrave
parish between two divisions as this would have a ‘detrimental effect’. It stated that
Kesgrave is closer to Martlesham than to Rushmere in terms of community links. Rushmere
St Andrew Parish Council proposed a two-member division comprising Kesgrave East,
Kesgrave West and Rushmere St Andrew wards, stating these wards identify strongly with
each other. Councillor John Kelso stated that Kesgrave and Martlesham have substantial
community links and he opposed a division which would place Martlesham with the smaller
settlements to the town’s south-east. Felixstowe Town Council stated that, given a council
size of 75, it recognised that part of Felixstowe would need to be combined with Trimley St
Mary and/or Trimley St Martin parishes. It proposed a division including Felixstowe West
and Trimley St Mary parish only. For the remainder of the town, it proposed a singlemember division combining Felixstowe East and Felixstowe North wards and a singlemember division comprising Felixstowe South and Felixstowe South East wards. It
expressed opposition to the two-member division in Felixstowe town, which was put forward
under the County Council’s consultation option, to be ‘very large and unwieldy’. Kirton &
Falkenham Parish Council expressed opposition to placing its predominantly rural
constituent parishes in a division with the large town of Felixstowe. Heveningham Parish
Council stated it ‘would wish to opt for divisional boundaries to be changed only marginally
so as to equate as far as possible with the … status quo’.
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We have carefully considered all the representations received relating to Suffolk
Coastal. We have noted that only the Conservatives put forward proposals allocating 13
councillors to Suffolk Coastal. By 2007, under a council size of 75, 13 councillors is the
correct allocation. We therefore propose 13 councillors to be returned from Suffolk Coastal
under our draft recommendations. We have noted that the Conservatives’ proposals provide
good electoral equality. However, we consider that coterminosity could be improved upon.
We also consider that too many of the Conservatives’ proposed divisions combine
predominantly urban areas with rural areas. Consequently, we are proposing our own
divisions in most of the district, with the exception of Felixstowe and its immediate
surrounds. Additionally, we are proposing two two-member divisions in order to provide
coterminosity and to avoid including rural areas in divisions in predominantly urban areas.
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In Felixstowe, we propose adopting the Conservatives’ two-member Division 1 and
its single-member Division 2, which we propose naming Felixstowe Coastal and Felixstowe
North & Trimley respectively. Both provide good electoral equality and they together
comprise the entire urban area in and around Felixstowe, thereby avoiding the creation of
divisions combining urban areas with the rural areas lying between the A14 and the River
Deben. We note Felixstowe Town Council’s alternative single-member coterminous divisions
covering the town, which provide good electoral equality, and we note it proposes to place
Felixstowe West ward with the parish of Trimley St Mary, part of Trimleys with Kirton ward.
However, we are proposing that the parish of Trimley St Mary be contained in a division with
Felixstowe North ward. Having visited the area, we noted that this parish is directly linked
with Felixstowe North by High Road and the A14, whereas the area covered by the parish is
not directly linked with Felixstowe West ward. We are proposing a Felixstowe North &
Trimley division comprising the parish of Trimley St Martin, Felixstowe North ward and the
parish of Trimley St Mary. We have included the parish of Trimley St Martin as such a
division provides acceptable electoral equality, the areas in the division are well linked by
High Road and the A14 and the parishes of Trimley St Martin and Trimley St Mary have
stronger links with Felixstowe than the remainder of Trimleys with Kirton ward. Given our
proposal to include Felixstowe North ward in a division with parts of the adjacent Trimleys
with Kirton ward, we are unable to identify coterminous single-member divisions which both
cover the majority of the town and the surrounding urban area and which result in
acceptable levels of electoral equality. This is due to the forecast number of electors in
Felixstowe East, Felixstowe South, Felixstowe South East and Felixstowe West wards being
3,473, 3,551, 3,777 and 5,166 respectively by 2007. Given a councillor:elector ratio of 7,332
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by 2007, single-member divisions comprising either one, two or three of these wards would
result in either significant under- or over-representation. We consider the wards comprising
the Conservatives proposed Division 1, which we propose naming Felixstowe Coastal
division, are adequately linked. The remaining parishes of Trimleys with Kirton ward,
Falkenham and Kirton, are not included in this division as they are more rural in nature. We
also note Kirton & Falkenham Parish Council’s opposition to being included in a division with
Felixstowe.
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In the south of the district, we propose the creation of a Martlesham division,
comprising Martlesham and Nacton wards and the parishes of Falkenham and Kirton, part
of Trimleys with Kirton ward. We note the relatively high electoral variance of this division
(18% by 2007). To improve electoral equality, we considered placing Purdis Farm parish,
part of Nacton ward, in a division with the adjacent Rushmere St Andrew ward, as in the
Conservatives’ proposed Division 4. Including Purdis Farm parish in our proposed
Martlesham division allows our proposed Kesgrave & Rushmere division to be coterminous.
We, therefore, are proposing a Martlesham division comprising Martlesham and Nacton
wards and the parishes of Falkenham and Kirton, part of Trimleys with Kirton ward. We
acknowledge the opposition expressed by Councillor Kelso to a division containing
Martlesham with the areas to its south-east and his preference for a division containing
Martlesham and Kesgrave. However, we have limited options on where to place the rural
area lying between the A12 and Felixstowe. This is due to the close proximity of the district’s
southern boundary and the River Deben, which cannot be crossed. Due to the small number
of electors in this area, it has to be included in a division with one of the surrounding urban
wards. We considered it would be preferable to include this rural area with Martlesham, as it
is a relatively small town. We are adopting Rushmere St Andrew Parish Council’s proposed
two-member Kesgrave & Rushmere division, containing Kesgrave East, Kesgrave West and
Rushmere St Andrew wards as this division includes closely-linked urban areas. We note
that Rushmere St Andrew Parish Council stated that Kesgrave and Rushmere have similar
community needs. We also note Kesgrave Town Council’s opposition to Kesgrave parish
being split between two divisions, though it stated that Kesgrave and Martlesham have
substantial community links. However, the existing Kesgrave & Martlesham division is
forecast to have an electoral variance of 96% by 2007. We sought to identify single-member
divisions in this area which combine good electoral equality with coterminosity and avoid
combining urban wards with the adjacent rural areas. However, we are constrained by
Rushmere St Andrew ward, at the edge of the district, containing too few electors to
comprise a division on its own. Electors in such a division would be over-represented by
29% by 2007. We also note the electors in a single-member division comprising Kesgrave
East and Kesgrave West wards would be under-represented by 27% by 2007. However, a
two-member division comprising Kesgrave East, Kesgrave West and Rushmere St Andrew
would have an electoral variance of only 1% by 2007. Therefore, we propose to adopt this
division which we propose to name Kesgrave & Rushmere.
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We are proposing a Woodbridge division comprising Farlingaye, Kyson, Riverside
and Seckford wards. Although the number of electors per councillor in this division is
forecast to vary by 13% from the county average by 2007, this division is coterminous and
covers the entire town of Woodbridge. This division was also proposed by the County
Council. We are proposing a Wickham division comprising the wards of Melton & Ufford,
Rendlesham and Wickham Market as it is coterminous and provides good electoral equality.
Together with our proposed Woodbridge division, our proposed Wickham division cover the
larger towns situated along the A12 to the north-east of the town of Martlesham. These two
divisions also avoid the inclusion of predominantly rural areas in divisions with these more
urban areas along the A12. The number of electors per councillor in our proposed
Woodbridge and Wickham divisions would vary from the county average by 2% and 9%
respectively (4% and 13% by 2007).
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We are proposing a Wilford division comprising Hollesley with Eyke, Orford &
Tunstall, Snape and Sutton wards. The division covers the adequately linked rural
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settlements broadly east of the A12 between the River Deben and Leiston ward, which is
predominantly urban. We note the number the electors in this division is forecast to vary by
12% from the county average by 2007. However, this division is coterminous and it avoids
including urban areas with predominantly rural areas. We are also constrained by the close
proximity of the coastline and the mouth of the River Deben, which cannot be crossed. We
propose a Carlford division, comprising Earl Soham, Grundisburgh, Otley and Witnesham
wards, as this division provides good electoral equality and includes the adequately-linked
rural areas north of the town of Kesgrave, west of the A12. This division reflects
Grundisburgh & Culpho Parish Council’s request to include the village of Burgh in a division
with its parish. We are proposing an Aldeburgh & Leiston division, comprising Aldeburgh
and Leiston wards. We note that the councillor:elector ratio in this division is forecast to vary
by 15% from the county average by 2007 and we note the opposition of Leiston Town
Council to being included in a division with Aldeburgh, as detailed by the Conservatives.
However, this division is coterminous and avoids the creation of two divisions where the
towns of Aldeburgh and Leiston are combined with the sparse settlements surrounding the
towns. Although we have noted comments received opposing the inclusion of Aldeburgh
and Leiston towns in the same division, we consider this to be a preferable proposal than
combining smaller rural settlements with either of these relatively large towns. Due to the
number of electors in each of the respective component wards in our proposed Aldeburgh &
Leiston division, there are no reasonable alternatives other than combining them in a single
division. In the far north of the district, we propose adopting the Liberal Democrats’ Loes
division and we are proposing our own Blything division. The Liberal Democrats’ proposed
Loes division comprises Framlingham, Hacheston and Peasenhall wards and our proposed
Blything division comprises Saxmundham, Walberswick & Wenhaston and Yoxford wards.
Both divisions are coterminous and contain relatively small settlements well linked by road.
These divisions avoid the creation of divisions combining predominantly rural areas with
predominantly urban areas in the vicinity of the A12 and the towns of Aldeburgh and
Leiston.
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The number of electors per councillor in our proposed Aldeburgh & Leiston, Blything,
Carlford, Felixstowe Coastal and Felixstowe North & Trimley divisions would vary from the
county average by 18%, 2%, 0%, 2% and 9% respectively (15%, 0%, 3%, 4% and 12% by
2007). The number of electors per councillor in our proposed Kesgrave & Rushmere, Loes,
Martlesham, Wickham, Wilford and Woodbridge divisions would vary from the county
average by 11%, 2%, 21%, 2%, 9% and 9% respectively (1%, 4%, 18%, 4%,12% and 13%
by 2007). Our scheme would provide for 82% coterminosity in this district. Our draft
recommendations are illustrated on the large map at the back of the report.

Waveney district
156
Under the current arrangements, the district of Waveney is represented by 14 county
councillors serving the 14 divisions of Beccles, Bungay, Gunton, Halesworth, Lothingland
North, Lothingland South, Lowestoft Central, Lowestoft St Margaret’s, Normanston, Oulton
Broad, Pakefield, Southwold, Wainford and Whittington. The number of electors represented
by each councillor varies by more than 10% from the county average in eight divisions, and
by more than 20% in four divisions. The worst electoral imbalances are in Lothingland
South, which is under-represented by 39% (48% by 2007), and the Southwold division
which is over-represented by 25% (25% also by 2007).
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Under the County Council’s proposals, 15 councillors would represent Waveney
rather than the 13 it is entitled to under a council size of 75 members. Therefore, we have
not detailed the proposals.
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Under the Conservatives’ proposals, 13 councillors would represent Waveney, the
number the district is entitled to under a council size of 75 members. These 13 councillors
would represent four non-coterminous two-member divisions, a coterminous single-member
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division and four non-coterminous single-member divisions, thereby providing 11%
coterminosity in the district. The Conservatives did not propose names for their proposed
divisions. Their proposals are described in Table 13. The number of electors per councillor
in the Conservatives’ proposed Divisions 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 are forecast to vary from the
county average by 2%, 8%, 6%, 4% and 2% respectively by 2007. The number of electors
per councillor in their proposed Divisions 6, 7, 8 and 9 are forecast to vary from the county
average by 11%, 4%, 1% and 19% respectively by 2007.
Table 13: Conservatives’ proposals for Waveney

Proposed Division name

Number of
councillors

Proposed constituent district wards

1

Division 1

1

2

Division 2

2

3

Division 3

2

Kirkley ward; Pakefield ward; part of Whitton ward (the area
broadly south of Colville Road)

4

Division 4

1

5

Division 5

1

6

Division 6

1

Blything ward; Halesworth ward; part of The Saints ward (the
parish of Wissett); part of Wrentham ward (the parishes of
Brampton with Stoven, Frostenden, Uggeshall and Wrentham)
Kessingland ward; Southwold & Reydon ward; part of Wrentham
ward (the parishes of Benacre, Covehithe and South Cove)
Beccles North ward; Beccles South ward

7

Division 7

1

Bungay ward; the remainder of The Saints ward; part of Wainford
ward (all parishes except Mutford)

8

Division 8

2

Carlton ward; Carlton Colville ward; Worlingham ward; part of
Wainford ward (the parish of Mutford); part of Wrentham ward (the
parishes of Henstead with Hulver Street and Rushmere)

9

Division 9

1

Oulton Broad ward; remainder of Oulton ward; the remainder of St
Margaret’s ward; the remainder of Whitton ward

Gunton & Corton ward; Lothingland ward; part of Oulton ward (the
area broadly north of Spinney Farm); part of St Margaret’s ward
(the area broadly north of roundabout of Bentley Drive and
Millennium Way)
Harbour ward; Normanston ward; part of St Margaret’s ward (the
area broadly east of Spashett Road)
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The Conservatives proposed three two-member divisions, Division 2, Division 3 and
Division 9, in the town of Lowestoft. The Conservatives stated that the boundaries of these
divisions ‘follow clearly identifiable features such as the river and main roads, ensuring that
these divisions still deal in terms of whole communities’. They stated that they are proposing
their Division 4 as ‘Halesworth is not large enough to be a division in its own right and we
have therefore included those rural areas that are served by the town’. They state that this
division was proposed ‘in accordance with requests made by Halesworth Town Council and
Blyford and Sotherton Parish Council in their respective responses to the public consultation
exercise’. The Conservatives’ proposed Division 5, covering the coastal area between
Southwold and Gisleham, as they are ‘of the view that the coastal strip is faced with its own
set of challenges, such as coastal erosion and shares a community of interest driven largely
by the tourist trade’. They proposed their Division 6 as they considered Beccles to be ‘a
district town in its own entity’ and they sought to avoid creating ‘mixed rural/urban divisions’.
Their Division 7 includes ‘with the town of Bungay those parishes in its rural hinterland’.
Their two-member Division 8 comprises ‘the suburban areas of Worlingham and Carlton
Colville, where much development has taken place over recent years, and the surrounding
villages’.
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Under the Liberal Democrats’ proposals, 14 councillors would represent Waveney
rather than the 13 it is entitled to under a council size of 75. Therefore, we have not detailed
the proposals. However, we have noted any community identity arguments put forward in
favour of those proposals.
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The Liberal Democrats’ stated that the ‘largely rural’ Lothingland ward ought to be
included in a division with the ‘largely rural northern parish of Corton’, which is contained in
Gunton & Corton ward.
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Southwold Town Council stated that it would prefer Southwold and Reydon parishes
to be in a division with Blything and Halesworth parishes rather than with Kessingland, as
Southwold has more in common with Blything and Halesworth. Kessingland Parish Council
stated that residents of Kessingland would prefer to remain in the Kessingland ‘electoral
area’. Halesworth Town Council proposed the inclusion of Wissett and Rumburgh parishes
in a division with its parish and it proposed excluding Southwold and Reydon parishes from
its division. Blyford & Sotherton Parish Council proposed to retain the status quo in their
current division, with the possible addition of Wissett parish. Holton Parish Council stated
that ‘it is comfortable with the present Blything electoral division’ and it stated that would
oppose the ‘linking … the towns of Halesworth and Southwold in a totally artificial electoral
area which would have no community of interest’. It stated that new divisions ‘should be built
on and based around the small market towns and their natural hinterlands’.
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We have carefully considered all the representations received relating to Waveney.
We have noted that only the Conservatives put forward proposals allocating 13 councillors
to Waveney. By 2007, under a council size of 75, 13 councillors is the correct allocation. We
therefore propose 13 councillors to be returned from Waveney under our draft
recommendations. We have noted that the Conservatives’ proposals provide reasonable
electoral equality. However, we consider that coterminosity could be improved upon,
especially in the town of Lowestoft. We consider that a failing of the Conservatives’
proposals is the inclusion of a section of Lowestoft in a division with the areas to the southwest of the town. Consequently, we are proposing our own divisions throughout the district,
with the exception of the Conservatives’ proposed Division 5, which covers the coastal area
south of Lowestoft town. When formulating our draft recommendations we have attempted
to avoid including other areas in divisions covering Lowestoft in order to reflect community
identity. We are constrained by most of the wards covering Lowestoft being forecast to
contain between 5,500 and 6,300 electors by 2007, which is significantly below the county
average of 7,332 electors per councillor. Therefore, basing divisions on single wards only
would result in significant over-representation of electors. Additionally, single-member
divisions comprising two adjacent wards would result in substantial under-representation of
electors. Given these constraints and our aim to avoid including rural areas in our proposed
urban divisions, we are proposing a number of two-member divisions covering the towns of
Beccles, Lowestoft and Worlingham. In the remainder of the district, the distribution of the
electors and the pattern of the district wards in this area prevent us from achieving both
coterminosity and reasonable electoral equality. Consequently, we are proposing two noncoterminous single-member divisions in this area.
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In Lowestoft, we are proposing that the town be covered by four two-member
divisions. We have considered alternative single-member divisions to cover the town.
However, we are constrained by the number of electors in most of the wards comprising the
town, as detailed above. Additionally, we consider that we should utilise the natural
boundary of the Lake Lothing as a division boundary, as it divides the northern half of the
town from the south. Given these parameters, coterminosity combined with reasonable
electoral equality can only be achieved in Lowestoft with two-member divisions covering the
entire town. In the north-west of the town, we are proposing an Oulton division comprising
Lothingland, Normanston, Oulton and Oulton Broad wards, as this division provides good
electoral equality, is coterminous and includes well-linked urban wards north of the Lake
Lothing and the Oulton Broad. We note the inclusion of the largely rural ward of Lothingland
in this predominantly urban division. However, this ward is at the edge of the district, has
relatively few electors and therefore must be included in a division with at least one of the
wards covering Lowestoft. Lothingland ward is well linked by road to the Oulton ward and it
contains a ward of Oulton parish. We are proposing a two-member Gunton division
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comprising Gunton & Corton, Harbour and St Margaret’s wards as this division is
coterminous, contains the wards comprising the coastal area to the north of the Lake
Lothing, the component wards are well-linked and it provides good electoral equality.
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South of the Lake Lothing, we propose a Lowestoft South ward, comprising Carlton,
Kirkley and Whitton wards as this division includes the well-linked divisions immediately
south of Lake Lothing. We are proposing a Pakefield division, containing Carlton Colville
and Pakefield wards, as both of the component wards contain urban areas which make up
the southern boundary of the town of Lowestoft. Although the number of electors in this
division is forecast to vary by 19% from the county average by 2007, this division avoids
placing sections of Lowestoft in divisions containing surrounding areas. We consider that
ensuring no divisions include parts of Lowestoft with the surrounding areas would best
reflect community identities. Therefore, we have accepted some higher electoral variances
in this area. We would particularly welcome comments from local people on this issue.
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To the west of Lowestoft, we are proposing a two-member Beccles division
comprising Beccles North, Beccles South and Worlingham wards. This division links the
towns of Beccles and Worlingham, which are part of one conurbation. Having investigated
possible single-member divisions in this area, we were constrained by the number of
electors in the wards of Beccles North, Beccles South and Worlingham being forecast to be
4,097, 4,066 and 3,780 respectively by 2007. We note that combining these wards in a
division would provide relatively poor electoral equality in that the number of electors in this
division is forecast to vary by 19% from the county average by 2007. However, this division
avoids combining urban areas with rural areas to the south of Beccles.
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In the remainder of the district, we are constrained by the more populated wards of
Bungay, Halesworth, Kessingland and Southwold & Reydon being widely separated at
various edges of the district and the area between these centres being very sparsely
populated. The wards covering these towns need to form the basis of divisions as they are
demographically sizeable but have too few electors to form divisions containing their
respective wards only. Therefore, divisions need to be formed by combining these wards
with the surrounding rural areas. We propose a Bungay division comprising the wards of
Bungay, The Saints and Wainford as this division would provide good electoral equality, is
coterminous and includes the rural wards connected to Bungay ward. We note that this
division covers a very wide area. However, we are constrained by the sparseness of the
population in the areas surrounding Bungay town and the requirement to form a division
centred on Halesworth town in the south of the district. Due to the insufficient size of the
electorate in Halesworth ward, we need to form a division which includes Halesworth ward
and some of the surrounding areas in order to attain reasonable levels of electoral equality.
Our proposed Halesworth division comprises Blything and Halesworth wards and the
parishes of Brampton with Stoven, Frostenden, Henstead with Hulver Street, Rushmere,
Wrentham and Uggeshall, parts of Wrentham ward. We note that this division is noncoterminous and we note Southwold Town Council’s preference for its parish to be in a
division with Halesworth and Blything parishes. However, this proposed division also
facilitates our proposed Kessingland & Southwold division, which covers the coastal area to
the south of Lowestoft. We propose adopting the Conservatives’ Division 5, which we
propose naming Kessingland & Southwold, as it provides good electoral equality and avoids
combining areas in Lowestoft with more rural areas to the town’s south. We also note the
argument put forward by the Conservatives that the communities covered by this division
have similar interests due to their proximity to the coast.
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The number of electors per councillor in our proposed Beccles, Bungay, Gunton and
Halesworth divisions would vary from the county average by 17%, 8%, 10% and 6%
respectively (19%, 5%, 9% and 5% by 2007). The number of electors per councillor in our
proposed Kessingland & Southwold, Lowestoft South, Oulton and Pakefield divisions would
vary from the county average by 3%, 8%, 4% and 22% respectively (2%, 4%, 1% and 19%
by 2007). Our scheme would provide for 75% coterminosity in this district. Our draft
recommendations are illustrated on the large map at the back of the report.

Conclusions
169
Having considered all the evidence and submissions received during the first stage
of the review, we propose:
•

There should be a reduction in council size from 80 to 75.

•

The boundaries of all divisions, except Bixley will be subject to change as the divisions
are based on district wards which have themselves changed as a result of the district
reviews.
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Our draft recommendations would involve modifying all but one of the existing
divisions in Suffolk, as summarised below:
•

In Babergh district, we propose adopting the majority of the Liberal Democrats’
proposals. However, we propose two amendments on the Shotley Peninsula and in
Sudbury town to improve the level of coterminosity and better reflect community identity.

•

In Forest Heath district, we are adopting the Conservatives’ proposals in their entirety.

•

In Ipswich borough, we have formulated our own proposals for the district.

•

In Mid Suffolk district, we have adopted the Liberal Democrats’ proposals in their
entirety.

•

In St Edmundsbury borough, we have based our proposals for the rural areas of the
district and in the town of Bury St Edmunds on the Conservatives’ proposals. We have
proposed our own divisions in the vicinity of Haverhill.

•

In Suffolk Coastal district, we have formulated our own proposals for the district.

•

In Waveney district, we have formulated our own proposals for the district.
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Table 14 shows how our draft recommendations will affect electoral equality,
comparing them with the current arrangements (based on 2002 electorate figures) and with
forecast electorates for the year 2007.
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Table 14: Comparison of current and recommended electoral arrangements
2002 Electorate

2007 Forecast electorate

Current
arrangements

Draft
arrangements

Current
arrangements

Draft
arrangements

Number of councillors

80

75

80

75

Number of divisions

80

63

80

63

6,508

6,942

6,874

7,332

51

22

49

17

21

4

22

0

83%*

83%

–

–

Average number of electors per
councillor
Number of divisions with a
variance more than 10% from
the average
Number of divisions with a
variance more than 20% from
the average
Level of coterminosity

* Level of coterminosity following the completion of the LGBC Review in 1982.
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As shown in Table 14, our draft recommendations for Suffolk County Council would
result in a reduction in the number of divisions with an electoral variance of more than 10%
from 51 to 49. By 2007 no division is forecast to have an electoral variance of more than
20%.
Draft recommendation
Suffolk County should comprise 75 councillors serving 63 divisions, as detailed and named in
Tables 1 and 2, and illustrated in Appendix A, and on the large map inside the back cover.
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What happens next?

173
There will now be a consultation period, during which everyone is invited to comment
on the draft recommendations on future electoral arrangements for Suffolk County Council
contained in this report. We will take fully into account all submissions received by 8 March
2004. Any received after this date may not be taken into account. All responses may be
inspected at our offices and those of the County Council. A list of respondents will be
available from us on request after the end of the consultation period.
174

Express your views by writing directly to us:

The Team Leader
Suffolk County Council Review
Boundary Committee for England
Trevelyan House
Great Peter Street
London SW1P 2HW
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In the light of responses received, we will review our draft recommendations to
consider whether they should be altered. As indicated earlier, it is therefore important that all
interested parties let us have their views and evidence, whether or not they agree with our
draft recommendations. We will then submit our final recommendations to The Electoral
Commission. After the publication of our final recommendations, all further correspondence
should be sent to The Electoral Commission, which cannot make the Order giving effect to
our recommendations until six weeks after it receives them.
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Appendix A
Draft recommendations for Suffolk County Council: Detailed mapping
The following maps illustrate our proposed division boundaries for the Suffolk County
Council area.
Map 1 illustrates the proposed electoral divisions in Ipswich borough.
The large map inserted at the back of this report illustrates in outline form the proposed
divisions for Suffolk, including constituent district wards and parishes.
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Appendix B
Code of practice on written consultation
The Cabinet Office’s November 2000 Code of Practice on Written Consultation,
http://www.cabinet-office.gov.uk/regulation/Consultation/Code.htm requires all Government
Departments and Agencies to adhere to certain criteria, set out below, on the conduct of
public consultations. Public bodies, such as The Boundary Committee for England, are
encouraged to follow the Code.
The Code of Practice applies to consultation documents published after 1 January 2001,
which should reproduce the criteria, give explanations of any departures, and confirm that
the criteria have otherwise been followed.
Table B1: The Boundary Committee for England’s compliance with Code criteria
Criteria

Compliance/departure

Timing of consultation should be built into the planning
process for a policy (including legislation) or service
from the start, so that it has the best prospect of
improving the proposals concerned, and so that
sufficient time is left for it at each stage.
It should be clear who is being consulted, about what
questions, in what timescale and for what purpose.
A consultation document should be as simple and
concise as possible. It should include a summary, in
two pages at most, of the main questions it seeks
views on. It should make it as easy as possible for
readers to respond, make contact or complain.
Documents should be made widely available, with the
fullest use of electronic means (though not to the
exclusion of others), and effectively drawn to the
attention of all interested groups and individuals.
Sufficient time should be allowed for considered
responses from all groups with an interest. Twelve
weeks should be the standard minimum period for a
consultation.
Responses should be carefully and open-mindedly
analysed, and the results made widely available, with
an account of the views expressed, and reasons for
decisions finally taken.
Departments should monitor and evaluate
consultations, designating a consultation coordinator
who will ensure the lessons are disseminated.

We comply with this requirement.

We comply with this requirement.

We comply with this requirement.

We comply with this requirement.

We consult on draft recommendations for a minimum
of eight weeks, but may extend the period if
consultations take place over holiday periods.

We comply with this requirement.

We comply with this requirement.
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