Final recommendations on the
future electoral arrangements
for Suffolk County Council

Report to The Electoral Commission

July 2004

Translations and other formats
For information on obtaining this publication in another
language or in a large-print or Braille version please contact
The Boundary Committee for England:
Tel: 020 7271 0500
Email: publications@boundarycommittee.org.uk
The mapping in this report is reproduced from OS mapping by The Electoral
Commission with the permission of the Controller of Her Majesty’s Stationery Office,
© Crown Copyright. Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown Copyright and may
lead to prosecution or civil proceedings.
Licence Number: GD 03114G.
Report No. 374

2

Contents
Page
What is The Boundary Committee for England?

5

Summary

7

1

Introduction

21

2

Current electoral arrangements

25

3

Draft recommendation

35

4

Responses to consultation

37

5

Analysis and final recommendations

41

6

What happens next?

97

Appendix
A

Final recommendations for Suffolk: Detailed mapping

3

99

4

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 No. 3962). 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 are:
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.
This report sets out the Committee’s final recommendations on the electoral
arrangements for the county of Suffolk.
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Summary
We began a review of Suffolk County Council’s electoral arrangements on 10 December
2002. We published our draft recommendations for electoral arrangements on 13
January 2004, after which we undertook an eight-week period of consultation.
•

This report summarises the representations we received during consultation
on our draft recommendations, and contains our final recommendations to
The Electoral Commission.

We found that the existing arrangements provide unequal representation of electors in
Suffolk:
•
•

In 51 of the 80 divisions, each of which are currently represented by a single
councillor, the number of electors per councillor varies by more than 10%
from the average for the county and 21 divisions vary by more than 20%.
By 2007 this situation is not expected to improve significantly, with the
number of electors per councillor forecast to vary by more than 10% from the
average in 50 divisions and by more than 20% in 23 divisions.

Our main final recommendations for Suffolk County Council’s future electoral
arrangements (see Tables 1 and 2 and paragraphs 262-265) are:
•
•

Suffolk County Council should have 75 councillors, five fewer than at present,
representing 63 divisions, 17 fewer than at present.
As the divisions are based on district wards which have themselves changed
as a result of the recent district reviews, the boundaries of all divisions,
except 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.
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 county average and no division would vary by more than
20% by 2007.
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All further correspondence on these final recommendations and the matters discussed
in this report should be addressed to The Electoral Commission, which will not make an
Order implementing them before 7 September 2004. The information in the
representations will be available for public access once the Order has been made.
The Secretary
The Electoral Commission
Trevelyan House
Great Peter Street
London SW1P 2HW
Fax: 020 7271 0667
Email: implementation@electoralcommission.org.uk
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Table 1: Final recommendations: Summary
Division name
(by district council area)

Number of Constituent district wards
councillors

BABERGH
1

Belstead Brook

1

Brook ward; Pinewood ward

2

Cosford

1

3

Great Cornard

1

4

Hadleigh

1

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

5

Melford

1

Chadacre ward; Glemsford & Stanstead ward;
Long Melford ward

6

Peninsula

1

Alton ward; Berners ward; Holbrook ward

7

Samford

1

Dodnash ward; Lower Brett ward; Mid
Samford ward

8

Stour Valley

1

Boxford ward; Bures St Mary ward;
Leavenheath ward; Nayland ward

9

Sudbury

1

Sudbury North ward; Sudbury South ward

10

Sudbury East &
Waldingfield

1

Sudbury East ward; Waldingfield ward

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

Mildenhall

1

Great Heath ward; Manor ward; Market ward

14

Newmarket & Red
Lodge

1

Red Lodge ward; Severals ward; South ward

15

Row Heath

1

Eriswell & The Rows ward; Iceni ward;
Lakenheath ward

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 Helen’s

1

Part of Alexandra ward; part of Holywells ward

IPSWICH
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Division name
(by district council area)

Number of Constituent district wards
councillors

23

St John’s

1

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

24

St Margaret’s &
Westgate

2

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

25

Whitehouse &
Whitton

2

Whitehouse ward; Whitton ward; part of Castle
Hill ward

MID SUFFOLK
26

Bosmere

1

Barking & Somersham ward; Needham Market
ward; Ringshall ward

27

Gipping Valley

1

Bramford & Blakenham ward; Claydon &
Barham ward

28

Hartismere

1

Gislingham ward; Palgrave ward; Rickinghall
& Walsham ward

29

Hoxne

1

Eye ward; Fressingfield ward; Hoxne ward;
Stradbroke & Laxfield ward

30

Stowmarket North
& Stowupland

1

Stowmarket North ward; Stowupland ward

31

Stowmarket South

1

Stowmarket Central ward; Stowmarket South
ward

32

Thedwastre North

1

Badwell Ash ward; Elmswell & Norton ward;
Woolpit ward

33

Thedwastre South

1

Onehouse ward; Rattlesden ward; Thurston &
Hessett ward

34

Thredling

1

Debenham ward; Helmingham & Coddenham
ward; The Stonhams ward; Worlingworth ward

35

Upper Gipping

1

Bacton & Old Newton ward; Haughley &
Wetherden ward; Mendlesham ward;
Wetheringsett ward

ST EDMUNDSBURY
36

Abbeygate

2

Abbeygate ward; Minden ward; Northgate
ward; Risbygate ward; St Olaves ward

37

Blackbourn

1

Bardwell ward; Barningham ward; Ixworth
ward; Stanton ward

38

Clare

1

Cavendish ward; Clare ward; Hundon ward;
Wickhambrook ward; Withersfield ward

39

Eastgate &
Moreton Hall

1

Eastgate ward; Moreton Hall ward

40

Hardwick

1

Southgate ward; Westgate ward

41

Haverhill Cangle

2

Haverhill North ward; Haverhill South ward;
Haverhill West ward
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Division name
(by district council area)

Number of Constituent district wards
councillors

42

Haverhill East &
Kedington

1

Haverhill East ward; Kedington ward

43

Thingoe North

1

Fornham ward; Great Barton ward; Pakenham
ward; Risby ward

44

Thingoe South

1

Barrow ward; Chedburgh ward; Horringer &
Whelnetham ward; Rougham ward

SUFFOLK COASTAL
45

Aldeburgh &
Leiston

1

Aldeburgh ward; Leiston ward

46

Blything

1

Saxmundham ward; Walberswick &
Wenhaston ward; Yoxford ward

47

Carlford

1

Earl Soham ward; Grundisburgh ward; Otley
ward; Witnesham ward

48

Felixstowe Coastal

2

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

49

Felixstowe North &
Trimley

1

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

50

Framlingham

1

Framlingham ward; Hacheston ward;
Peasenhall ward

51

Kesgrave &
Rushmere St
Andrew

2

Kesgrave East ward; Kesgrave West ward;
Rushmere St Andrew ward

52

Martlesham

1

53

Wickham

1

54

Wilford

1

55

Woodbridge

1

Martlesham ward; Nacton ward; part of
Trimleys with Kirton ward (the parishes of
Falkenham and Kirton)
Melton & Ufford ward; Rendlesham ward;
Wickham Market ward
Hollesley with Eyke ward; Orford & Tunstall
ward; Snape ward; Sutton ward
Farlingaye ward; Kyson ward; Riverside ward;
Seckford ward

WAVENEY
56

Beccles

2

Beccles North ward; Beccles South ward;
Worlingham ward
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Division name
(by district council area)

Number of Constituent district wards
councillors

57

Bungay

1

Bungay ward; Wainford ward; part of The
Saints ward (the parishes of All Saints St
Nicholas South Elmham, Flixton, Rumburgh,
St Andrew Ilketshall, St Cross South Elmham,
St James South Elmham, St John Ilketshall, St
Lawrence Ilketshall, St Margaret Ilketshall, St
Margaret South Elmham, St Mary South
Elmham Otherwise Homersfield, St Michael
South Elmham, St Peter South Elmham)

58

Gunton

2

Gunton & Corton ward; Harbour ward;
Normanston ward

59

Halesworth

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, 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, Henstead with Hulver
Street, Rushmere and South Cove)
Carlton ward; Kirkley ward; Whitton ward

62

Oulton

2

63

Pakefield

2

Lothingland ward; St Margaret’s ward; Oulton
ward; Oulton Broad ward
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 Map 1 in Appendix A illustrates some of the proposed boundaries in more detail.
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Table 2: Final recommendations for Suffolk
Division name
(by district
council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2002)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from average
%

BABERGH
1

1

6,497

6,497

-6

2

Belstead
Brook
Cosford

1

6,691

6,691

-4

3

Great Cornard

1

6,097

6,097

-12

4

Hadleigh

1

5,910

5,910

-15

5

Melford

1

7,597

7,597

9

6

Peninsula

1

7,726

7,726

11

7

Samford

1

7,859

7,859

13

8

Stour Valley

1

6,183

6,183

-11

9

Sudbury

1

6,329

6,329

-9

10 Sudbury East
& Waldingfield

1

6,443

6,443

-7

11 Brandon

1

6,484

6,484

-7

12 Exning &
Newmarket
13 Mildenhall

1

8,517

8,517

23

1

6,589

6,589

-5

1

6,500

6,500

-6

1

7,233

7,233

4

16 Bixley

1

5,801

5,801

-16

17 Bridge

1

6,237

6,237

-10

18 Chantry

2

16,748

8,374

21

19 Gainsborough

1

7,858

7,858

13

20 Priory Heath

1

5,055

5,055

-27

21 Rushmere

1

6,818

6,818

-2

22 St Helen’s

1

6,020

6,020

-13

23 St John’s

1

6,675

6,675

-4

FOREST HEATH

14 Newmarket &
Red Lodge
15 Row Heath
IPSWICH

14

Table 2 (cont): Final recommendations for Suffolk
Division name
(by district
council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2007)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from average
%

BABERGH
1

1

7,591

7,591

4

2

Belstead
Brook
Cosford

1

7,004

7,004

-4

3

Great Cornard

1

6,306

6,306

-14

4

Hadleigh

1

6,462

6,462

-12

5

Melford

1

7,851

7,851

7

6

Peninsula

1

8,470

8,470

16

7

Samford

1

8,066

8,066

10

8

Stour Valley

1

6,417

6,417

-12

9

Sudbury

1

6,704

6,704

-9

10 Sudbury East
& Waldingfield

1

7,087

7,087

-3

11 Brandon

1

6,852

6,852

-7

12 Exning &
Newmarket
13 Mildenhall

1

8,719

8,719

19

1

6,952

6,952

-5

1

7,591

7,591

4

1

7,389

7,389

1

16 Bixley

1

5,850

5,850

-20

17 Bridge

1

7,111

7,111

-3

18 Chantry

2

17,154

8,577

17

19 Gainsborough

1

7,999

7,999

9

20 Priory Heath

1

6,264

6,264

-15

21 Rushmere

1

7,038

7,038

-4

22 St Helen’s

1

7,128

7,128

-3

23 St John’s

1

6,940

6,940

-5

FOREST HEATH

14 Newmarket &
Red Lodge
15 Row Heath
IPSWICH
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Table 2 (cont): Final recommendations for Suffolk

14,269

Number of
electors per
councillor
7,135

Variance
from average
%
3

2

14,985

7,493

8

26 Bosmere

1

7,371

7,371

6

27 Gipping Valley

1

6,593

6,593

-5

28 Hartismere

1

6,907

6,907

0

29 Hoxne

1

6,931

6,931

0

30 Stowmarket
North &
Stowupland
31 Stowmarket
South
32 Thedwastre
North
33 Thedwastre
South
34 Thredling

1

6,323

6,323

-9

1

7,453

7,453

7

1

7,048

7,048

2

1

6,569

6,569

-5

1

6,886

6,886

-1

35 Upper Gipping

1

7,085

7,085

2

36 Abbeygate

2

15,531

7,766

12

37 Blackbourn

1

7,379

7,379

6

38 Clare

1

8,116

8,116

17

39 Eastgate &
Moreton Hall
40 Hardwick

1

5,534

5,534

-20

1

6,828

6,828

-2

41 Haverhill Cangle

2

12,258

6,129

-12

42 Haverhill East &
Kedington
43 Thingoe North

1

6,660

6,660

-4

1

7,102

7,102

2

44 Thingoe South

1

6,997

6,997

1

Division name
(by district council
area)
24 St Margaret’s &
Westgate
25 Whitehouse &
Whitton

Number
of
councillors
2

Electorate
(2002)

MID SUFFOLK

ST EDMUNDSBURY
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Table 2 (cont): Final recommendations for Suffolk

14,657

Number of
electors per
councillor
7,329

Variance
from average
%
0

2

15,565

7,783

6

26 Bosmere

1

7,735

7,735

5

27 Gipping Valley

1

6,918

6,918

-6

28 Hartismere

1

7,245

7,245

-1

29 Hoxne

1

7,270

7,270

-1

30 Stowmarket
North &
Stowupland
31 Stowmarket
South
32 Thedwastre
North
33 Thedwastre
South
34 Thredling

1

6,818

6,818

-7

1

8,112

8,112

11

1

7,395

7,395

1

1

6,893

6,893

-6

1

7,220

7,220

-2

35 Upper Gipping

1

7,435

7,435

1

36 Abbeygate

2

16,085

8,042

10

37 Blackbourn

1

7,594

7,594

4

38 Clare

1

8,423

8,423

15

39 Eastgate &
Moreton Hall
40 Hardwick

1

7,122

7,122

-3

1

6,976

6,976

-5

41 Haverhill Cangle

2

13,465

6,732

-8

42 Haverhill East &
Kedington
43 Thingoe North

1

7,243

7,243

-1

1

7,282

7,282

-1

44 Thingoe South

1

7,179

7,179

-2

Division name
(by district council
area)
24 St Margaret’s &
Westgate
25 Whitehouse &
Whitton

Number
of
councillors
2

Electorate
(2007)

MID SUFFOLK

ST EDMUNDSBURY
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Table 2 (cont): Final recommendations for Suffolk
Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2002)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from average
%

45 Aldeburgh &
Leiston
46 Blything

1

8,195

8,195

18

1

6,833

6,833

-2

47 Carlford

1

6,922

6,922

0

48 Felixstowe
Coastal
49 Felixstowe
North & Trimley
50 Framlingham

2

15,842

7,921

14

1

7,784

7,784

12

1

6,792

6,792

-2

Division name
(by district council
area)
SUFFOLK COASTAL

51 Kesgrave &
Rushmere St
Andrew
52 Martlesham

2

12,409

6,205

-11

1

8,400

8,400

21

53 Wickham

1

7,072

7,072

2

54 Wilford

1

6,284

6,284

-9

55 Woodbridge

1

6,341

6,341

-9

56 Beccles

2

11,482

5,741

-17

57 Bungay

1

7,258

7,258

5

58 Gunton

2

15,011

7,506

8

59 Halesworth

1

7,236

7,236

4

60 Kessingland &
Southwold

1

7,471

7,471

8

61 Lowestoft South

2

15,029

7,515

8

62 Oulton

2

14,723

7,362

6

63 Pakefield

2

10,852

5,426

-22

Totals

75

520,628

–

–

Averages

–

–

6,942

–

WAVENEY
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Table 2 (cont): Final recommendations for Suffolk
Division name
(by district council
area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2007)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from average
%

SUFFOLK COASTAL
45 Aldeburgh &
Leiston
46 Blything

1

8,467

8,467

15

1

7,327

7,327

0

47 Carlford

1

7,146

7,146

-3

48 Felixstowe
Coastal
49 Felixstowe
North & Trimley
50 Framlingham

2

15,967

7,984

9

1

7,866

7,866

7

1

7,074

7,074

-4

51 Kesgrave &
Rushmere St
Andrew
52 Martlesham

2

14,460

7,230

-1

1

8,685

8,685

18

53 Wickham

1

7,660

7,660

4

54 Wilford

1

6,425

6,425

-12

55 Woodbridge

1

6,392

6,392

-13

56 Beccles

2

11,943

5,972

-19

57 Bungay

1

7,501

7,501

2

58 Gunton

2

15,272

7,636

4

59 Halesworth

1

7,601

7,601

4

60 Kessingland &
Southwold
61 Lowestoft South

1

7,797

7,797

6

2

15,297

7,649

4

62 Oulton

2

15,604

7,802

6

63 Pakefield

2

11,862

5,931

-19

Totals

75

549,923

–

–

Averages

–

–

7,332

–

WAVENEY

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.
19

20

1

Introduction

1 This report contains our final recommendations on the electoral arrangements for
the county of Suffolk. Our review of the county is part of our programme of periodic
electoral reviews (PERs) of all 386 principal local authority areas in England. Our
programme started in 1996 and is currently expected to finish in 2004.
2 In making final recommendations to The Electoral Commission, we have had regard
to:
•

•
•

the statutory criteria contained in section 13(5) of the Local Government Act 1992
(as amended by SI 2001 no. 3962), 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 Reviews
(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 in Suffolk in
December 2001 and we are now conducting 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 multi-member divisions if they provide
a better balance between these two factors. However, we do not expect to recommend
large numbers of multi-member 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.
21

7 In the Guidance, the Electoral Commission states that we should, wherever
possible, build on schemes that have been created locally on the basis of careful and
effective consultation. Local people are normally in a better position to judge which
council size and division configuration 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, so far as possible, equal representation
across the local authority as a whole. Schemes which would result in, or retain, an
electoral imbalance of over 10% in any ward 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 one or more whole district wards. Where wards or
groups of wards are not coterminous with county divisions, this can cause confusion for
the electorate at local elections, lead to increased election costs and, in our view, may
not be conducive to effective and convenient local government.
11 We recognise 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%. Therefore,
we recommend that in formulating schemes, interested parties should seek to secure a
level of coterminosity of between 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
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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 of the 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 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.

The review of Suffolk County Council
16 We completed the reviews of the seven district council areas in Suffolk in December
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).
17 This review was in four stages. 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 representations, the end of Stage One, was 14 April 2003. At Stage Two, we
considered all the representations received during Stage One and prepared our draft
recommendations.
18 Stage Three began on 13 January 2004 with the publication of our report, Draft
recommendations on the future electoral arrangements for Suffolk County Council, and
ended on 8 March 2004. During this period, we sought comments from the public and
any other interested parties on our preliminary conclusions. Finally, during Stage Four
we reconsidered our draft recommendations in the light of the Stage Three consultation
and now publish our final recommendations.
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19 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

20 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 bordered by Norfolk to the north, Cambridgeshire
to the west and Essex to the south. 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.
21 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’.
22 The electorate of the county is 520,628 (December 2002). The Council currently has
80 members, with one member elected from each division.
23 At present, each councillor represents an average of 6,508 electors, which the
County Council forecasts will increase to 6,874 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 in 21 divisions by more than
20%. The worst imbalance is in Kesgrave & Martlesham division, in Suffolk Coastal
district, where the councillor represents 81% more electors than the county average.
24 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 faced with a new starting
point for considering electoral divisions. Our proposals for county divisions are based on
the new district wards as opposed to those that 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 3: Existing electoral arrangements
Division name
(by district council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2002)

Variance
from average
%

BABERGH
1

Belstead Brook

1

9,040

39

2

Brett

1

5,079

-22

3

Cosford

1

4,465

-31

4

Great Cornard

1

6,100

-6

5

Hadleigh

1

5,919

-9

6

Melford

1

7,597

17

7

Peninsula

1

5,675

-13

8

Samford

1

6,236

-4

9

Stour Valley

1

7,535

16

1

9,686

49

11 Brandon

1

6,279

-4

12 Exning

1

7,909

22

13 Icknield

1

5,501

-15

14 Mildenhall

1

5,336

-18

15 Newmarket Town

1

4,625

-29

16 Row Heath

1

5,673

-13

17 Bixley

1

5,801

-11

18 Bridge

1

5,760

-11

19 Broom Hill

1

5,369

-17

20 Castle Hill

1

5,665

-13

21 Chantry

1

4,470

-31

22 Gainsborough

1

6,466

-1

23 Ipswich St Margaret’s

1

6,041

-7

24 Ipswich Town

1

6,287

-3

10 Sudbury
FOREST HEATH

IPSWICH
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Table 3 (cont): Existing electoral arrangements
Division name
(by district council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2007)

Variance
from average
%

BABERGH
1

Belstead Brook

1

10,181

48

2

Brett

1

5,290

-23

3

Cosford

1

4,656

-32

4

Great Cornard

1

6,309

-8

5

Hadleigh

1

6,471

-6

6

Melford

1

7,851

14

7

Peninsula

1

6,378

-7

8

Samford

1

6,413

-7

9

Stour Valley

1

8,189

19

1

10,220

49

11 Brandon

1

6,640

-3

12 Exning

1

8,055

17

13 Icknield

1

6,613

-4

14 Mildenhall

1

5,663

-18

15 Newmarket Town

1

4,748

-31

16 Row Heath

1

5,784

-16

17 Bixley

1

5,849

-15

18 Bridge

1

6,332

-8

19 Broom Hill

1

5,455

-21

20 Castle Hill

1

5,744

-16

21 Chantry

1

4,563

-34

22 Gainsborough

1

7,524

9

23 Ipswich St Margaret’s

1

6,318

-8

24 Ipswich Town

1

7,166

4

10 Sudbury
FOREST HEATH

IPSWICH
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Table 3 (cont): Existing electoral arrangements
Number
of
councillors
1

Electorate
(2002)
5,334

Variance
from average
%
-18

26 Rushmere

1

5,972

-8

27 St Clements

1

5,884

-10

28 St John’s

1

6,108

-6

29 Sprites

1

5,259

-19

30 Stoke Park

1

5,537

-15

31 Whitehouse

1

5,570

-14

32 Whitton

1

4,943

-24

33 Bosmere

1

7,444

14

34 Gipping Valley

1

6,703

3

35 Hartismere

1

7,265

12

36 Hoxne

1

7,229

11

37 Stowmarket St Mary’s

1

5,419

-17

1

6,330

-3

39 Thredling

1

6,994

7

40 Thedwastre North

1

7,519

16

41 Thedwastre South

1

7,337

13

42 Upper Gipping

1

6,926

6

43 Abbeygate &
Eastgate

1

9,057

39

44 Blackbourn

1

7,548

16

45 Clare

1

6,317

-3

46 Haverhill North

1

9,138

40

47 Haverhill South

1

8,173

26

48 Northgate & St
Olaves

1

4,975

-24

49 Risbridge

1

6,228

-4

Division name
(by district council area)
25 Priory Heath

MID SUFFOLK

38

Stowmarket St
Peter’s

ST EDMUNDSBURY
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Table 3 (cont): Existing electoral arrangements
Number
of
councillors
1

Electorate
(2007)

Variance
from average
%

5,635

-18

26 Rushmere

1

6,022

-12

27 St Clements

1

6,690

-3

28 St John’s

1

6,533

-5

29 Sprites

1

5,303

-23

30 Stoke Park

1

5,551

-19

31 Whitehouse

1

6,037

-12

32 Whitton

1

4,984

-27

33 Bosmere

1

7,811

14

34 Gipping Valley

1

7,034

2

35 Hartismere

1

7,622

11

36 Hoxne

1

7,579

10

37 Stowmarket St Mary’s

1

5,904

-14

6,894

0

Division name
(by district council area)
25 Priory Heath

MID SUFFOLK

38

Stowmarket St
Peter’s

1

39 Thredling

1

7,334

7

40 Thedwastre North

1

7,888

15

41 Thedwastre South

1

7,700

12

42 Upper Gipping

1

7,275

6

43 Abbeygate &
Eastgate

1

9,581

39

44 Blackbourn

1

7,763

13

45 Clare

1

6,600

-4

46 Haverhill North

1

10,092

47

47 Haverhill South

1

8,891

29

48 Northgate & St
Olaves

1

5,064

-26

49 Risbridge

1

6,467

-6

ST EDMUNDSBURY
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Table 3 (cont): Existing electoral arrangements
Division name
(by district council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2002)

Variance
from average
%

50 Risbygate & Sextons

1

5,867

-10

51 Southgate &
Westgate

1

7,666

18

52 Thingoe North

1

7,256

11

53 Thingoe South

1

4,180

-36

54 Blything

1

5,120

-21

55 Carlford

1

8,252

27

56 Clayhills

1

7,553

16

57 Colneis

1

8,935

37

58 Felixstowe Ferry

1

6,276

-4

59 Felixstowe Landguard

1

7,140

10

60 Felixstowe Walton

1

5,764

-11

61 Framlingham

1

6,181

-5

62 Kesgrave &
Martlesham

1

11,762

81

63 Plomesgate

1

5,683

-13

64 Wickham

1

7,109

9

65 Wilford

1

7,004

8

66 Woodbridge

1

6,095

-6

67 Beccles

1

6,013

-8

68 Bungay

1

6,303

-3

69 Gunton

1

5,029

-23

70 Halesworth

1

5,707

-12

71 Lothingland North

1

7,547

16

72 Lothingland South

1

9,075

39

73 Lowestoft Central

1

6,893

6

SUFFOLK COASTAL

WAVENEY
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Table 3 (cont): Existing electoral arrangements
Division name
(by district council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2007)

Variance
from average
%

50 Risbygate & Sextons

1

6,166

-10

51 Southgate &
Westgate

1

7,829

14

52 Thingoe North

1

7,964

16

53 Thingoe South

1

4,952

-28

54 Blything

1

5,291

-23

55 Carlford

1

8,733

27

56 Clayhills

1

8,003

16

57 Colneis

1

9,279

35

58 Felixstowe Ferry

1

6,328

-8

59 Felixstowe Landguard

1

7,197

5

60 Felixstowe Walton

1

5,806

-16

61 Framlingham

1

6,467

-6

62 Kesgrave &
Martlesham

1

13,443

96

63 Plomesgate

1

5,898

-14

64 Wickham

1

7,405

8

65 Wilford

1

7,475

9

66 Woodbridge

1

6,144

-11

67 Beccles

1

6,517

-5

68 Bungay

1

6,175

-10

69 Gunton

1

5,093

-26

70 Halesworth

1

5,974

-13

71 Lothingland North

1

8,099

18

72 Lothingland South

1

10,168

48

73 Lowestoft Central

1

7,106

3

SUFFOLK COASTAL

WAVENEY

31

Table 3 (cont): Existing electoral arrangements
Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2002)

Variance
from average
%

74 Lowestoft St
Margaret’s

1

5,871

-10

75 Normanston

1

5,356

-18

76 Oulton Broad

1

7,752

19

77 Pakefield

1

7,095

9

78 Southwold

1

4,902

-25

79 Wainford

1

6,747

4

80 Whittington

1

4,772

-27

Totals

80

520,628

–

Averages

–

6,508

–

Division name
(by district council area)
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Table 3 (cont): Existing electoral arrangements
Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2007)

Variance
from average
%

74 Lowestoft St
Margaret’s

1

6,128

-11

75 Normanston

1

5,432

-21

76 Oulton Broad

1

7,935

15

77 Pakefield

1

7,166

4

78 Southwold

1

5,175

-25

79 Wainford

1

7,091

3

80 Whittington

1

4,818

-30

Totals

80

549,923

–

Averages

–

6,874

–

Division name
(by district council area)

Source:
Note:

Electorate figures are based on information provided by Suffolk County Council.
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
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. For
example, in 2002, electors in Thingoe South in St Edmundsbury borough were relatively overrepresented by 36%, while electors in Kesgrave & Martlesham in Suffolk Coastal district
division were significantly under-represented by 81%. Figures have been rounded to the
nearest whole number.
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Draft recommendations

25 During Stage One, we received 44 representations, including county-wide schemes
from Suffolk County Council, the Conservative Group on Suffolk County Council and
Suffolk Liberal Democrats’ Constituency Parties. We received representations from
Ipswich Borough Council Labour Group, three district councils, a member of parliament,
31 parish councils, a district Labour Party, a local Labour party and two county
councillors. In the light of these representations and evidence available to us, we
reached preliminary conclusions which were set out in our report, Draft
recommendations on the future electoral arrangements for Suffolk County Council.
26 Under our draft recommendations, we adopted the proposals for Babergh and Mid
Suffolk put forward by the Suffolk Liberal Democrats’ Constituency Parties. In Forest
Heath, we adopted the Conservative Group’s proposals. In St Edmundsbury, we
adopted the Conservative Group’s proposals with some amendments. In Ipswich,
Suffolk Coastal and Waveney, we put forward proposals that were largely our own. We
considered that our proposals, which included a number of two-member divisions,
provided a notable improvement in electoral equality on the existing arrangements and
a satisfactory level of coterminosity. We proposed that:
•
•

Suffolk County Council should be served by 75 councillors;
there should be 63 electoral divisions, involving changes to the boundaries of all but
one of the existing divisions.

Draft recommendation
Suffolk County Council should comprise 75 councillors, serving 63 divisions.
27 Our proposals would have resulted in significant improvements in electoral equality,
with the number of electors per councillor in 41 of the 63 divisions varying by no more
than 10% from the county average. This level of electoral equality was forecast to
improve further, with 16 divisions varying by more than 10% from the average in 2007.
Our proposals would have provided a level of coterminosity of 83%.
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Responses to consultation

28 During the consultation on our draft recommendations report, we received 89
representations. A list of all respondents is available from us on request. All
representations may be inspected at our offices and those of Suffolk County Council.

Suffolk County Council
29 The County Council proposed a council of 80 members, as at present, serving 76
single-member divisions and two two-member divisions. It concluded that the current
number of councillors is the minimum required for the Council to operate effectively,
given the modernised internal political management structure. It supported our
proposed boundaries in Mid Suffolk and supported our proposals in Babergh, making
one amendment. It made new proposals for the districts of Forest Heath, Ipswich, St
Edmundsbury, Suffolk Coastal and Waveney. It opposed the ‘extent’ of our use of twomember divisions in our draft recommendations. Under the County Council’s proposals,
20 divisions would vary by more than 10% from the county average by 2007, given a
council size of 80, and one division would vary by more than 20%. The County Council’s
proposals would provide a level of coterminosity of 63% across the county.

Political groups
30 The Suffolk County Council Conservative Group (the ‘Conservative Group’)
supported our proposed council size of 75, five fewer than at present. It concluded that
the County Council can adequately operate with five fewer councillors, given the
modern internal management structures. It supported our proposed boundaries in
Forest Heath, Mid Suffolk, St Edmundsbury and Suffolk Coastal in their entirety. In
Babergh, it supported our proposals with one boundary amendment. In Ipswich, it
supported our proposed boundaries, except in the western part of the borough. In
Waveney, it proposed two amendments to our proposed boundaries.
31 The Suffolk County Council Liberal Democrat Group (the ‘Liberal Democrat Group’)
proposed a council size of 78, two fewer than at present. It concluded that a council size
of 78 would have little impact on the present representative arrangements, committee
structure and councillor workload. Although it supported a council size of 78, it put
forward county-wide proposals based on a council size of 75. Given a council size of 75,
it stated that it ‘had no objections’ to our proposed boundaries in Babergh, Forest
Heath, Mid Suffolk, St Edmundsbury, Suffolk Coastal and Waveney. In Ipswich, it put
forward a complete revision of our proposed boundaries.
32 Ipswich Conservative Association expressed concerns about the impact of twomember divisions on councillor workload. It supported our proposed boundaries in
Ipswich, but proposed renaming four of our proposed divisions in this borough.
33 Ipswich Constituency Labour Party supported the County Council’s proposal for a
council size of 80 and proposed that our Whitehouse & Whitton division be split into two
single-member divisions.
34 Felixstowe Branch Labour Party opposed our proposed two-member Felixstowe
Coastal division. Suffolk Coastal Constituency Liberal Democrats supported our
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Felixstowe North & Trimley division, although they expressed opposition to having the
remainder of Felixstowe town covered by a two-member division.

District and borough councils
35 Babergh District Council proposed transferring Polstead parish into our proposed
Stour Valley division. Forest Heath District Council put forward two alternative sets of
proposals for the district. Ipswich Borough Council proposed that at least 14 county
councillors be allocated to Ipswich to accommodate for growth in the electorate. Mid
Suffolk District Council accepted our proposed division boundaries in Mid Suffolk and
proposed renaming four of our proposed divisions. St Edmundsbury Borough Council
opposed our proposed two-member Abbeygate division and proposed renaming our
proposed Haverhill and Southgate & Westgate divisions.

Parish and town councils
36 We received 30 submissions from parish and town councils during Stage Three.
Kettlebaston and Mildenhall parish councils supported our draft recommendations.
Debenham Parish Council supported a council size of 80. Great Barton and Stanton
parish councils supported a council size of 75. Wetheringsett cum Brockford Parish
Council supported the status quo across the county. Fornham St Martin-cum-St
Genevieve Parish Council stated that it did not oppose our draft recommendations.
Rendham Parish Council did not wish to comment on our draft recommendations.
37 In Babergh, Brantham Parish Council stated that Brantham parish should be placed
in a division with East Bergholt parish. Chilton Parish Council argued that the pursuit of
electoral equality leads to worse representation of electors in rural areas. Great Cornard
Parish Council stated it broadly supported our draft recommendations. Polstead Parish
Council, submitting two representations, argued that Polstead parish should be
transferred to our proposed Stour Valley division.
38 In Mid Suffolk, Worlingworth Parish Council proposed that its parish remain in the
existing Hoxne division.
39 In St Edmundsbury, Haverhill Town Council opposed including the towns of Haverhill
and Kedington in one division and proposed that Haverhill town should be covered by
three single-member divisions. Kedington Parish Council, submitting two
representations, opposed our proposal to place Haverhill East ward in a division with
Kedington ward and enclosed a petition opposing our proposed Haverhill East &
Kedington division. Stoke-by-Clare Parish Council opposed our proposal to include the
‘village’ of Kedington in a division with part of Haverhill town. Bardwell, Ixworth and
Ixworth Thorpe parish councils both supported a council size which would allow Ixworth
& Ixworth Thorpe parish to be included in ‘Blackbourn ward’. Honington & Sapiston
Parish Council proposed to keep Royal Air Force base, RAF Honington, in its parish.
Little Thurlow Parish Council opposed large, diverse divisions such as our proposed
Clare division. Whepstead Parish Council opposed an increase in council size and
expressed a preference to remain within ‘the Risbridge boundary’.
40 In Suffolk Coastal, Felixstowe Town Council put forward alternative single-member
divisions to cover the town of Felixstowe and the neighbouring parishes of Trimley St
Martin and Trimley St Mary. Kirton & Falkenham Parish Council broadly supported our
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proposals in the Felixstowe town area. Trimley St Mary Parish Council supported a
council size of 85 and stated that the parishes of Trimley St Martin and Trimley St Mary,
parts of Nacton ward, are rural in nature. Kesgrave Town Council proposed a twomember division combining Kesgrave East, Kesgrave West and Martlesham wards.
Rushmere St Andrew Parish Council supported our proposed Kesgrave & Rushmere
division, although it proposed that it be renamed.
41 In Waveney, Ashby, Herringfleet & Somerleyton Parish Council proposed that its
parish be included in a division with Gunton & Corton and Lothingland wards. Oulton
Parish Council stated that our proposed two-member Oulton division would involve
county councillors having to cover both urban and rural areas. Wissett Parish Council
opposed our proposal to include its parish in a division with Bungay parish. Kessingland
Parish Council accept our proposal to included it in our proposed Kessingland &
Southwold division, ‘the coastal ward of Waveney’.

Other representations
42 A further 45 representations were received in response to our draft
recommendations from local organisations, councillors and residents.
43 Haverhill Representative Alliance supported our draft recommendations. Councillor
Beckwith, representing Abbeygate & Eastgate division in St Edmundsbury borough,
opposed our proposal to reduce council size and opposed the concept of two-member
divisions. Town Councillor Dane, representing North ward of Haverhill parish, generally
supported our draft recommendations. Councillor Taylor, representing Wainford division
in Waveney, opposed the concept of two-member divisions and stated that community
identity should be an important factor when establishing division boundaries. A resident
of Rickinghall, Mid Suffolk, supported our draft recommendations.
44 In Babergh, a local resident stated that the pursuit of electoral equality leads to
difficulties in elector representation in rural areas. In Forest Heath, a local resident of
Newmarket supported our proposed reduction in council size and supported our
proposed Newmarket & Red Lodge Division.
45 In Ipswich, Chantry Residents Association opposed our two-member Chantry
division. Councillor Lewis, representing Whitton division, opposed our proposed twomember Whitehouse & Whitton division. Councillor Lim, representing Ipswich Town
division supported the County Council’s Stage Three proposals for the borough and
supported a council size of 80. Councillor Martin, representing St John’s division,
opposed the concept of two-member divisions, opposed our proposal for a council size
of 75 and proposed a council size of 80. He stated a preference for our proposed St
John’s division to be coterminous. Councillor Quinton, representing Gainsborough
division, opposed our proposed Gainsborough division. Councillor Rawlingson,
representing Stoke Park division, opposed our proposed Chantry division and
expressed a preference for a council size of 90. Councillor Rudkin, representing Priory
Heath division and Leader of the County Council, opposed a reduction in council size.
Councillor Thomas, representing Chantry division, opposed our proposed Chantry
division and supported the County Council’s proposals for Ipswich and its proposal for a
council size of 80. Councillor Tostevin, representing Broom Hill division, broadly
opposed our proposals in the borough. A local resident opposed our proposed
University division.
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46 In St Edmundsbury, eight residents of Kedington village opposed our proposed
Haverhill East & Kedington division. Councillor Double, a Kedington parish councillor,
and Councillor Rushbrook, representing Kedington ward, opposed our proposed
Haverhill East & Kedington division. Councillor Warmington, representing Clare division,
opposed our proposed Haverhill East & Kedington division and submitted general
proposals for St Edmundsbury, based on an allocation of 12 county councillors to the
borough. Councillor Farmer, representing Abbeygate ward, opposed our proposed twomember Abbeygate division. Councillor Nettleton, representing Risbygate ward,
proposed that the north of Bury St Edmunds be covered by single-member divisions
and proposed renaming our proposed Haverhill and Southgate & Westgate divisions.
Councillor Nowak, representing Risbygate & Sexton’s division, proposed that the
council size remain at 80 and supported St Edmundsbury Borough Council’s proposals
regarding Bury St Edmunds. Howard Estate Association of Residents & Tenants
(HEART) and Mildenhall Road Residents Association opposed our proposed twomember Abbeygate division and proposed alternative single-member divisions.
Councillor Lockwood, representing Northgate & St Olave’s division, argued that the
town of Bury St Edmunds should be covered by single-member divisions.
47 In Suffolk Coastal, Councillor Kelso, representing Kesgrave & Martlesham division,
argued that Martlesham ward should be included in a division with the Kesgrave wards.
A resident of Friston proposed that Friston parish be included in a division with Leiston
parish. A resident of Friston opposed our proposed Friston division and proposed
Friston parish be included with the smaller parishes which are contained in our
Aldeburgh & Leiston division. A resident of Knodishall supported the inclusion of
Knodishall parish in our proposed Aldeburgh & Leiston division. A resident of Felixstowe
argued that the Felixstowe town area be covered by single-member divisions.
48 In Waveney, Councillor Hunter, representing Lothingland North division, supported a
council size of 80 and argued that our proposals for the district did not reflect community
identities. Councillor Thwaites, representing Beccles division, opposed the concept of
two-member divisions and argued that combining urban and rural areas in single
divisions leads to poorer representation. A resident of Lowestoft proposed renaming our
proposed Gunton division. Two representations from residents of Halesworth proposed
that Wissett parish be included in a division with Halesworth town. A representation
from two residents of Lowestoft supported our proposals for Waveney.
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Analysis and final recommendations

49 As with our reviews of districts, our primary aim in considering the most appropriate
electoral arrangements for Suffolk is to achieve electoral equality. In doing so we have
regard to section 13(5) of the Local Government Act 1992 (as amended) which defines
the need to secure effective and convenient local government, 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’.
50 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.
51 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 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. 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.
52 We accept that the achievement of absolute electoral equality for the 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. 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 identities. 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.
53 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
54 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
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2007. It 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.
55 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 were 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
based our draft recommendations on the revised figures.
56 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
57 During Stage Three, Ipswich Borough Council questioned the electorate forecasts
for Ipswich, on which we based our draft recommendations. It claimed that ‘the data
used to ‘estimate’ the number of future electors in Ipswich does not take account of the
revised housing strategy for the East of England, which makes Ipswich a ‘rapid growth
area’. We issued a request for comment from the County Council on this matter, to
which they replied: ‘Suffolk County Council does not intend to revise the growth
forecasts used in the proposals submitted on 8 March 2004. The underlying growth
forecasts are based on information on current planning applications, housing allocations
and recent building rates originally supplied by the Borough of Ipswich’.
58 Mildenhall Road Residents Association questioned the 2007 electorate forecasts we
used in our draft recommendations relating to the town of Bury St Edmunds in St
Edmundsbury. It ‘assumed’ that the electorate estimates for the wards of Abbeygate,
Minden, Northgate, Risbygate and St Olaves were calculated by adding 3.56% to the
2002 electorate figures for each of these wards. We issued a request for comment from
the County Council on this matter, to which they replied: ‘In making its forecasts the
County Council did not make a simplistic assumption of a 3.56% increase in the
electorate across the board, but referred to the information supplied by the Borough of
St Edmundsbury about individual planning applications, housing allocations and recent
building rates’. The County Council also stated that it ‘therefore feels it has used the
most appropriate data available at the time in an effective way and does not intend to
revise the growth forecasts used in the proposals submitted on 8 March 2004’.
59 We note that the electorate figures provided by the County Council on 8 March
2004, at the end of Stage Three, were identical to those it provided to us during Stage
One. We remain satisfied that these figures represent the best estimates currently
available.

Council size
60 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.
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61 Suffolk County Council presently has 80 members. At Stage One, we received
county-wide schemes based on different council sizes from the County Council, the
Suffolk County Council Conservative Group and the Suffolk Liberal Democrats’
Constituency Parties (the ‘Liberal Democrats’). 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.
62 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 needed 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.
63 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 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 meeting approximately
three to four times per year.
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64 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 stated 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’.
65 The County Council stated that ‘the modernised local authority structure encourages
councillors to engage with their electorate in their Divisions’ through locality
arrangements. 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’. The County Council
stated 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’.
66 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’. 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 proposed a council size of 90 at Stage One, we received a copy of its
‘Submission to the Boundary Committee for England by Suffolk County Council’. This
document, dated April 2003, argued for a council size of 80. This document was
submitted to us at Stage Three to support its proposal for council size to remain at 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)’.
67 The Suffolk County Council Conservative Group (the Conservative Group) proposed
a council size of 75, a decrease of five members. They stated that ‘the electorate of
Suffolk and the 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 Conservative Group 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’.
68 The Conservative Group 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
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‘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 Conservative Group gave examples of
councillors’ current workloads in terms of meetings. Councillor Milburn, representing
Thingoe South division, was quoted in the Conservative Group’s submission as stating
that between early March and late May of 2003, 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 Conservative Group claimed 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’.
69 The Conservative Group considered the impact of a reduction of the council to 75
members on the representation of residents, given the introduction of new political
management structures. They noted 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 Conservative Group 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 Conservative Group
claimed, ‘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 claimed that, ‘for many councillors, representation would largely continue to be
carried out in the traditional manner’. They provided 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’.
70 The Conservative Group stated that another factor in reducing councillors’ workloads
has been the use of information technology. The Conservative Group 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’.
71 The Conservative Group 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’.
72 The Conservative Group 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 ‘inhouse 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’.
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73 The Conservative Group 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 Conservative Group 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’.
74 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’. Therefore, it proposed a council size of 82, stating
that this would provide a ‘better fit mathematically for whole numbers’.
75 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 provided 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 if Ipswich did not return 16 councillors.
76 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 noted 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.
77 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’.
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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.
78 We 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 examined 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’. The Guidance notes 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.
79 Considering the evidence received at Stage One, we concluded that we had
received insufficient evidence to support an increase in council size to 90 members. We
did not receive 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 had to consider the impact of any proposals on the
internal political management structures of a council. Therefore, we did 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, had been reached. The County Council, also, did not convince us that the
continued provision of local governance in Suffolk is dependent on an increase in
council size.
80 We had also noted that the County Council initially consulted on council sizes of 75,
80 and 85 and its proposed increase to 90 only emerged shortly before the end of Stage
One. The submissions received in support of the County Council’s Stage One proposals
consistently referred to the electoral arrangements of Ipswich rather than for Suffolk as
a whole. We had to consider all seven districts equally. We were concerned that
ensuring that Ipswich is allocated 16 councillors was a consideration in the County
Council’s proposal and, given the lack of evidence provided with regard to the new
political management structures, we did not propose adopting the County Council’s
proposed council size of 90 as part of the draft recommendations.
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81 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 did not adopt a council
size of 82.
82 Having decided not to adopt a council size of 90 or 82, we carefully considered the
Conservative Group’s proposal for a 75-member council.
83 We considered that the Conservative Group’s submission, proposing a 75-member
council, made the best case for a change in council size. Although making some
assertions, the Conservative Group provided significant evidence to support their
proposals, including statements from councillors who considered their workload has
decreased. The Conservative Group’s submission and further evidence addressed the
internal management structures of the council and demonstrated that, in their opinion, a
council size of 75 enabled the council to improve its effectiveness and efficiency. We
noted their comments demonstrating a reduction in the workload of non-Executive
councillors, despite the proliferation of partnership working. We consider that the
Conservative Group 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 operated more efficiently
with a reduced number of members. We noted that the Conservative Group’s proposals
provided the correct allocation of county councillors for each of the seven districts, as
well as improvements in electoral equality.
84 Having looked at the evidence provided at Stage One concerning the new political
management structures, we concluded that the optimal size of Suffolk County Council
was 75 members. Having reached this decision and noting that a council size of 75
provided the correct allocation of councillors between the constituent districts, we
concluded that the statutory criteria would best be met by a council of 75 members.
Consequently, we produced draft recommendations based on a council size of 75.
85 During Stage Three, we received 21 representations regarding council size. We
received opposition from the County Council, which proposed that the council size
remain at 80. Support for an 80-member council was expressed by Debenham Parish
Council and Councillors Hunter, Lim, Martin, Rawlingson and Thomas, representing
Lothingland North, Ipswich Town, St John’s, Stoke Park and Chantry divisions,
respectively. Councillor Nowak, representing Risbygate & Sexton’s division argued that
the council size should be 80, at minimum. Councillor Beckwith, representing
Abbeygate & Eastgate division, argued that a council size of 75 would be insufficient.
The Liberal Democrat Group proposed a council size of 78. Whepstead Parish Council
proposed that the council size remain at 80. Trimley St Mary Parish Council supported a
council size of 85. However, we have received support for a council size of 75 from the
Conservative Group, Haverhill Representative Alliance, Bardwell, Great Barton, Ixworth,
Ixworth Thorpe, Kirton, Falkenham and Stanton parish councils. Parish Councillor Dane,
representing Haverhill North parish ward of Haverhill parish, and a resident of Hadleigh,
Babergh, also expressed support for a council size of 75.
86 The County Council, although proposing a council size of 90 at Stage One, argued
at Stage Three that 80 councillors would be the minimum number required for the
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effective conduct of the council’s business under new political management structures.
It argued that a reduction in council size from 80 to 75 would place an additional burden
on each county councillor, given the roles under new management structures. The
report of the Chief Executive to the council meeting of 10 April 2003, attached to the
County Council’s Stage Three submission, stated that he believed that the average
workload of each councillor was greater now than prior to the implementation of the
Local Government Act 2000 and in which he recommended a council size of 80members, the same as at present. The County Council argued that locality
arrangements gave councillors a more proactive role and that greater community
engagement had ‘added to the expectation of regular participation by councillors in local
bodies and organisations in addition to those to which they have been formally
appointed’. It stated that Locality Arrangements were developed to support members,
strengthen councillors’ locality and representational roles and ‘promote and enable
closer working with communities and local partner organisations’. It stated that County
Councillor Forums comprised all of the county councillors elected within that area and
that Local Action Plans provide arrangements that would ensure dialogue between
services and councillors, improve councillor accessibility, coordinate consultation
activities and ensure County Council input to local partnerships. The Chief Executive
stated that the Executive Committee met on a three-weekly basis and that business was
heavy. The submission detailed the number of councillors on each committee and sub
committee and the frequency of their meetings.
87 The Chief Executive’s report, included in the County Council’s Stage Three
submission, argued that the 200 or so partnerships needed ‘careful relationship building
and intensive work in assessing their effectiveness, which can be demanding’. The
Chief Executive’s report stated that the council must ensure its involvement in
partnerships and as a result this was likely to develop as part of a councillors role. The
County Council provided two case studies, based on councillors X and Y, arguing that
workloads had increased since the introduction of a new management structure. The
County Council argued that the availability and use of modern technology, while
assisting councillors also increased their accessibility and, consequently, their workload.
It stated that current and anticipated levels of work were unlikely to diminish in the
foreseeable future.
88 The Liberal Democrat Group proposed a council size of 78 and it stated that they are
‘concerned that a reduction to 75 would place an undue burden on county councillors’
though it acknowledged ‘that maintaining the status quo of 80 councillors would not be
well received by much of the electorate in Suffolk’. It therefore proposed a ‘compromise’
council size of 78.
89 The Conservative Group restated the position it put forward at Stage One and
provided further argumentation. It detailed the appointments of county councillors to
outside bodies and partnerships: it stated that as of December 2003 the County
Council’s list of appointments to outside bodies was 258 appointments to 163
partnerships and outside bodies. It stated that many councillors do not have a
prescribed frequency or schedule of meetings and that of those 66 that do, 57 meet
quarterly, six monthly or only annually. It argued that these activities did not constitute
an ‘onerous workload’ on councillors and that 64 of the 258 places were taken up by
relatively few members (10), ‘namely those that constitute the leadership of the council’.
It provided a list of appointments to outside bodies, positions on the council and the
frequency of meetings.
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90 Councillor Rawlingson, who proposed a council size of 80, stated that councillor
workload has not fallen since the introduction of the Local Government Act 2000. He
stated that many county councillors are ‘now deeply involved in the development and
operation of various partnerships’. He stated the councillors are now involved in
activities such as forums which attempt to ‘link people to their public services’.
Councillor Martin stated that the new scrutiny role of councillors ‘has involved ordinary
County Councillors … in a great deal more detail’. He stated that ‘new and enhanced
locality arrangements … have massively increased my interaction with the local
community’. He claimed that electronic mail (e-mail), while allowing constituents easier
communication with councillors, has resulted in substantially increased workload.
Additionally, he claimed that an 80-member council size would allow the creation of
divisions which are similar in demographic and geographic size to the wards. Councillor
Lim and Councillor Thomas also argued that workload had increased for councillors.
91 Councillor Nowak stated that modernised political management structures have
resulted in ‘less formal meetings … but more informal or small working groups’. He
claimed that our proposal to reduce council size is not consistent with our approach to
the recent review of the Suffolk districts, where we proposed to increase or retain the
number of district councillors. He also stated that population growth, which recently led
to an increased number of members of parliament covering Suffolk, should also result in
an increased council size. Councillor Beckwith claimed that our proposal to reduce
council size is ‘illogical’, given the growth in Suffolk’s population.
92 The other representations on council size which we received at Stage Three mostly
dealt with the impact of council size on local boundaries and not with the issue of
internal political management structures. Consequently, we have not detailed them
here.
93 We noted the Liberal Democrat Group’s proposal for a council size of 78. However,
it did not provide any argument relating to the political management structures of the
County Council. Consequently, we have made a choice between the council sizes of 75
and 80.
94 We note Councillor Nowak’s claim that our approaches to determining council size
for both the county and the districts are inconsistent. However, when determining
council size of county councils, we do not have any regard to the council sizes of the
districts.
95 We note the County Council’s Stage Three proposal for a council size of 80
members and the supporting evidence provided by the Chief Executive’s report to the
council on 10 April 2003. We also note the support for a council size of 80 and the
supporting information provided by county councillors. While we consider that the report
by the Chief Executive and the county councillors put forward a reasonable case for a
council size of 80, we also note that the Conservative Group made a good case at
Stage One for a council size of 75 and provided further evidence at Stage Three.
96 Having considered the evidence provided for both a 75- and an 80-member council,
we note that the evidence provided by the County Council has been countered by that
of the Conservative Group. Overall, we consider that, during the review, the
Conservative Group has made a better case for a reduction of council size to 75 than
those who have put forward alternative council sizes. We note that the Conservative
Group provided significant evidence at Stage One to support their proposals. Also, we
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were not sufficiently persuaded that the information provided by the County Council
could be specifically related to a council size of 80. We have also been persuaded by
the Conservative Group that a 75-member council would not place an undue burden on
councillors.
97 We accept that this issue has been contentious throughout the review and that a
number of cases have been put forward for a variety of different council sizes. However,
given the evidence we have been provided throughout the review, we have been
sufficiently persuaded that 75 members would be the optimal council size for Suffolk
County Council.
98 Although the main point of argument between the two council sizes, of 75 or 80, is
whether a reduction to 75 would place an undue burden on councillors, we also note
that there would be a better allocation of councillors under a council size of 75 than with
80. We consider the Conservative Group has countered the arguments of the County
Council put forward with arguments of their own regarding councillor workload.
Therefore, we are confirming our draft recommendations council size, of 75, as final.

Electoral arrangements
99 Under our draft recommendations, we broadly adopted the Liberal Democrats’ Stage
One proposals for Babergh and adopted their proposals for Mid Suffolk in their entirety.
We adopted the Conservative Group’s Stage One proposals for Forest Heath in their
entirety. In St Edmundsbury, we adopted five of the Conservative Group’s 11 proposed
divisions it put forward at Stage One. In Ipswich, Suffolk Coastal and Waveney, we put
forward proposals which were mainly our own. We proposed a number of two-member
divisions to cover urban areas where we were unable to identify single-member
divisions which would combine both coterminosity and reasonable electoral equality.
100 We have reviewed our draft recommendations in light of the representations
received at Stage Three. In Waveney, we are adopting four amendments to our
proposals in the district, given the receipt of substantial supportive argumentation. In the
remainder of the county, despite receiving opposition to some of our proposals, we were
not persuaded by the evidence, argumentation or alternative proposals received to
move away from our draft recommendations. Consequently, with the exception of
Waveney, we are broadly confirming our draft recommendations for Suffolk County
Council as final. We are also proposing to rename nine of our divisions which we
proposed in our draft recommendations.
101 At Stage Three, we received substantial opposition to the concept of twomember divisions and the number of multi-members divisions which we proposed in our
draft recommendations. We noted the claims that two-member divisions would result in
poor representation due to their relatively large geographical size, higher councillor
workload and problems over the demarcation of tasks between the two relevant
councillors, particularly if they are from different political parties.
102 We acknowledge the criticisms of two-member divisions received at Stage Three.
There is little evidence to suggest that two-member wards/divisions confuse electors,
hinder the building of relationships between councillors and electors, create confusion
or tension between the two members or hinder the relationships between members and
the community. We consider that the in-principle opposition, without supporting
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evidence, does not make clear how any alternative arrangements would result in an
improved balance between our statutory criteria than our draft recommendations.
103 We note the opposition received regarding the concept of two-member divisions
on the basis of their alleged large geographic size. In Suffolk we have proposed twomember divisions only in sizeable towns, which have relatively high population
densities, where we could not identify single-member divisions that combined
coterminosity with good electoral equality. When considering our proposed divisions, we
have followed The Electoral Commission’s Guidance, which states that ‘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 terms of the size of the electorate in
two-member divisions and the workload of the relevant councillors, the average number
of electors represented by each councillor in a two-member division is the same for that
of the average single-member division.
104 We have reviewed our draft recommendations in the light of further evidence and
the representations received during Stage Three. For borough and district warding
purposes, the following areas, based on existing wards, are considered in turn:
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.
v.
vi.
vii.

Babergh district (pages 52-56)
Forest Heath district (pages 56-59)
Ipswich borough (pages 59-69)
Mid Suffolk district (pages 69-73)
St Edmundsbury borough (pages 67-74)
Suffolk Coastal district (pages 81-89)
Waveney district (pages 89-95)

105 Details of our final recommendations are set out in Tables 1 and 2, and the maps
inserted at the back of this report.

Babergh district
106 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).
107 Under the County Council’s Stage One proposals, the number of councillors
representing Babergh district would be 12, rather than the 10 it would be entitled to
under our proposed 75-member council.
108 Under the Conservative Group’s Stage One proposals for the district, 10
councillors would be returned, the correct allocation for a council size of 75. These 10
councillors would represent eight single-member divisions and a single two-member
division. The Conservative Group did not provide names for their proposed divisions in
Babergh. Their proposals provided 33% coterminosity in the district. The number of
electors per councillor in the Conservative Group’s proposed Division 1 through to
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Division 10 were forecast to vary from the county average by 9%, 4%, 7%, 14%, 12%,
9%, 3%, 8% and 11% respectively by 2007.
109 The Liberal Democrats put forward two proposals for the district at Stage One,
based on the allocation of 10 and 11 councillors to the district respectively. In both
cases, each proposed division would return a single member. For a council size of 75,
the correct number of councillors to be allocated to Babergh is 10. Therefore, we
detailed their 10-member option only. Their proposals are shown in Table 4. The level of
coterminosity under the Liberal Democrats’ proposals for the district was 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
were 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 were
forecast to vary from the county average by 11%, 10%, 12%, 8% and 3% respectively
by 2007.
Table 4: Liberal Democrats’ Stage One proposals for Babergh (10-member option)

Proposed division
name

Number of
councillors

Proposed constituent district wards
Brook ward; Pinewood ward; part of Berners
ward (the parishes of Freston and
Woolverstone)
Brett Vale ward; Lavenham ward; North Cosford
ward; South Cosford ward
Great Cornard North ward; Great Cornard
South ward
Hadleigh North ward; Hadleigh South ward

1

Belstead Brook

1

2

Cosford

1

3

Great Cornard

1

4

Hadleigh

1

5

Melford

1

6

Peninsula

1

7

Samford

1

8

Stour Valley

1

9

Sudbury

1

Chadacre ward; Glemsford & Stanstead ward;
Long Melford ward
Alton ward; Holbrook ward; part of Berners
ward (the parishes of Arwarton, Chelmondiston
and Shotley)
Dodnash ward; Lower Brett ward; Mid Samford
ward
Boxford ward; Bures St Mary ward;
Leavenheath ward; Nayland ward
Sudbury East ward; Sudbury South ward

10

Sudbury North
& Waldingfield

1

Sudbury North ward; Waldingfield ward

110 At Stage One, 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’.
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111 We carefully considered all the representations received relating to Babergh. We
noted that the Conservative Group 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 noted that both the Conservative Group’s and Liberal
Democrats’ proposals for the district achieved reasonable levels of electoral equality.
However, as the Liberal Democrats’ proposals achieved significantly higher levels of
coterminosity than the Conservative Group’s proposal for the district, we proposed
basing our scheme on the Liberal Democrats’ submission. However, by proposing some
modifications to the Liberal Democrats’ proposed divisions in the eastern areas of the
district, it was possible to achieve 100% coterminosity while maintaining reasonable
levels of electoral equality. In the town of Sudbury and its surrounds, we proposed an
amendment to the Liberal Democrats’ proposals which we considered to better
represent community identities.
112 In the far east of the district, we proposed amending the Liberal Democrats’
proposed Belstead Brook and Peninsula divisions. Unlike the Liberal Democrats’
proposal, our proposed Peninsula division would be coterminous and would comprise
Alton, Berners and Holbrook wards. This modification also made 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
(16% by 2007). However, we considered this to be acceptable given the improved level
of coterminosity. We adopted the Liberal Democrats’ proposed Cosford, Great Cornard,
Hadleigh, Melford, Samford and Stour Valley divisions as each of these were
coterminous and each cover small settlements adequately linked by road. These
proposed divisions also largely avoided the creation of divisions combining urban areas
with rural areas.
113 We proposed a Sudbury division and a Sudbury East & Waldingfield division to
cover the area of Sudbury town. Our proposed Sudbury division comprised Sudbury
North and Sudbury South wards and our proposed Sudbury East & Waldingfield division
comprised Sudbury North and Waldingfield wards.
114 The number of electors in our proposed divisions of Belstead Brook, Cosford,
Great Cornard, Hadleigh and Melford divisions varied initially from the county average
by 6%, 4%, 12%, 15% and 9% respectively (4%, 4%, 14%, 12% and 7% by 2007). The
number of electors in our proposed divisions of Peninsula, Samford, Stour Valley,
Sudbury and Sudbury East & Waldingfield varied initially from the county average by
11%, 13%, 11%, 9% and 7% respectively (16%, 10%, 12%, 9% and 3% by 2007). Our
scheme provided 100% coterminosity in this district.
115 At Stage Three, we received eight submissions regarding Babergh. The County
Council accepted our proposals with one amendment. It proposed to transfer Polstead
parish, part of Lower Brett ward, from our proposed Samford division to our proposed
Stour Valley division. The Conservative Group also proposed this amendment, arguing
that, under our proposed Samford division, ‘Polstead would be the only parish in a
division otherwise in the east of the county that would come under the jurisdiction of the
county council’s western highways area and also of the western education area’. It
claimed that the school system in Polstead parish differs from that existing in the
remainder of our proposed Samford division, thereby necessitating the relevant county
councillor being knowledgeable about two differing school systems. Additionally, the
Conservative Group stated that adding Polstead parish to our proposed Stour Valley
division would enable the parish to ‘join with its neighbouring parish of Stoke-by54

Nayland, with whom [sic] it enjoys a strong community of interest’. It acknowledged that
this proposed amendment would result in both of the proposed Samford and Stour
Valley divisions being non-coterminous. However, it stated that electoral equality in both
the proposed Samford and Stour Valley divisions would be substantially improved.The
Liberal Democrat Group stated that it had ‘no objections’ to our proposals in this district.
116 Babergh District Council also proposed that Polstead parish should be
transferred from our proposed Samford division to our proposed Stour Valley division. It
claimed that the councillor representing our proposed Samford division ‘would be
expected to have a detailed knowledge of the operations and policies with regard to the
Hadleigh and East Bergholt schools, together with (for the benefit of constituents in
Polstead) the Great Cornard schools operating under a different system’. The District
Council also stated that transferring Polstead parish from our proposed Samford
division to our proposed Stour Valley division would result in improved electoral
equality. Polstead Parish Council also proposed such an amendment, arguing that
‘Polstead leans towards Stoke-by-Nayland’, the latter parish being contained in our
proposed Stour Valley division. It stated that ‘the primary and middle schools used by
Polstead children are in Stoke-by-Nayland’ and the school system in the area covered
by our proposed Stour Valley division ‘is a three-tier system’ whereas the schools in our
proposed Samford division operate under a ‘two-tier system’. Brantham Parish Council
proposed that Brantham and East Bergholt parishes be included in a single ward,
arguing that both parishes have substantial community links. Great Cornard Parish
Council stated that, although our draft recommendations ‘go some way’ towards
improving electoral equality, ‘there are still some areas which would benefit from further
work’. It stated that it was ‘very pleased’ that its parish ‘would continue to be
represented by its own County Councillor’ under our proposals. A resident of Hadleigh
opposed our proposed Cosford division, claiming that its geographical size and the high
number of component parishes would entail that representation of such a division would
be ‘impossible’.
117 We have carefully considered all the representations received at Stage Three
relating to Babergh. We note the proposals to transfer Polstead parish from our
proposed Samford division to our proposed Stour Valley division. We noted the
arguments put forward by Babergh District Council, the Conservative Group and
Polstead Parish Council regarding the highway and schooling systems common to
Polstead parish and the area covered in our proposed Stour Valley division. We also
noted the argument put forward that Polstead has community links with Stoke-byNayland parish. We note that such an amendment would result in a substantial
improvement in electoral equality. The number of electors in revised Samford and Stour
Valley divisions would vary from the county average by 1% and 3% respectively by
2007, compared with 10% and 12% respectively under of draft recommendations.
However, adopting this amendment would result in both of our proposed Samford and
Stour Valley divisions being non-coterminous. Additionally, we considered the
argumentation put forward in favour of the amendment to be based predominantly on
administrative aspects rather than community identity issues. We have not been
sufficiently persuaded that the proposed revision would better reflect the statutory
criteria than under our draft proposals and we confirm our proposed Samford and Stour
Valley divisions as final.
118 We noted Brantham Parish Council’s proposal that its parish be included in a
ward with East Bergholt parish. Although we are not conducting a review of the districts,
we considered the impact on our statutory criteria of placing both parishes in the same
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division. Given our proposals in the district, both parishes would be placed in either our
proposed Samford or Peninsula divisions. However, such an amendment would result in
poorer electoral equality and both of these proposed divisions would no longer be
coterminous. Should East Bergholt be transferred into Peninsula division, the electors in
the revised Peninsula and Samford divisions would be under-represented by 47% and
over-represented by 21% respectively by 2007. Should Brantham parish be included in
our proposed Samford division, the electors in our proposed Peninsula and Samford
divisions would be over-represented by 13% and under-represented by 38%
respectively by 2007. We noted the argument put forward by the resident of Hadleigh
opposing our proposed Cosford division on the basis of the division’s geographical size
and the number of parishes contained within it. However, the sparseness of the
population in area covered by our proposed Cosford division necessitates
geographically sizeable divisions so to facilitate reasonable levels of electoral equality,
one of our statutory criteria. Therefore, we are confirming our draft recommendations in
Babergh as final.
119 Under our final recommendations, the levels of electoral equality in Babergh
would be identical to those outlined in our draft recommendations. Our final
recommendations are illustrated on the large map at the back of this report.

Forest Heath district
120 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 under-represented by 22% (17% by 2007), and the Newmarket Town division
which is over-represented by 29% (31% by 2007).
121 Under the County Council’s Stage One proposals, the number of councillors
allocated to Forest Heath was six, rather than the five it is entitled to under a council
size of 75.
122 Under the Conservative Group’s Stage One proposals, five councillors would
represent Forest Heath, the number the district is entitled to under a council size of 75.
These five councillors would represent five single-member coterminous divisions,
thereby providing 100% coterminosity in the district. The Conservative Group did not
propose names for their proposed divisions. Their proposals are outlined in Table 5.
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.
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Table 5: Conservative Group’s Stage One proposals for Forest Heath

Proposed division
name

Number of
councillors

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

4

Division 4

1

5

Division 5

1

Great Heath ward; Manor ward; Market ward
Eriswell & The Rows ward; Iceni ward;
Lakenheath ward
Brandon East ward; Brandon West ward

Proposed constituent district wards

123 The Conservative Group 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 southwestern edge of the district. However, they stated that the division would facilitate
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’.
124 Under the Liberal Democrats’ Stage One 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.
125 We carefully considered all the representations received at Stage One relating to
Forest Heath. We noted that only the Conservative Group put forward proposals
allocating five councillors to Forest Heath. By 2007, under a council size of 75, five
councillors would be the correct allocation. Given the absence of an alternative scheme
with the correct allocation and given the 100% coterminosity and reasonable electoral
equality achieved in the Conservative Group’s scheme, we proposed to adopt the
Conservative Group’s proposals in their entirety. We proposed to name the
Conservative Group’s 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 division names reflect significant towns within each respective
division. Row Heath is the name given to an existing division covering an area similar to
the proposed Row Heath division.
126 We considered 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.
127 Under our draft recommendations, the number of electors per councillor in our
proposed Brandon, Exning & Newmarket, Mildenhall, Newmarket & Red Lodge and
Row Heath divisions varied 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 100% coterminosity in this district.
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128 At Stage Three, we received five representations regarding Forest Heath. 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. The Conservative Group supported our proposals
in the district. The Liberal Democrat Group accepted our proposed boundaries in this
district. It proposed that our proposed Newmarket & Red Lodge division be renamed
Newmarket & Kennett Valley.
129 Forest Heath District Council proposed two alternative schemes for the district,
‘Option A’ and ‘Option B’. It stated that Option A was its preferred scheme. Each set of
proposals, indicated on Tables 6 and 7, allocates five county councillors to the district,
the correct number given a council size of 75. The District Council did not allocate
names to any of its proposed divisions, although it allocated a number to each proposed
division. It stated that its alternative proposals represented an improvement on our draft
recommendations. It stated that, under its proposals, ‘the towns remain integrated within
the electoral divisions, as far as possible’ and that ‘a greater degree of sympathy with
“the community of interest” is achieved’ under both of its schemes, with ‘each division
being clearly associated with a major population centre’. It stated further that ‘historical
local associations are respected’ and that ‘electoral equality between the divisions is
achieved with the consequent reduction of any excessive variance from the average
used by the Commission’. It stated that, in both of its proposals for the district, ‘Red
Lodge is aligned with Mildenhall this latter being the community with which Red Lodge
identifies’. Under both of its options, its Number 1 division is identical to our proposed
Brandon division. Its proposed Number 2 division, under Option A, is identical to our
proposed Row Heath division. Under its Option A scheme, the number of electors per
councillor in Forest Heath District Council's proposed, 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 divisions would
vary from the county average by 7%, 1%, 25%, 6% and 2% by 2007. This scheme
would provide 100% coterminosity in this district. Under its proposed Option B scheme,
the number of electors per councillor in Forest Heath District Council's proposed, 1, 2, 3,
4 and 5 divisions would vary from the county average by 7%, 1%, 27%, 6% and 2% by
2007. This scheme would provide 100% coterminosity in this district.
130 A resident of Newmarket supported our proposed Newmarket & Red Lodge
division in light of ‘major domestic and industrial developments’ in the area covered by
the division.
Table 6: Option A of Forest Heath District Council’s Stage Three proposals for
Forest Heath
Proposed division
name

Number of
councillors

Proposed constituent district wards

1

Number 1

1

Brandon East ward; Brandon West ward

2

Number 2

1

3

Number 3

1

Eriswell & The Rows ward; Iceni ward;
Lakenheath ward
Great Heath ward; Manor ward; Market ward;
Red Lodge ward

4

Number 4

1

5

Number 5

1

Exning ward; Severals ward; South ward
All Saints ward; St Mary’s ward
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Table 7: Option B of Forest Heath District Council’s Stage Three proposals for
Forest Heath
Proposed division
name

Number of
councillors

Proposed constituent district wards

1

Number 1

1

Brandon East ward; Brandon West ward

2

Number 2

1

3

Number 3

1

4

Number 4

1

Eriswell & The Rows ward; Lakenheath ward;
Manor ward
Great Heath ward; Iceni ward; Market ward;
Red Lodge ward
Exning ward; Severals ward; South ward

5

Number 5

1

All Saints ward; St Mary’s ward

131 Having carefully considered the representations received at Stage Three
regarding this district, we intend to confirm our draft recommendations as final. We
noted Forest Heath District Council's alternative proposals for the district, in which both
sets of its proposals provide 100% coterminosity. We noted the District Council's
argument that their proposals better reflect community identities and achieve better
electoral equality than our draft recommendations. However, little argumentation was
provided which detailed why its proposals were an improvement on our draft
recommendations in terms of community identity. Additionally, neither of the District
Council's sets of proposals is an improvement upon our draft recommendations in terms
of electoral equality. Under our draft recommendations, the number of electors in four
divisions would vary from the county average by less than 10% and one division would
vary from the county average by 19% by 2007. Under both of the District Council's
schemes, Option A and Option B, the number of electors in four of the five proposed
divisions would vary from the county average by less than 10% by 2007. However, the
number of electors in its proposed Number 3 division would vary from the county
average by 25% and 27% by 2007 under its Option A and Option B schemes
respectively. Given this relatively poor level of electoral equality, the lack of community
identity argumentation in favour of these proposals and the support we received for our
proposed boundaries, we have not been persuaded to move away from our proposed
boundaries in Forest Heath. We noted the Liberal Democrat Group’s proposal that our
proposed Newmarket & Red Lodge division be renamed Newmarket & Kennett Valley.
However, we received no argumentation in favour of this proposal. Consequently, we
are confirming the name Newmarket & Red Lodge as final.
132 Under our final recommendations, the levels of electoral equality in Forest Heath
would be identical to our draft recommendations. Our final recommendations are
illustrated on the large map at the back of this report.

Ipswich borough
133 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,
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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
under-represented, yet all 16 are over-represented with the worst electoral imbalance in
Chantry division which is over-represented by 31% (34% by 2007).
134 Under the County Council’s Stage One proposals, 16 councillors would represent
Ipswich, rather than the 13 it is entitled to under a council size of 75 members.
135 Under the Conservative Group’s Stage One 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 two-member divisions, thereby providing 100%
coterminosity in the district. The Conservative Group did not propose names for their
proposed divisions. Their proposals are described in Table 8. The number of electors
per councillor in the Conservative Group’s proposed Divisions 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 varied
from the county average by 22%, 20%, 23%, 16% and 17% by 2007. The number of
electors per councillor in the Conservative Group’s proposed Divisions 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10
were forecast to vary from the county average by 15%, 18%, 17%, 17% and 16% by
2007.
Table 8: Conservative Group’s proposals for Ipswich

Proposed division
name

Number of
councillors

1

Division 1

2

2

Division 2

1

3

Division 3

2

4

Division 4

1

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

Proposed constituent district wards
Alexandra ward; Bridge ward; Holywells ward
Bixley ward

136 Under the Liberal Democrats’ Stage One proposals, 14 councillors would
represent Ipswich, rather than the 13 it is entitled to under a council size of 75
members.
137 We carefully considered all the representations received at Stage One relating to
Ipswich. We noted that only the Conservative Group put forward proposals allocating 13
councillors to Ipswich. By 2007, under a council size of 75, 13 councillors would be the
correct allocation. We noted that the Conservative Group’s proposals for the district
would achieve 100% coterminosity. However, given the overall poor level of electoral
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equality provided by the Conservative Group’s proposals, we adopted only the
Conservative Group’s Divisions 2, 5 and 6. These divisions are coterminous and would
provide a reasonable level of electoral equality, given their respective positions at the
edge of the district. We proposed naming these divisions Bixley, Chantry and Priory
Heath respectively. For the remainder of the district we put forward our own proposed
divisions.
138 Having investigated a number of alternatives, we proposed 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 was 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 would provide good levels of electoral equality
and would be divided by the Ipswich–Felixstowe railway, which is highly identifiable. We
noted that our proposals placed parts of Alexandra ward in three separate divisions.
However, this allowed us to achieve acceptable levels of electoral equality in the
divisions covering this area.
139 In the south-west of Ipswich town, we adopted the Conservative Group’s twomember Division 5 comprising Gipping, Sprites and Stoke Park wards. We noted the
high electoral variance of this division (17% by 2007). However, this division would be
coterminous and would cover 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 were well linked by road.
140 In the south of the district, we proposed 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 placed the majority of the commercial centre
of Ipswich in a single division. This division would achieve a good 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 proposed a
Gainsborough division comprising Gainsborough ward and the part of Holywells ward
that includes the residential area broadly west of Clapgate Lane. We proposed this
division as it would achieve good electoral equality and represents a continuous
residential area centred on Clapgate Lane.
141 In the south-east of the town, we adopted the Conservative Group’s Division 6,
comprising Priory Heath ward solely. This division was also proposed by the County
Council. We noted 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 was difficult to
combine this ward with parts of wards to its north. In the Gainsborough area, we
proposed a Gainsborough division, which combined Gainsborough ward with the
southern section of Holywells ward. This division, although non-coterminous, covers
whole residential estates, thereby reflecting community identities.
142 In the east of the district, we adopted the Conservative Group’s single-member
Division 2 and proposed two of our own non-coterminous single-member divisions. We
proposed that these three divisions be 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 adopted the Conservative Group’s Division 2, comprising
Bixley ward only. This division was also proposed by the County Council and the Liberal
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Democrats. We noted 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 proposed a Rushmere division
comprising Rushmere ward and part of St John's ward west of Cauldwell Hall Road.
This modification would provide 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 proposed 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 would provide good electoral equality and all of the
areas within the division are adequately linked and a strong western boundary is
provided by the Ipswich–Felixstowe railway line.
143 In the area immediately to the east of the town centre, we proposed 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 would be non-coterminous, it would provide good electoral equality and
would link the relatively high-density housing area between the town centre and the
Ipswich–Felixstowe railway line.
144 In the north-west of the town, we proposed two non-coterminous two-member
divisions. Our proposed St Margaret's & Westgate division would comprise 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 would consist of
Whitehouse ward, Whitton ward and the remainder of Castle Hill ward. Our proposed St
Margaret's & Westgate and Whitehouse & Whitton divisions provided good electoral
equality and the Ipswich–Felixstowe railway line provides a highly identifiable boundary.
145 Overall, our proposals for Ipswich would improve electoral equality significantly
compared with the Conservative Group’s proposals and the existing arrangements. The
number of electors per councillor in our proposed Bixley, Bridge, Chantry,
Gainsborough and Priory Heath divisions would vary from the county average by 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 varied from the county
average by 2%, 3%, 4%, 13% and 8% respectively (4%, 0%, 5%, 3% and 6% by 2007).
Our draft recommendations provided 30% coterminosity in this district.
146 At Stage Three, we received 16 representations regarding Ipswich. Under the
County Council’s proposals, 14 councillors would be allocated to the district, one more
than the correct allocation given a council size of 75. Therefore, we have not outlined
the County Council’s proposals in detail. The County Council supported our proposed
Bixley and Priory Heath divisions and our two-member Whitehouse & Whitton division. It
proposed divisions identical to our Rushmere and St John’s, except for the part of the
boundary between the two divisions in the vicinity of Cauldwell Hall Road. Part of our
proposed boundary between the two divisions was along the middle of Cauldwell Hall
Road. The County Council proposed that the boundary should run between two polling
districts, which broadly runs along the back of properties on the eastern side of
Cauldwell Hall Road. It claimed that ‘it makes sense to have both sides of a road within
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a division to assist community cohesion’ as ‘issues to do with roads such as
maintenance and safety are determined locally’. The County Council proposed splitting
our proposed St Margaret’s & Westgate division into two single-member divisions. One
such division would contain part of St Margaret’s ward, broadly west of Tuddenham
Road, and the part of Castle Hill ward south of the Ipswich-Felixstowe railway line. The
other division would contain Westgate ward and the part of Gipping ward north of the
River Orwell. The number of electors in these two divisions would vary from the county
average by 11% and 1% respectively. The number of electors in the County Council’s
amended Rushmere and St John’s divisions would vary from the county average by 3%
and 6% respectively by 2007. The County Council proposed renaming our University
division St Helen’s, should we adopt the boundaries of our proposed University division
as final.
147 The Conservative Group broadly supported our proposals for Ipswich.
Responding to our invitation in our draft recommendations for submissions regarding
the use of the River Orwell or the Ipswich-Felixstowe railway line as potential
boundaries, the Conservative Group proposed amendments to our proposed Chantry
and St Margaret’s & Westgate divisions. It suggested splitting our proposed St
Margaret’s & Westgate division into two single-member divisions, Christchurch and
Westgate. Its suggested Christchurch division contain St Margaret’s ward and the part
of Castle Hill ward south of the Ipswich-Felixstowe railway line. Its proposed Westgate
division would contain Westgate ward and the part of Gipping ward north of the IpswichFelixstowe railway line. It suggested a revision of our proposed two-member Chantry
division containing Sprites ward, Stoke Park ward and the remainder of Gipping ward. It
stated that the Ipswich-Felixstowe railway lines provides a ‘demarcation’ between two
areas of Gipping ward. It stated that there are ‘distinct differences in land use,
demography and culture between those areas to the north of the … Ipswich to
Felixstowe railway line, added to which the divisive nature of the latter is emphasised
further by the low-headroom railway bridge across Lancaster Road, which inhibits the
flow of public transport between the two areas’. In the south of the town, the
Conservative Group proposed that our proposed Gainsborough division be renamed
Landseer. It argued that ‘the centre of the proposed division lies along Landseer Road
… [which] serves as a focal point …with its community facilities, churches and shops
and is a name recognisable and known to all’.
148 The Liberal Democrat Group put forward two sets of proposals, based on council
sizes of 75 and 78, allocating 13 and 14 county councillors to the borough respectively.
As 14 county councillors is the incorrect allocation for this borough given a council size
of 75, we have not outlined the Liberal Democrat Group’s proposals relating to a 78member council. Under its scheme assuming a council size of 75, it put forward a set of
proposals for Ipswich that are entirely different from those we put forward in our draft
recommendations. It proposed five single-member divisions and four two-member
divisions. It based its proposed division boundaries on district wards and polling districts
and, unlike our draft recommendations, did not use the centre of roads as boundaries
for its non-coterminous divisions. It stated that using polling districts as boundaries,
instead of using the centres of roads, ‘is preferable as local communities will not
generally be split down the middle of a road’. The Liberal Democrat Group’s proposals
are outlined in Table 9.

63

Table 9: Liberal Democrat Group’s Stage Three proposals for Ipswich (13-member
option)
Proposed division
name

Number of
councillors

Proposed constituent district wards

1

Castle Hill &
Whitton

2

Castle Hill ward; Whitton ward

2

Gippeswyk

2

3

Orwell

2

4

Rushmere

1

Gipping ward; part of Alexandra ward (broadly
west of Upper Orwell Street); part of Bridge
ward (broadly northeast of the IpswichFelixstowe railway line); part of Westgate ward
(broadly east of All Saints Road, Hampton Road
and Riverside Road)
Gainsborough ward; Priory Heath ward; part of
Holywells ward (broadly south of Patterson
Road, Myrtle Road, Bishop’s Hill and Nacton
Road)
Rushmere ward; part of Bixley ward (broadly
north of the southern boundary of Rushmere
Heath)

5

St Johns &
Broke Hall

1

Part of St John’s ward (broadly east of Caldwell
Hall Road); part of Bixley ward (broadly south of
the boundary of Rushmere Heath)

6

St Margarets

1

St Margaret’s ward; part of Alexandra ward
(north of St Helen’s Street and Spring Road)

7

Stoke & Sprites
(or South West
Ipswich)

2

Sprites ward; Stoke Park ward; part of Bridge
ward (broadly south-west of the IpswichFelixstowe railway line)

8

Waterfront

1

Part of Alexandra ward (broadly east of Upper
Orwell Street and Fore Street and south of St
Helen’s Street and Spring Road); part of
Holywells ward ((broadly north of Patterson
Road, Myrtle Road, Bishop’s Hill and Nacton
Road); part of St John’s ward (broadly west of
Cauldwell Hall Road)

9

Westbourne

1

Whitehouse ward; part of Westgate ward
(broadly west of All Saints Road, Hampton
Road and Riverside Road)

149 The Liberal Democrat Group stated that its proposed St Margarets division
contains areas ‘regarded by many in the town as being part of the same community’. It
stated that the housing stock across the division ‘is very similar’ and areas contained in
the division share the same primary school. It claimed that this division, by combining St
Margaret’s ward with the northern part of Alexandra ward would ‘ensure that the
proposed housing development on the Hayhill Road Allotments and the BT Depot on
Woodbridge Road’ would be contained in one division. It stated that the southern
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boundary of its proposed Rushmere division ‘follows the natural break of the Rushmere
Heath’. It stated that its proposed St Johns & Broke Hall division covers a ‘natural
community centred on Copleston High School’ and that its proposed Waterfront division
would be ‘centred on the waterfront regeneration area’. It claimed that its proposed twomember Orwell division combines areas, which ‘form a community centred on Holywells
High School’. It stated that its proposed two-member Gippeswyk division ‘unites the
main shopping and leisure areas in Ipswich and the areas of comparable housing in Old
Stoke and at the town centre end of Bramford Road/Bramford Lane/Norwich Road
which face similar issues’. It stated that its proposed Westbourne division covers areas
which share community facilities and which contain generally similar housing stock. It
stated that a substantial part of its proposed two-member Castle Hill & Whitton division
‘falls in the Northern Fringe Development area’. The number of electors in the Liberal
Democrat Group’s proposed Castle Hill & Whitton, Gippeswyk, Orwell, Rushmere and
St John & Broke Hall divisions would vary from the county average by 18%, 3%, less
than 1%, 18% and 13% respectively by 2007. The number of electors in its proposed St
Margarets, Stoke & Sprites, Waterfront and Westbourne divisions would vary from the
county average by 4%, 1%, 8% and 1% respectively by 2007. The level of coterminosity
across the borough provided by the Liberal Democrat Group’s proposals would be 11%.
150 Ipswich Borough Council proposed that Ipswich be allocated ‘a minimum’ of 14
county councillors to reflect its estimated electorate growth. It proposed that, if the
boundaries of our proposed University division remain unchanged, the division is
renamed Holywells in order to avoid ‘public confusion’. Ipswich Constituency Labour
Party supported the County Council’s Stage Three proposals for Ipswich, with one
amendment. It proposed that the two-member division proposed by the County Council,
comprising Whitehouse and Whitton wards and the part of Castle Hill ward north of the
Ipswich-Felixstowe railway line, be split into two single-member divisions.
151 Councillor Rawlingson, representing Stoke Park division, opposed our proposed
two-member Chantry division as its electors, some being ‘amongst the most deprived in
the country’, would be significantly under-represented. He stated that this underrepresentation is ‘unacceptable’ in light of significant over-representation of the electors
in our proposed Bixley division, ‘one of the more affluent’ areas of the borough.
Councillor Thomas, representing Chantry division, opposed our proposed Chantry
division, stating that we have not followed our Guidance ‘with regard to the numbers of
electors represented by each councillor and local circumstances’. She stated that
electors in our proposed Chantry division, containing ‘areas of high deprivation and
disadvantage’, are significantly under-represented. However, she noted that electors in
our proposed Bixley division, ‘probably the most advantaged’ division in the borough,
would be significantly over-represented. Councillor Martin, representing St John’s
division, expressed a preference for a coterminous St John’s division comprising St
John’s ward.
152
Councillor Lim, representing Ipswich Town division, claimed that we have not
followed our Guidance with respect to electoral equality. He stated that our proposal to
abolish the existing Ipswich Town division, which would have a good level of electoral
equality by 2007, is not consistent with our proposal to retain the existing Bixley division,
which is projected to have poor electoral equality. He also claimed that we have been
inconsistent with respect to electoral equality as electors in our proposed Chantry
division, which includes part of the existing Ipswich Town division, would be
substantially under-represented compared to electors in our proposed Bixley and St
Margaret’s & Westgate divisions. He stated that, with respect to our proposed Bixley
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division, we have not followed our Guidance as we have not put forward the ‘strongest
justification’ for the proposed division. He stated that ‘a significant imbalance’ presently
exists between the respective areas contained in the existing Town division and our
proposed Bixley division. Councillor Lim also claimed that the area of Gipping ward east
of the River Orwell has ‘no community of interest with Chantry’. He stated that ‘roads
such as Burlington Road and Stevenson Road are much closer to the town centre and
Westgate than Chantry’ and stated that ‘all of [this area’s] community links are in the
town centre and Westgate and they have very little in common with the proposed new
division of Chantry’. Councillor Lim supported the County Council’s proposed singlemember division combining Westgate ward and the part of Gipping ward north of the
River Orwell. He stated that the electors of Westgate ward, who are presently contained
in Ipswich Town division ‘especially around roads like Sirdar Road and Clarkson Street
have no community of interest with those areas of St Margaret’s [ward] and Castle Hill
[ward] across Valley Road’. He stated that these areas ‘have a much closer affinity’ to
the areas of Gipping ward north of the River Orwell. Councillor Lim proposed renaming
our proposed University division St Helens, claiming that such a name ‘would be more
appropriate as St Helens is a key element of that seat’.
153 Councillor Tostevin, representing Broom Hill division, opposed our proposed
Chantry division on the basis of electoral equality and the relatively high level of social
deprivation in the area that would be covered by such a division. He stated that ‘this
area … suffers a high level of Multi-Deprivation and Child Poverty’. He stated that
electoral ‘inequality in such a large division is unacceptable and compounds these
problems [of deprivation] still further’. A resident of Ipswich and an elector in St
Clements division, opposed our proposals in his area. He stated that ‘it is vitally
important that the new division be based around either of the existing ward or division
boundary, and not creating yet another confusing re-drawing of locality’. He stated that
his ‘locality far more closely resembles the remainder of St Clement’s area to the south
and west [of the town centre] (which coincides with Holywells)’. He proposed that our
University division be renamed ‘as Ipswich does not have a university’. He proposed the
division be renamed either St Clements or Holywells. Councillor Lewis, representing
Whitton division, opposed our proposed two-member Whitehouse & Whitton division,
claiming that ‘it is impossible to divide an electorate between councillors’. Councillor
Quinton, representing Priory Heath ward and Gainsborough division, opposed our
proposed Gainsborough division, stating that ‘Gainsborough ranks amongst the lowest
on the deprivation statistics produced’ while ‘adding part of Holywells [ward] will mean
bringing in a totally different area with differing needs’.
154 Ipswich Conservative Association expressed ‘whole-hearted support’ for our
proposed boundaries in Ipswich and suggested that of four of our proposed divisions be
renamed. It suggested that our proposed Chantry division be renamed Belstead Hills,
as ‘the historic village of Belstead lies to the south-west of Ipswich’ and that this division
would contain ‘a large area of comparatively recent housing development, on land
traditionally called the “Belstead Hills”’. It suggested that our Gainsborough division be
renamed Landseer, as ‘Landseer Park is central to the area covered by the new
division, and Landseer Road provides the main communication axis through the entire
area’. It suggested that our proposed St Margaret’s & Westgate division be renamed
Broomhill. It stated that Broomhill refers to the western area of the division, ‘and it is
recognised as a term used to define a locality in the naming of “Broomhill Park” and the
“Broomhill Swimming Pool”, both cultural landmarks in this part of town’. It argued that
the division name should not include ‘St Margaret’s’ as ‘the main Anglican Church of St
Margaret’s, from which the present divisional and ward names presumably originate, is
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located in the extreme south-east corner of the present division’. It suggested that we
rename our proposed University division as Wolsey. It stated that Ipswich does not have
a university campus. It argued that naming the division Wolsey, after Cardinal Thomas
Wolsey, would recognise a famous person from Ipswich.
155 Chantry Residents Association opposed our proposed two-member Chantry
division. It stated that, in proposing our Chantry division, we ‘have not taken into
account [our] own guidelines’ and we ‘have not taken into consideration the fact that this
whole area is mainly one of high disadvantage’. It claimed that we are ‘taking away …
[the] right to proper representation’ of electors in our proposed Chantry division,
particularly in light of our proposed Bixley division. It expressed a preference for the
wards of Gipping, Sprites and Stoke Park to ‘retain one councillor as we have at the
moment’.
156 Having carefully considered the representations received at Stage Three
regarding this borough, we intend to confirm our draft recommendations as final, subject
to one division name change. Although we note the proposed amendments to the
boundaries outlined in our draft recommendations, we received insufficient community
identity argumentation to warrant moving away from our draft recommendations in the
borough. We note the Liberal Democrat Group’s proposed divisions and we noted that it
allocated 13 county councillors to the borough, the correct number for a council size of
75. However, the scheme put forward was a radical departure from our draft proposals,
with none of the proposed divisions being identical to any of those proposed in our draft
recommendations. Little community identity argumentation was put forward for each of
the proposed divisions. We note that the Liberal Democrat Group’s proposals would not
provide a substantial improvement in electoral equality on our draft recommendations,
with the number of electors in three of its proposed divisions forecast to vary from the
county average by more than 10% by 2007, as under our draft recommendations. The
level of coterminosity across the borough provided by its proposals would be 11%,
compared to 30% under our draft recommendations. Given the substantial difference
between its proposed divisions and ours, the similar level of electoral equality provided
by both its proposals and our recommendations and the significantly lower level of
coterminosity provided under its scheme, we are not adopting any of the Liberal
Democrat Group’s proposed divisions in this borough.
157 We note the County Council’s proposed amendments to part of the boundary of
our proposed Rushmere and St John’s divisions. We note the County Council’s and the
Liberal Democrat Group’s arguments in favour of the use of polling district boundaries
instead of roads when proposing the boundaries of non-coterminous divisions.
However, no specific community identity argumentation was put forward by the County
Council in this instance to justify transferring part of our proposed boundary from the
middle of Cauldwell Hall Road to the backs of properties on the eastern side of this
road. Due to the little community identity argumentation received regarding this issue
and the support for our proposed divisions, we propose that part of the boundary
between our proposed Rushmere and St John’s divisions continues to run along the
centre of Cauldwell Hall Road.
158 We note the opposition to our two-member Whitehouse & Whitton division, from
Councillor Lewis, and we note the proposal from Ipswich Constituency Labour Party to
split our proposed two-member Whitehouse & Whitton division into two single-member
divisions. No community identity argument was put forward by the Ipswich Constituency
Labour Party regarding this proposal and no alternative single-member divisions were
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put forward . Consequently, we have not been persuaded to move away from our
proposed Whitehouse & Whitton division.
159 In the west of the borough, we note the substantial opposition to our proposed
Chantry division on the basis of its covering an area of socio-economic disadvantage
and the relative under-representation of its electors. Although we do not automatically
consider social disadvantage as relevant to community identity argumentation, we
considered the proposals to transfer northern sections of Gipping ward to a
neighbouring division. We noted the Conservative Group’s proposal to transfer the part
of Gipping ward from our proposed Chantry division and include this section in a singlemember Westgate division, also containing Westgate ward and that it would result in
improved electoral equality in the south-west of the borough. Electors in such an
amended Chantry division would be under-represented by 4% by 2007, compared with
being under-represented by 17% under our proposed Chantry division. Electors in the
Conservative Group’s proposed Westgate division would be under-represented by 8%
by 2007. We also noted the County Council’s proposals, supported by Councillor Lim,
for a division combining Westgate ward with the area of Gipping ward north of the River
Orwell. This would result in electors in such a division being under-represented by only
1% by 2007. The electors in the remainder of our proposed Chantry division would be
under-represented by only 7% by 2007. Although the County Council and Conservative
Group’s proposals in the Gipping area would represent improvements to our draft
recommendations in terms of electoral equality, we consider the community identity
argumentation put forward in favour of the proposals to include northern sections of
Gipping ward in a division with Westgate ward to be poor. Additionally, these proposals
would have adverse impacts on electoral equality in the north of the borough. A division
combining Westgate ward with parts of Gipping ward would necessitate the creation of
a single-member division combining the St Margaret’s ward and the section of Castle
Hill ward south of the Ipswich-Felixstowe railway line. Electors in such a division would
be under-represented by 18% by 2007, a slightly worse level of electoral equality than
under our proposed Chantry division. Additionally, we considered the community
identity argumentation put forward by Councillors Lim and Tostevin to be insufficient to
warrant moving away from our proposed St Margaret’s & Westgate division. Given the
poor community identity argumentation received for transferring part of Gipping into a
division with Westgate ward, the adverse impact of such a proposal on electoral equality
in the north of the borough and given that we have received some for our proposals in
Ipswich, we are confirming our Chantry and St Margaret’s & Westgate division, as
outlined in our draft recommendations, as final.
160 We noted Councillor Quinton’s opposition to our proposed Gainsborough division
on the basis that it combines areas with differing needs. However, we considered the
community identity argumentation he put forward, based on socio-economic differences,
to be insufficient to warrant any move away from our proposed Gainsborough division.
Additionally, no alternative division containing all or part of Gainsborough ward was put
forward. Consequently, we propose confirming our proposed Gainsborough division,
outlined in our draft recommendations, as final.
161 We note Councillor Martin’s preference for a coterminous St John’s division
containing St John’s ward. The electors in such a division would be over-represented by
16% by 2007, which, we acknowledge, is a better level of electoral equality than the
levels provided by our proposed coterminous Bixley and Chantry divisions. However,
such a coterminous St John’s division would entail significantly revising our proposed
Rushmere and University divisions. Additionally, little community argumentation was
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provided by Councillor Martin for his proposal. Considering the lack of argumentation
put forward for such a proposal and the impact on our surrounding proposed divisions,
we are confirming our St John’s division, as outlined in our draft recommendations, as
final.
162 We note the opposition to the name of our proposed University division. We
acknowledge that Ipswich does not possess a university campus. We note the proposal
by the Borough Council to rename this division Holywells. A resident of Ipswich
proposed that we rename this division either Holywells or St Clements. However, as we
propose to include parts of Holywells ward in two divisions, we consider that it would be
inappropriate to name the division Holywells. We considered that the name St Clements
did not reflect community identities. We note Ipswich Conservative Association’s
proposal to rename our proposed University division Wolsey. However, we have not
been convinced that such a name reflects community identities. We note the County
Council’s and Councillor Lim’s proposals to rename our proposed University division St
Helen’s. We considered that this name would best reflect community identity within the
proposed division, given the alternative names put forward at Stage Three. We note the
Conservative Group’s and Ipswich Conservative Association’s proposal to rename our
proposed Gainsborough division Landseer. However, we were not convinced that
Landseer Road forms a ‘focus’ for the proposed division, especially given the inclusion
of a substantial part of Holywells ward. Consequently, we propose retaining the name
Gainsborough for this division. We note Ipswich Conservative Association’s proposal to
rename our proposed St Margaret’s & Westgate division Broomhill. However, we
considered that Broomhill mainly related to the area in the south-west of the division.
Consequently, we propose retaining the name St Margaret’s & Westgate for this
division. We note Ipswich Conservative Association’s proposal to rename our proposed
Chantry division Belstead Hills. However, we were not convinced that this name would
adequately reflect community identities in this division. Consequently, we propose
retaining the name Chantry for this division.
163 Under our final recommendations, the number of electors per councillor would be
the same as under our draft recommendations. The number of electors in our proposed
St Helen’s division would be identical to that of our University division, proposed in our
draft recommendations. Our final recommendations are illustrated on Map 1 at the back
of this report.

Mid Suffolk district
164 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 Stowmarket St Mary’s division which is over-represented by
17% (14% by 2007).
165 Under the County Council’s Stage One proposals, 12 councillors would represent
Mid Suffolk, rather than the 10 it is entitled to under a council size of 75 members.
166 Under the Conservative Group’s Stage One proposals, 10 councillors would
represent Mid Suffolk, the number the district is entitled to under a council size of 75
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members. These 10 councillors represented five coterminous single-member divisions
and five non-coterminous single-member divisions, thereby providing 50% coterminosity
in the district. The Conservative Group did not put forward names for their proposed
divisions. The number of electors per councillor in the Conservative Group’s proposed
Divisions 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 would 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 would vary from the county average by 1%, 4%, 3%, 3% and 6%
respectively by 2007.
167 The Liberal Democrats put forward two proposals for the district at Stage One,
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 10-member proposals for the district, as shown in Table 10. The
level of coterminosity under the Liberal Democrats’ proposals for the district would be
100%. The number of electors per councillor in the Liberal Democrats’ proposed
Bosmere, Hartismere, Hoxne, Needham and Stow divisions were 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 would 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’ Stage One proposals for Mid Suffolk (10-member
option)

Proposed division
name

Number of
councillors

1

Bosmere

1

2

Hartismere

1

3

Hoxne

1

4

Needham
Market

1

5

Stow

1

6

Stowmarket
North
Stowmarket
South
Thedwastre
North
Thedwastre
South

1

7
8
9

1
1
1

Proposed constituent district wards
Bramford & Blakenham ward; Claydon &
Barham ward
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
Stowmarket Central ward; Stowmarket Market
South ward
Badwell Ash ward; Elmswell & Norton ward;
Woolpit ward
Onehouse ward; Rattlesden ward; Thurston &
Hessett ward
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Proposed division
name
10

Thredling

Number of
councillors
1

Proposed constituent district wards
Debenham ward; Helmingham & Coddenham
ward; The Stonhams ward; Worlingworth ward

168 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. County Councillor McGregor argued for a division
including Hoxne, Fressingfield, Stradbroke & Laxfield and Worlingworth wards.
169 We carefully considered all the representations received at Stage One relating to
Mid Suffolk. We noted that the Conservative Group 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 noted that the Conservative Group’s
would provide reasonable levels of electoral equality throughout the district. However,
given that the Liberal Democrats’ proposals would achieve both reasonable levels of
electoral equality and 100% coterminosity throughout the district, we adopted the
Liberal Democrats’ proposals in their entirety. Additionally, the Liberal Democrats’
proposed divisions would generally include wards whose constituent settlements are
adequately linked by road. We noted that in the area broadly south of the A14, the
Liberal Democrats’ proposed division boundaries matched those proposed by the
Conservative Group. The Conservative Group’s proposed Divisions 2, 3 and 10 were
identical to the Liberal Democrats’ proposed Needham, Stowmarket South and
Thedwastre South divisions.
170 In the south of the district, we proposed adopting the Liberal Democrats’
proposed Bosmere, Needham and Thedwastre South divisions, as they would provide
good electoral equality, would be coterminous and would avoid placing more rural areas
in divisions with Stowmarket town. Also, these proposed divisions would link the small
communities broadly between the A14 and the southern edge of the district. We noted
the consensus between the Conservative Group and the Liberal Democrats in terms of
their proposals for this area. We noted that the Liberal Democrats’ proposals would
place the ward of Thurston & Hessett in a single division, as proposed by Beyton and
Thurston parish councils.
171 In the Stowmarket area, we proposed adopting the Liberal Democrats’
Stowmarket South division as it would be coterminous, would provide good electoral
equality and would combine the closely connected urban area in the centre and south of
Stowmarket town. We noted that this division was also proposed by the Conservative
Group. We adopted the Liberal Democrats’ Stowmarket North division as it would be
coterminous and would provide acceptable levels of electoral equality.
172 To the north of the A14, we adopted the Liberal Democrats’ Hartismere, Hoxne,
Stow, Thedwastre North and Thredling divisions. These divisions would provide
excellent electoral equality and would be coterminous. Areas covered by these
proposed divisions are connected by either A or B roads or by minor road networks.
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173 As we adopted the Liberal Democrats’ Stage One proposals for Mid Suffolk
without modification, the levels of electoral equality provided by our draft
recommendations for this district are identical to those provided by the Liberal
Democrats. The number of electors per councillor in the Liberal Democrats’ proposed
Bosmere, Hartismere, Hoxne, Needham and Stow divisions were 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 varied from the county
average by 7%, 11%, 1%, 6% and 2% respectively by 2007.
174 At Stage Three, we received five representations regarding Mid Suffolk. The
County Council supported our proposals for the district, although it proposed that our
proposed Bosmere and Needham divisions be renamed Gipping Valley and Bosmere
respectively. The Conservative Group proposed that our proposed Stow division be
renamed Upper Gipping. It argued that the name Stow is associated with Stowmarket
town. Additionally, it argued that a substantial part of the proposed division lies within
the upper catchment of the River Gipping. The Liberal Democrat Group had stated that
it ‘accepts’ our proposed division boundaries in the district. However, it proposed that
our proposed Bosmere and Needham divisions be renamed Gipping Valley and
Bosmere.
175 Mid Suffolk District Council stated that it ‘accepts’ our proposals for the district,
although it proposed that four of our proposed divisions be renamed. It proposed that
our proposed Bosmere division be renamed Gipping Valley and that our proposed
Needham division be renamed Bosmere because the existing divisions contain many of
the same parishes as our proposed divisions. Additionally, there are businesses and
organisations in this area which use Gipping Valley and Bosmere as part of their name.
It proposed that our proposed Stow division be renamed Upper Gipping in order to
‘avoid confusion with the two Stowmarket divisions, since Stowmarket is often
abbreviated as Stow. The existing Upper Gipping division coincides with most of the
new division’. It proposed that our proposed Stowmarket North division be renamed
Stowmarket North & Stowupland in order ‘to indicate that the division does not just
consist of part of Stowmarket’. Worlingworth Parish Council proposed that its parish
‘remain in the Hoxne division’ and that ‘in general the present arrangements remain in
place’.
176 Having carefully considered the representations received at Stage Three
regarding this district, we intend to confirm our draft recommendations as final, subject
to four division name changes. We note the proposal from Worlingworth Parish Council
for its parish to remain within Hoxne division. However, the addition of Worlingworth
parish to our proposed Hoxne division would result in our proposed Hoxne and
Thredling divisions becoming non-coterminous. Given this reduction in coterminosity,
the lack of argumentation received in support of this proposal and given the support we
received for our proposed boundaries, we are proposing to confirm our proposed
boundaries for Mid Suffolk as final.
177 We note the proposal from the County Council , Mid Suffolk District Council and
the Liberal Democrat Group to rename our proposed Bosmere division Gipping Valley.
We note that little argumentation was put forward by the Liberal Democrat Group.
However, we accept the argument put forward by Mid Suffolk District Council that the
name Gipping Valley is widely used to describe the area covered by our proposed
Bosmere division. Therefore, we propose renaming our proposed Bosmere division
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Gipping Valley. We note the proposal from the County Council, the Liberal Democrat
Group and Mid Suffolk District Council to rename our proposed Needham division
Bosmere. We accept the argument put forward by the Mid Suffolk District Council that
the name Bosmere is widely used to describe the area covered by our proposed
Needham division. We therefore propose renaming our proposed Needham division
Bosmere. We note the Conservative Group’s and Mid Suffolk District Council's proposal
to rename our proposed Stow division Upper Gipping. We accept the argument put
forward by both of these respondents that Stow is commonly associated with
Stowmarket town, which would not be covered by this division. We also accept the
Conservative Group’s argument that a substantial part of the proposed division lies
within the upper catchment of the River Gipping. Consequently, we propose renaming
our proposed Stow division Upper Gipping. We noted the proposal from Mid Suffolk
District Council to rename our proposed Stowmarket North division Stowmarket North &
Stowupland. We acknowledge that the name Stowmarket North indicates that this
division consists solely of part of Stowmarket town, while this division also contains
surrounding areas. Consequently, we propose renaming our proposed Stowmarket
North division Stowmarket North & Stowupland.
178 Under our final recommendations, the number of electors per councillor would be
the same as at draft. The number of electors in our proposed Bosmere, Gipping Valley,
Stowmarket North & Stowupland and Upper Gipping divisions would be identical to the
number of electors in our Needham, Bosmere, Stowmarket North and Stow divisions
which we proposed in our draft recommendations. Our final recommendations are
illustrated on the large map at the back of this report.

St Edmundsbury borough
179 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, Risbridge, 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 over-represented by 36% (28% by 2007).
180 Under the County Council’s Stage One proposals, 13 councillors would represent
St Edmundsbury, rather than the 11 it is entitled to under a council size of 75 members.
181 Under the Conservative Group’s Stage One 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 non-coterminous single-member divisions, thereby providing 82% coterminosity
in the district. The Conservative Group did not put forward names for their proposed
divisions. Under their proposals, described in Table 11, the number of electors per
councillor in its proposed Divisions 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 would 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 would vary from the county
average by 2%, 7%, 12%, 7% and 15% respectively by 2007.
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Table 11: Conservative Group’s Stage One proposals for St Edmundsbury

Proposed division
name

Number of
councillors

Proposed constituent district wards

1

Division 1

1

2

Division 2

1

3

Division 3

1

4

Division 4

1

5
6

Division 5

1

Bardwell ward; Barningham ward; Ixworth ward;
Stanton ward
Fornham ward; Great Barton ward; Pakenham
ward; Risby ward
Northgate ward; St Olaves ward; Risbygate
ward
Abbeygate ward; Minden ward
Southgate ward; Westgate ward

Division 6

1

Eastgate ward; Moreton Hall ward

7

Division 7

1

8

Division 8

1

9

Division 9

1

10

Division 10

1

Barrow ward; Chedburgh ward; Horringer &
Whelnetham ward; Rougham ward
Cavendish ward; Clare ward; Wickhambrook
ward; Hundon ward
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; the remainder of
Withersfield ward

182 The Conservative Group stated that their proposals achieved relatively high
levels of coterminosity and electoral equality. However, they stated that, in order to
achieve electoral equality and coterminosity, it was necessary to include rural areas in
divisions with parts of Haverhill town.
183 Under the Liberal Democrats’ Stage One proposals, 12 councillors would
represent St Edmundsbury, rather than the 11 it is entitled to under a council size of 75
members.
184 Great Barton Parish Council stated it would oppose a transfer of its parish from
the division of Thingoe North into Thingoe South.
185 We carefully considered all the representations received during Stage One
relating to St Edmundsbury. We noted that only the Conservative Group put forward
proposals allocating 11 councillors to Mid Suffolk at this stage. By 2007, under a council
size of 75, 11 councillors is the correct allocation. We noted that the Conservative
Group’s proposals would provide adequate overall electoral equality and high
coterminosity. However, we considered that these levels could be improved upon.
Additionally, we considered that it was possible to avoid linking some rural areas with
parts of Haverhill town, although we conceded that some such linking would be
necessary. We therefore adopted the Conservative Group’s proposals with
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amendments in the town of Bury St Edmunds and in the town of Haverhill and its
surrounds. In Bury St Edmunds and Haverhill we proposed a two-member division in
each town. We adopted the Conservative Group’s Divisions 1, 2, 5, 6 and 7, which we
named 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 indicate the
component wards of the division.
186 The number of electors per councillor in our proposed Abbeygate, Blackbourn,
Clare, Eastgate & Moreton Hall, Haverhill, Haverhill East & Kedington, Southgate &
Westgate, Thingoe North and Thingoe South divisions varied 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 provided for 100% coterminosity in this
district.
187 At Stage Three, we received 30 representations regarding St Edmundsbury. The
County Council put forward a scheme for the district whereby 12 councillors, each
representing 10 single-member divisions and one two-member division, would be
allocated to St Edmundsbury. Under a council size of 75, St Edmundsbury would be
entitled to 11 councillors. Therefore, we have not detailed the County Council’s
proposals for this borough.
188 The Conservative Group broadly accepted our proposals for the borough. It
accepted our proposed Abbeygate division, stating that it could not be improved upon
and it stated that ‘the various constituent parts of this proposed division are well-linked’.
The Conservative Group, expressing its opposition to splitting our two-member
Abbeygate division into two single-member divisions, stated that a division combining
Abbeygate and Minden wards are linked across ‘only along a small part of West Road’.
It stated that a division comprising the wards of Northgate, Risbygate and St Olaves
would provide poor electoral equality.
189 It proposed renaming our proposed Abbeygate division Cathedral. It argued that
the name Abbeygate reflected only part of the proposed division. It stated that St
Edmundsbury Cathedral provides an appropriate ‘focal point’ for areas contained in our
proposed Abbeygate division, as the cathedral has ‘historic overtones stretching back
many hundreds of years’. The Conservative Group proposed that our proposed
Southgate & Westgate division be renamed Hardwick. It claimed that the name
Hardwick is ‘well-known as the name of the former manor at the geographical centre of
the division, … echoed in the likes of Hardwick Heath, Hardwick Lane and Hardwick
Primary School’. The Conservative Group expressed support for our proposed Clare,
Haverhill East and Kedington divisions as they each avoided combining rural and urban
areas, although they expressed ‘some reservations’ about the geographical size of our
proposed Clare division. They claimed that there is ‘a very real affinity between
Kedington and the town of Haverhill’, as Kedington residents utilise Haverhill’s middle
and upper schools, utilise a Haverhill-based medical practice and shop at Haverhill’s
supermarket facilities.
190 The Liberal Democrat Group, stated that they our proposals in St Edmundsbury
could not be improved upon should we adopt a council size of 75. St Edmundsbury
Borough Council opposed our proposed two-member Abbeygate division. It proposed
two single-member divisions to cover the area of this division. It proposed a division
combining Abbey and Minden wards and a division combining Northgate, Risbygate and
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St Olaves wards. It argued that Abbeygate and Minden wards are not poorly linked, as
we claimed in our draft recommendations. It argued against our observation that the
only link between these two wards is Hospital Road. It stated that ‘West Road provides
another major link and Petticoat Lane also runs through both wards’. The Borough
Council acknowledged that a division combining Northgate, Risbygate and St Olaves
wards would provide relatively poor electoral equality. The electors in such a division
would be under-represented by 20% by 2007. However, it stated that a similarly poor
level of electoral equality has been provided by some of our proposals elsewhere in
Suffolk. It argued that ‘given the local support for single-member divisions’ the Borough
Council considered that the high level of electoral imbalance in such a division was
‘justified in this instance’. The Borough Council accepted our proposed Haverhill East &
Kedington division as it was ‘unable to identify any alternative arrangement which
avoids the creation [of] a mixed urban/rural division’. However, it stated there was ‘no
local support among the two component wards’ of this division. The Borough Council
suggested that our proposed Haverhill division be renamed Haverhill Cangle as ‘calling
the division Haverhill could be taken as indicating that the division covers the whole of
the town’. It suggested renaming our proposed Southgate & Westgate division
Hardwick, ‘as the Hardwick area is in the middle of this division and it provided a more
succinct name’.
191
Mildenhall Road Estate Residents’ Association proposed alternative singlemember divisions to cover the area of our proposed two-member Abbeygate division. It
proposed an Abbeygate division comprising Abbeygate and Minden wards, and a
Northbury division, containing Northgate, Risbygate and St Olaves wards. Howard
Estate Association of Residents & Tenants (HEART) opposed our proposals in Bury St
Edmunds and supported the Mildenhall Road Estate Residents’ Association alternative
single-member divisions to cover the area of our proposed two-member Abbeygate
division. It stated that our proposals, ‘by merging areas and having larger constituencies
… could seriously damage the foundations of our association’. Councillor Nowak,
representing Risbygate & Sexton’s division, supported the Borough Council’s proposed
alternative single-member divisions to cover the area of our proposed two-member
Abbeygate division. He supported our proposed Eastgate & Moreton Hall and
Southgate & Westgate divisions.
192 Councillor Farmer, representing Abbeygate ward, opposed our proposed twomember Abbeygate division, stating that ‘it is too large for canvassing’ and that ‘it is too
large for one person effectively to serve the residents’. Additionally, he stated that the
wards of Abbeygate and Minden are ‘significantly linked longitudinally at West Road’
and not only by Hospital Road, as we stated in our draft recommendations. He
supported alternative single-member divisions to cover the area of our proposed twomember Abbeygate division. He supported a division comprising Abbeygate and
Minden wards and a division containing Northgate, Risbygate and St Olaves wards. He
stated that the former division ‘would achieve electoral equality’ while the level of
electoral equality provided in the latter division would be no worse than that provided by
some of our other proposed divisions.
193 Councillor Nettleton, representing Risbygate ward, opposed the proposal of a
division combining Abbeygate and Minden wards, put forward by the Borough Council
at Stage Three, stating that ‘at no point do properties in West Road or Hospital Road
face each other in the Abbeygate or Minden ward’. He stated that, as the councillor for
Risbygate ward, he is ‘in regular contact’ with the councillors representing Abbeygate
and Northgate ward. He stated that, in his capacity as Risbygate ward’s councillor,
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rarely did he ‘work with’ Minden or St Olaves ward councillors. He proposed two singlemember divisions as an alternative to our proposed two-member Abbeygate division,
stating that they would result in ‘true representation’ of electors in this area. He
proposed a Bury Central & North division, comprising Abbeygate, Northgate and
Risbygate wards, and a Bury North-West division, combining a Minden and St Olaves
wards. The number of electors in these divisions would vary from the county average by
21% and 2% respectively. Councillor Nettleton proposed renaming our proposed
Southgate & Westgate division Hardwick, ‘in honour of Hardwick Heath which is … in
the middle’ of the proposed division. In the south of the district, he proposed renaming
our proposed Haverhill division Haverhill Cangle, as this name ‘recognises that “The
Cangle” is the most prominent building seen on entering the town from the northern or
Bury [St Edmunds] side’.
194 Councillor Lockwood opposed our proposed two-member Abbeygate division and
supported Mildenhall Road Estate Residents’ Association’s proposed alternative singlemember divisions which cover the area contained in our Abbeygate division.
195 Councillor Rushbrook, representing Kedington & Barnardiston ward, stated that it
was ‘inappropriate to link Kedington and Barnardiston with parts of Haverhill’ as this
ward is ‘rural’ and has ‘entirely different problems than those of Haverhill which has …
urban problems’. Haverhill Representative Alliance supported our Haverhill and
Haverhill East & Kedington divisions. Parish Councillor Dane, representing Haverhill
North parish ward, supported our proposed Haverhill division as this division avoids the
‘confusion’ of combining parts of Haverhill town in a division with surrounding parishes.
He supported our proposed Haverhill East & Kedington division, stating that ‘many
Kedington residents shop, socialise and work in Haverhill and both Kedington and
Haverhill are closely bound together’. We received a submission from two Kedington
residents opposing our proposal to include Kedington in a division with parts of
Haverhill. Kedington Parish Council submitted two representations at Stage Three
expressing ‘opposition to Kedington being put in a [division] with Haverhill East’. It
enclosed a petition with the signatures of 135 Kedington residents, expressing
opposition to our Haverhill East & Kedington division. It claimed that Kedington has a
‘rural identity’ and stated that Haverhill and Kedington are separated by ‘fields and
narrow belts of woodland’. It stated that it was concerned that the county councillor
which would represent Haverhill East & Kedington division may ‘consider the needs of
the more populus Haverhill part of his/her [division] before the very different needs of
Kedington’.
196 Haverhill Town Council opposed our proposed Haverhill East & Kedington
division and expressed a preference for three divisions which cover Haverhill town only.
A resident of Kedington opposed our proposed Haverhill East & Kedington division,
arguing that Kedington, ‘a village’, should not be included in a division with ‘a town’ as
there could ‘be a conflict of interest for the new county councillor between the two very
different types of environment’.
197 Two residents submitted a representation which expressed opposition to our
proposed Haverhill East & Kedington division, stating that ‘the two communities [of
Haverhill and Kedington] are very different’, each possessing ‘their own identities and
affiliations’. They stated that Kedington has numerous community facilities to serve its
residents, such as shops, community groups, a church, library and a primary school.
They claimed that Haverhill is ‘now a small industrial town’, containing some companies
which have links to Cambridge. However, they also stated that most Kedington
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residents look to Haverhill ‘for basic necessities and … for employment opportunities’.
Two residents of Kedington submitted a representation expressing opposition to our
proposed Haverhill East & Kedington division, claiming that it is ‘inappropriate for
Kedington to be integrated with Haverhill East as the latter has urban problems, and
Kedington has rural problems’. They proposed that it is ‘very appropriate for Kedington
to remain linked to Clare’.
198 Councillor Warmington, representing Clare division, opposed our proposed
Haverhill East & Kedington division, claiming that Kedington does not have links with
the town of Haverhill, though it has ‘strong links to neighbouring villages’. He claimed
that Kedington is linked to Haverhill by ‘merely a C class road which does not even
support a bus service’. He stated that Kedington ‘does not wish to be a mere fifth … of a
division where the other part will have major differences of interest and attitude, but
would rather be an equal partner with the other communities as it is currently in the
Clare division’. Councillor Warmington proposed an alternative scheme for the district
on the basis of 12 councillors being allocated to St Edmundsbury, one councillor in
excess of the correct allocation under a council size of 75. Due to the incorrect
allocation, we have not detailed his proposals.
199 Two residents of Kedington submitted a representation opposing our proposed
Haverhill East & Kedington division, stating that Kedington village is ‘three miles from
Haverhill’. A resident of Kedington opposed our proposed Haverhill East & Kedington
division, claiming that ‘Kedington is a village with a good community identity and with
quite different needs from those posed by a comparatively new housing complex on the
borders of, but integral to, the town of Haverhill’. Two residents of Kedington submitted
a representation opposing our proposed Haverhill East & Kedington division. A resident
of Kedington opposed our proposed Haverhill East & Kedington division, stating that
Haverhill’s interests ‘are very different’ from those of Kedington. Parish Councillor
Double, a Kedington parish councillor, opposed our proposed Haverhill East &
Kedington division, stating that ‘Kedington is a rural parish … with different needs to
those of Haverhill’. Stoke-by-Clare Parish Council opposed our proposed Clare and
Haverhill East & Kedington divisions. It stated that the number of parishes contained in
our proposed Clare division would lead to poor representation as the relevant county
councillor would have ‘a totally impossible task in trying to keep in touch with the
increased number of parishes in his division’. Little Thurlow Parish Council opposed our
proposed Clare division, in which its parish would be contained. It stated that this
division contains too many parishes, which would entail poor representation as the
relevant county councillor would have difficulty attending meetings of all of the division’s
component parishes.
200 Whepstead Parish Council stated that it would oppose a proposal to include its
parish in a division with parishes located to the east of Bury St Edmunds. Bardwell
Parish Council proposed that its parish, Ixworth and Ixworth Thorpe parishes remain in
the existing Blackbourn division, stating that ‘Bardwell has close associations and a
good working relationship with both Ixworth and Ixworth Thorpe’. Ixworth & Ixworth
Thorpe Parish Council proposed that its component parishes remain contained within
the existing Blackbourn division. Honington & Sapiston Parish Council proposed that the
Royal Air Force base, RAF Honington, remains in its parish.
201 Having carefully considered the representations received at Stage Three
regarding St Edmundsbury, we propose adopting our draft recommendations for this
borough as final, subject to two division name changes. We noted the substantial
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opposition to some of our proposed boundaries in the city of Bury St Edmunds and the
town of Haverhill. However, we considered that the community identity argumentation
provided and the lack of suitable alternatives was insufficient to warrant us moving away
from our draft recommendations in these areas.
202 We note the substantial opposition to our proposed two-member Abbeygate
division in the city of Bury St Edmunds. We note the view expressed by St
Edmundsbury Borough Council and Councillor Farmer that the physical links between
Abbeygate and Minden wards are more substantial than we indicated in our draft
recommendations. We note the argument against this division put forward by Councillor
Farmer that this division would be ‘too large’ for canvassing and effective
representation. We note HEART’s statement that this division would undermine the
association’s effectiveness. We also note the proposals put forward by Mildenhall Road
Estate Residents’ Association for our proposed Abbeygate division to be split into two
single-member divisions, one comprising Abbeygate and Minden wards and the other to
comprise Northgate, Risbygate and St Olaves wards. We note the argument put forward
that the poor electoral equality which would be provided by this latter division would be
justified given that a number of our own proposed divisions across Suffolk provide
worse levels of electoral equality. However, we propose divisions based on the most
suitable balance of our statutory criteria in the particular areas where they are located.
Achieving such a balance may require relatively high levels of electoral variance in
some divisions.
203 We considered the community arguments put forward against our Abbeygate
division to be largely assertive. We considered that we did not receive representations
which adequately argued why splitting our Abbeygate division in this manner would
represent an improvement of the statutory criteria, especially in light of relatively poor
electoral equality that would be provided by a division combining Northgate, Risbygate
and St Olaves wards. Electors in our proposed Abbeygate division would be underrepresented by 10% by 2007, while electors in a division combining Northgate,
Risbygate and St Olaves wards would be under-represented by 20%. We also note
Councillor Nettleton’s proposed alternative single-member divisions for the area
covered by our proposed Abbeygate division. However, electors in his proposed Bury
Central & North division would be under-represented by 21% by 2007. Given the poor
community identity argumentation received in favour of the proposals for single-member
divisions to cover the area of our proposed Abbeygate division, and the poor levels of
electoral equality that would be provided by these proposals, we are confirming our
proposed Abbeygate division as final.
204 We note the proposal from the Conservative Group to rename our proposed
Abbeygate division Cathedral. However, we were not convinced by the argumentation
we received that this name more adequately reflected community identities. Therefore,
we are confirming the name Abbeygate for this division as final. We also considered the
proposal put forward by the Conservative Group, St Edmundsbury Borough Council and
Councillor Nettleton for our proposed Southgate & Westgate division to be renamed
Hardwick. We were convinced by the argumentation received that the name Hardwick,
being included in a number of place names in our proposed division, would reflect
community identities. Consequently, we propose renaming our proposed Southgate &
Westgate division Hardwick.
205 We note the widespread opposition to our proposed Haverhill East & Kedington
division, as it includes Kedington village in a division that contains part of the town of
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Haverhill. We note the argument put forward that Kedington should not be included in a
division with Haverhill because the electors of a ‘village’ have interests which are
different from those of urban electors in Haverhill. We note the argument put forward
that Kedington possesses a number of its own community facilities and, consequently,
does not require to be included in a division containing Haverhill. We also note the
claims put forward that there is substantial distance between Haverhill and Kedington
and poor road links and public transport links between the two settlements. Although
Kedington is a small settlement relative to Haverhill and possesses many of its own
community facilities, we have not been persuaded that Kedington has poor community
and transport links to Haverhill. We also note the statements that Kedington residents
utilise Haverhill for employment, shopping and health care. We note the argument that
the interests of Kedington residents would be adversely affected by being included with
an urban area with substantially more electors. However, we consider Kedington to be a
substantial settlement, the ward in which the village is contained being forecast to
possess 1642 electors by 2007. We note the proposal to include Kedington ward in a
division with surrounding rural areas. However, we consider the argumentation received
for such a proposal to be insufficient given the support we have received from the
Conservative Group for our proposed Clare division, which encompasses the
predominantly rural areas surrounding Kedington. We also note that the inclusion of
Kedington ward in our proposed Clare division would result in the electors in such a
division being under-represented by 37%.
206 We note Little Thurlow and Stoke-by-Clare parish councils’ opposition to our
proposed Clare division, based on the relatively large number of parishes contained in
the division. We acknowledge that the division does encompass a very large area.
However, a substantially geographically smaller Clare division would require that the
rural parishes surrounding Haverhill be contained in a division with urban areas of
Haverhill, in order to secure an acceptable level of electoral equality. Given our aim to
propose divisions containing similar communities, we are confirming our proposed Clare
division as final. We note the proposal from St Edmundsbury Borough Council and
Councillor Nettleton to rename our proposed Haverhill division Haverhill Cangle. We
agree that the name Haverhill indicates that the division would cover the entire town and
we are convinced that Haverhill Cangle would best reflect community identities in the
area that would be covered by this division. We are therefore renaming our proposed
Haverhill division Haverhill Cangle.
207 We noted Whepstead Parish Council’s opposition to being included in Thingoe
South division, which includes the parishes east of Bury St Edmunds. However, as no
community argumentation or alternative proposal was put forward, we are confirming
our proposed Thingoe South division as final. We note Bardwell, Ixworth & Ixworth
Thorpe parish councils’ proposal to be placed in the same division. Our proposed
Blackbourn division includes all three of these parishes.
208 Under our final recommendations, the number of electors per councillor would be
the same as at draft. The number of electors in our proposed Hardwick and Haverhill
Cangle divisions would be identical to the number of electors in our Southgate &
Westgate and Haverhill divisions which we proposed in our draft recommendations. Our
final recommendations are illustrated on the large map at the back of this report.

80

Suffolk Coastal district
209 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).
210 Under the County Council’s Stage One proposals, 16 councillors would represent
Suffolk Coastal rather than the 13 it would be entitled to under a council size of 75
members.
211 Under the Conservative Group’s Stage One proposals, 13 councillors
represented 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 non-coterminous two-member division and nine non-coterminous
single-member divisions, thereby providing 9% coterminosity in the district. The
Conservative Group did not name their proposed divisions. The number of electors per
councillor in the Conservative Group’s proposed Divisions 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 would 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 would vary
from the county average by 4%, 7%, 1%, 8%, 9% and 10% respectively by 2007.
212 Under the Liberal Democrats’ Stage One proposals, 14 councillors represented
Suffolk Coastal rather than the 13 it is entitled to under a council size of 75.
213 Grundisburgh & Culpho Parish Council proposed that the village of Burgh be
included in a division with its parish. Rendham Parish Council proposed that its parish
remain in a division with Sweffling parish. Martlesham Parish Council proposed a twomember Kesgrave & Martlesham division. Kesgrave Town Council opposed splitting
Kesgrave parish between two divisions. Rushmere St Andrew Parish Council proposed
a two-member division comprising Kesgrave East, Kesgrave West and Rushmere St
Andrew wards. Councillor 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 ward and Trimley St Mary parish only. For the remainder of the town, it
proposed a single-member division combining Felixstowe East and Felixstowe North
wards and a single-member division comprising Felixstowe South and Felixstowe South
East wards. Kirton & Falkenham Parish Council expressed opposition to its
predominantly rural constituent parishes being contained 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’.
214 We carefully considered all the representations received at Stage One relating to
Suffolk Coastal. We noted that only the Conservative Group put forward proposals
allocating 13 councillors to Suffolk Coastal. By 2007, under a council size of 75, 13
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councillors was the correct allocation. We noted that the Conservative Group’s
proposals provided good electoral equality. However, we considered that coterminosity
could be improved upon. We also considered that too many of the Conservative
Group’s proposed divisions combined predominantly urban areas with rural areas.
Consequently, we proposed our own divisions in most of the district, with the exception
of Felixstowe and its immediate surrounds. Additionally, we proposed two two-member
divisions in order to provide coterminosity and to avoid including rural areas in divisions
in predominantly urban areas.
215 In Felixstowe, we proposed adopting the Conservative Group’s two-member
Division 1 and its single-member Division 2, which we proposed naming Felixstowe
Coastal and Felixstowe North & Trimley respectively. Both would provide good electoral
equality and together would cover 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 noted Felixstowe Town Council’s
alternative single-member coterminous divisions covering the town, which would
provide good electoral equality, and we noted it proposed to place Felixstowe West
ward with the parish of Trimley St Mary, part of Trimleys with Kirton ward. However, we
proposed 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 proposed a Felixstowe North &
Trimley division comprising the parish of Trimley St Martin, Felixstowe North ward and
the parish of Trimley St Mary. We included the parish of Trimley St Martin as such a
division would provide acceptable electoral equality, the areas in the division are well
linked by High Road and the A14.
216 We considered that the wards comprising the Conservative Group’s proposed
Division 1, which we proposed naming Felixstowe Coastal division, are adequately
linked. The remaining parishes of Trimleys with Kirton ward, Falkenham and Kirton,
were not included in this division as they are more rural in nature. We also noted Kirton
& Falkenham Parish Council’s opposition to being included in a division with Felixstowe.
217 In the south of the district, we proposed 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 noted 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 Conservative Group’s proposed Division 4. Including Purdis Farm parish
in our proposed Martlesham division would allow our proposed Kesgrave & Rushmere
division to be coterminous. Therefore, we proposed a Martlesham division comprising
Martlesham and Nacton wards and the parishes of Falkenham and Kirton, part of
Trimleys with Kirton ward. We adopted 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 noted that 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 proposed adopting this division which we proposed naming Kesgrave & Rushmere.
218 We proposed a Woodbridge division comprising Farlingaye, Kyson, Riverside
and Seckford wards. Although the number of electors per councillor in this division
varied by 13% from the county average by 2007, this division was coterminous and
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covered the entire town of Woodbridge. This division was also proposed by the County
Council. We proposed a Wickham division comprising the wards of Melton & Ufford,
Rendlesham and Wickham Market, as it was coterminous and provided good electoral
equality. The number of electors per councillor in our proposed Woodbridge and
Wickham divisions varied from the county average by 9% and 2% respectively (13%
and 4% by 2007).
219 We proposed a Wilford division comprising Hollesley with Eyke, Orford &
Tunstall, Snape and Sutton wards. The division covered the adequately linked rural
settlements broadly east of the A12 between the River Deben and Leiston ward, which
is predominantly urban. We noted that the number of electors in this division varied by
12% from the county average by 2007. However, this division was coterminous and it
avoided combining urban areas and predominantly rural areas. We proposed a Carlford
division, comprising Earl Soham, Grundisburgh, Otley and Witnesham wards, as this
division provided good electoral equality and included the adequately linked rural areas
north of the town of Kesgrave, west of the A12. We proposed an Aldeburgh & Leiston
division, comprising Aldeburgh and Leiston wards. We noted that the councillor:elector
ratio in this division varied by 15% from the county average by 2007 and we noted 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 avoided the
creation of two divisions where the towns of Aldeburgh and Leiston are combined with
the sparse settlements surrounding the towns. In the far north of the district, we adopted
the Liberal Democrats’ Loes division and we proposed our own Blything division. The
Liberal Democrats’ proposed Loes division comprised Framlingham, Hacheston and
Peasenhall wards and our proposed Blything division comprised Saxmundham,
Walberswick & Wenhaston and Yoxford wards. Both divisions were coterminous and
contained relatively small settlements well linked by road. Our proposals avoided 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.
220 The number of electors per councillor in our proposed Aldeburgh & Leiston,
Blything, Carlford, Felixstowe Coastal and Felixstowe North & Trimley divisions varied
from the county average by 18%, 2%, less than 1%, 14% and 12% respectively (15%,
less than 1%, 3%, 9% and 7% by 2007). The number of electors per councillor in our
proposed Kesgrave & Rushmere, Loes, Martlesham, Wickham, Wilford and Woodbridge
divisions varied from the county average by 11%, 2%, 21%, 2%, 9% and 9%
respectively (1%, 4%, 18%, 4%,12% and 13% by 2007).
221 At Stage Three, we received 15 submissions regarding Suffolk Coastal. The
County Council put forward a scheme for the district whereby 14 councillors, each
representing single-member divisions, would be allocated to Suffolk Coastal. Under a
council size of 75, Suffolk Coastal is entitled to 13 councillors. Therefore, we have not
detailed the County Council’s proposals. It proposed that our proposed Loes division be
renamed Framlingham. The Conservative Group stated that its members ‘accept’ our
proposals for the district. In support of our proposed Aldeburgh & Leiston division, it
stated that the location of the towns of Aldeburgh and Leiston ‘on the Suffolk Heritage
Coast and their involvement in the Heritage Coast Partnership, aimed at regenerating
and enhancing both towns and their hinterlands, underlines a community of interest’.
The Liberal Democrat Group stated that it considered that the inclusion of Martlesham
in a division with the rural villages to its south would not be ideal for both the electors of
Martlesham and the rural communities surrounding the town. It expressed concern
regarding ‘the manageability of a division that has a large road … bisecting it’. Despite
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these concerns, the Liberal Democrat Group accepted our proposed divisions as ‘the
best fit’ for the district assuming a council size of 75. It proposed that our proposed Loes
division be renamed Framlingham division, which ‘is a name the public can better
identity with’.
222 Felixstowe Branch Labour Party opposed our proposed Felixstowe North &
Trimley division, stating that it would ‘prefer for part of Felixstowe not to join with Trimley
[to] form a division’ as ‘the two communities are considerably different’. However, it
recognised that, ‘due to the numbers involved that it could be difficult’ to propose an
alternative division. It opposed our proposed two-member Felixstowe Coastal division,
stating that it covers ‘too large an area, and such a large area would not assist the
electorate in identifying with the person representing them’. It put forward alternative
single-member divisions to cover the area of our proposed Felixstowe Coastal division.
It proposes a division combining Felixstowe East and Felixstowe South East wards and
a division containing Felixstowe West and Felixstowe South ward. Electors in the former
division would over-represented by 1% by 2007 and electors in the latter division would
be under-represented by 19% by 2007.
223 Suffolk Coastal Constituency Liberal Democrats requested that we ‘reconsider’
our proposals for the area of ‘Felixstowe and the Trimleys’. They opposed our proposed
two-member Felixstowe Coastal division, stating that such a division would present the
relevant county councillors ‘with a very large electorate and workload’. They proposed
that this proposed division be divided into two single-member divisions. They argued
that the first of these divisions, containing Felixstowe West ward and the part of
Felixstowe South ward broadly south of Orwell Road, provides ‘good lines of
communication between the two electorates and considerable community of interest
with their proximity to the Felixstowe Docks, both having Dock entrances’. Electors in
such a division would be under-represented by 9% by 2007. The second of these two
divisions, combining Felixstowe East and Felixstowe South East wards and the part of
Felixstowe South ward broadly north of Orwell Road. Electors in this division would be
under-represented by 10% by 2007. They ‘fully support’ our proposed Felixstowe North
& Trimley division, stating that ‘there is a traditionally a strong community of interest and
a very good line of communication – served by public transport – by the old … road
from Ipswich to Felixstowe’.
224 Felixstowe Town Council opposed our proposed two-member Felixstowe Coastal
division as this division would cover an area with ‘extremely varied social and economic
indicators and would not be a cohesive whole’. It also opposed our proposed Felixstowe
North & Trimley division, claiming that this division would ‘disadvantage … Felixstowe
residents whose concerns would be overshadowed by these two neighbouring rural
communities’. It stated that the ‘Trimley villages have rural concerns and different –
sometimes contradictory – community aspirations to those of the urban community’ in
Felixstowe North ward. It added that, ‘conversely, the needs of the two Trimley
communities would be diluted by the inclusion of a Felixstowe urban area’. It stated that,
given our proposals for non-coterminous divisions elsewhere in the county, ‘there is
therefore now no reason in principle’ why its Stage One proposals for Felixstowe cannot
be considered.
225 At Stage Three, it put forward two new sets of three proposed single-member
divisions to cover Felixstowe. Under its first set of proposals, which the Town Council
prefers that we adopt, none of the wards covering Felixstowe would include areas
surrounding the town. The first division under this set of proposals would combine
84

Felixstowe East and Felixstowe North wards, the second division would combine
Felixstowe South East ward and the part of Felixstowe South ward broadly north of
Buregate Road. The third division would combine Felixstowe West ward and the part of
Felixstowe South ward broadly south of Buregate Road. Electors in these divisions
would be over-represented by 7%, 15% and 15% by 2007. Under the Town Council’s
second set of proposals, one division combines part of Felixstowe with areas
surrounding the town. The first and second divisions under this set of proposals
combine Felixstowe East and Felixstowe North wards and Felixstowe South and
Felixstowe South East wards respectively. The third division contains Felixstowe West
division and the parish of Trimley St Mary, part of Trimleys with Kirton ward. Electors in
the first and second division would be over-represented by 7% and less than 1%
respectively by 2007. Electors in the third division would be under-represented by 10%
by 2007. The Town Council stated that ‘there is a community of interest between …
[Felixstowe] West ward and Trimley St Mary as both of these [areas] are adjacent to the
Port of Felixstowe and have common interests concerning port related issues’.
Additionally, it stated that the Highways Agency has proposed constructing a new
footbridge across the Dock Spur Road, which would provide a link between Felixstowe
West ward and Trimley St Mary parish.
226 Trimley St Mary Parish Council opposed our proposed Felixstowe North &
Trimley division, stating that it would be ‘incorrect’ to include ‘rural communities’,
contained in Trimley St Mary and Trimley St Martin parishes, parts of Trimleys with
Kirton ward, with Felixstowe North ward. Kirton & Falkenham Parish Council opposed
our proposed Martlesham division. It stated that it has ‘reservations about the inclusion
of Martlesham’ in a division with the rural areas to its south and south-east, as
Martlesham ‘has a comparatively large population’. Additionally, it stated that our
proposed Martlesham division, ‘being so large in area, one County Councillor could find
it difficult to manage’.
227 A resident of Felixstowe opposed our proposed two-member Felixstowe Coastal
division and proposed two alternative single-member divisions, the first comprising
Felixstowe East and Felixstowe South East wards and the second comprising
Felixstowe South and Felixstowe West wards. She stated that the community
organisations such as the Town Centre Residents’ Association could ‘relate easily to a
county councillor’ responsible for a division comprising Felixstowe East and Felixstowe
South East wards. Electors in a division combining Felixstowe East and Felixstowe
South East wards would be over-represented by 1% by 2007. Electors in a division
comprising Felixstowe South and Felixstowe West wards would be under-represented
by 19% by 2007.
228 Rushmere St Andrew Parish Council supported our proposed two-member
Kesgrave & Rushmere division, stating that this proposal ‘recognises the established
and growing compatibility between Rushmere St Andrew and an undivided Kesgrave
Town in terms of community identity, urban development, road and transport
infrastructure, and commonality of interests’. It proposed that the proposed division be
renamed Kesgrave & Rushmere St Andrew, as the name Rushmere ‘is frequently
confused with the adjacent Ipswich Borough Council ward of the same name’. Kesgrave
Town Council opposed our proposed Martlesham division, stating that it would be ‘more
appropriate’ to include the rural area between the A12 and Felixstowe in a division ‘with
Rushmere than Martlesham’. It stated that ‘Rushmere is of linear composition and is
therefore already less compact and urban than either Martlesham or Kesgrave’. It stated
that a division combining Kesgrave East, Kesgrave West and Martlesham wards would
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result in all of the residents of Martlesham parish being included in a division with
Martlesham ward.
229 Councillor Kelso, representing Kesgrave & Martlesham division, opposed our
proposed Martlesham division, arguing that ‘the very large village of Martlesham’ should
not be combined in a division with the small villages surrounding Martlesham, ‘as they
have very little in common with the large conurbation of Martlesham in the way of
interests and concerns’. He stated that ‘Martlesham and Kesgrave have common
interests and identities’, such as the high school and sports facilities. Councillor Kelso
proposed that Purdis Farm parish, of Nacton ward, be contained in a division ‘with
Rushmere as they have very close ties and interests’. Electors in a two-member division
combing Kesgrave East, Kesgrave West and Martlesham wards would be overrepresented by 10% by 2007. Electors in a division combining Rushmere St Andrew
ward and Purdis Farm parish, part of Nacton ward, would be over-represented by 8% by
2007.
230 A resident of Friston opposed Friston parish, part of Snape ward, being included
in our proposed Wilford division. She stated that the parish should be included in a
division with Aldeburgh and/or Leiston parishes. She argued that ‘Friston has close links
with Leiston … in respect of education and employment’ and that the parish would also
‘fit very well with Aldeburgh’. She argued that the inclusion of Friston parish in the
Aldeburgh & Leiston division would make little difference to the level of electoral equality
provided by our proposed Aldeburgh & Leiston and Wilford divisions. A resident of
Friston opposed our proposed Wilford division, stating that it is ‘too large and sprawling’,
resulting in poorer representation of electors. She claimed that electors in Friston parish
‘have little to nothing in common with those in the south of the division’. She supported
the Conservative Group’s Division 9 of its Stage One proposals. A resident of
Knodishall supported our proposal to include Knodishall parish in a division with
Aldeburgh, Aldringham cum Thorpe and Leiston parishes.
231 We carefully considered all of the representations received at Stage Three
relating to Suffolk Coastal. We noted the opposition to our proposed divisions of
Aldeburgh & Leiston, Felixstowe Coastal, Felixstowe North & Trimley, Kesgrave &
Rushmere, Martlesham and Wilford. However, we received insufficient community
identity argumentation from respondents to warrant us moving away from our boundary
proposals in this district. However, we were convinced by evidence received at Stage
Three to rename our proposed divisions of Kesgrave & Rushmere and Loes.
232 We note the opposition to our proposed Felixstowe North & Trimley division from
Felixstowe Town Council on the basis of the combination of areas of Felixstowe with
surrounding ‘rural communities’. Having visited the area, we noted that most of the
population of the parishes of Trimley St Martin and Trimley St Mary reside in a relatively
urban setting, close to the A14 which leads directly into Felixstowe. Additionally, we
noted the support from the Suffolk Coastal Constituency Liberal Democrats, which
argued that there are substantial community and transport links between Felixstowe
North ward and the parishes of Trimley St Martin and Trimley St Mary. We note
Felixstowe Town Council’s alternative division, combining Felixstowe West ward and
the parish of Trimley St Mary. However, we do not consider these areas to be well
linked. Although we note the proposed construction of a footbridge, we consider the
main link between Felixstowe town and the parish of Trimley St Mary to be the A14,
which runs through Felixstowe North ward. Additionally, we note that the Town
Council’s proposal for a division containing Felixstowe West division and the parish of
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Trimley St Mary would not provide an improvement on our proposed Felixstowe North &
Trimley division in terms of electoral equality. Electors in the Town Council’s proposed
division and our proposed Felixstowe North & Trimley division would be underrepresented by 10% and 7% respectively by 2007. Given that we received some
support for our Felixstowe North & Trimley division, the inadequate arguments in favour
of the alternative put forward and the relatively poor electoral equality provided by this
alternative division, we are confirming our proposed Felixstowe North & Trimley division
as final.
233 We note the opposition to our proposed Felixstowe Coastal division. We note the
claim by Felixstowe Branch Labour Party that such a division covers ‘too large an area’.
We also note the claim by a Felixstowe resident that a single-member division
comprising Felixstowe East and Felixstowe South East wards would increase the
effectiveness of community organisations in the area. Having considered the
argumentation put forward, we were not persuaded that their alternative single-member
divisions would better represent community interests than our proposed Felixstowe
Coastal division. We note that the alternative single-member divisions put forward by
the Felixstowe Branch Labour Party and a resident of Felixstowe would result in poorer
electoral equality than our proposed Felixstowe Coastal division. Electors in our
proposed Felixstowe Coastal division and a division comprising Felixstowe South and
Felixstowe West wards would be under-represented by 9% and 19% respectively by
2007.
234 We note the Suffolk Coastal Constituency Liberal Democrats’ opposition to our
proposed two-member Felixstowe Coastal division on the basis of its geographical size
and councillor workload. We also note the argument they put forward in favour of their
alternative single-member division, containing Felixstowe West and Felixstowe South
wards, which stated that ‘good lines of communication’ exist between the two wards.
However, little evidence was provided.
235 We note Felixstowe Town Council’s sets of proposals for divisions covering
Felixstowe town. However, no argumentation was provided in support of either of these
sets of proposals. Additionally, the Town Council’s preferred set of proposals would not
provide an improvement on our proposed Felixstowe Coastal division in terms of
electoral equality. Electors in two of the divisions under the Town Council’s preferred set
of proposals for Felixstowe would be over-represented by 15% by 2007. We
acknowledge that the second set of proposed divisions would provide better electoral
equality than our proposed Felixstowe Coastal division. Electors in both of the Town
Council’s proposed divisions would be over-represented by 7% and less than 1%
respectively by 2007. Electors in our proposed Felixstowe Coastal division would be
under-represented by 9% by 2007. However, these proposals for urban Felixstowe
necessitate a division combining Felixstowe West ward and areas surrounding
Felixstowe. As mentioned previously, we consider Felixstowe North ward would be the
most appropriate ward in Felixstowe to be combined with areas surrounding the town.
Given the unconvincing argumentation received in support of alternatives to our
Felixstowe Coastal division and the poor levels of either electoral equality or
coterminosity provided by those divisions, we are confirming our proposed Felixstowe
Coastal division as final.
236 We note the opposition to our proposal to include the rural area lying between
Ipswich and Felixstowe in a division with the town of Martlesham. We noted Kirton &
Falkenham Parish Council’s statement that our proposed Martlesham division would be
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too large geographically. We acknowledge that it would not be ideal to include the
sparsely populated areas covered by Nacton ward and the northern part of Kirton with
Trimleys ward with an urban area such as Martlesham. However, we are unable to form
a completely rural division in the south-east of the district due to the small number of
electors in the area bounded by Ipswich, Felixstowe and the River Deben. We note
Kesgrave Town Council’s statement that it would be ‘more appropriate’ to include this
rural area in a division with Rushmere St Andrew ward. However, no evidence was
provided to support this statement. The inclusion of this rural area in a division
containing Rushmere St Andrew ward would make our proposed Kesgrave & Rushmere
division non-coterminous.
237 We note Kesgrave Town Council’s and Councillor Kelso’s opposition to our
proposed two-member Kesgrave & Rushmere division. We note their proposal for a
division combining Kesgrave East, Kesgrave West and Martlesham wards and we
accept their arguments that the community links between the towns of Kesgrave and
Martlesham are substantial. We also note that such a division would place the whole of
Martlesham parish in a single division. However, we were not convinced that the
community links between Kesgrave with Martlesham are more substantial than the links
between Kesgrave and Rushmere St Andrew ward. Additionally, a proposal for a
division combining Kesgrave East, Kesgrave West and Martlesham wards would require
parts of Nacton ward being included in a division or divisions with either Rushmere St
Andrew ward or with areas of Felixstowe, the other major population centre in the south
of the district. Nacton ward would have insufficient electors to form a division on its own.
We have not received any substantial argument about the appropriateness of including
the whole or part of Nacton ward in a division with either Rushmere St Andrew ward or
with part of Felixstowe. Consequently, we propose confirming the boundaries of our
proposed Kesgrave & Rushmere and Martlesham divisions as final. We note Rushmere
St Andrew Parish Council’s proposal to rename our proposed Kesgrave & Rushmere
division Kesgrave & Rushmere St Andrew. We were convinced that the division should
be renamed due to one of the component wards of the proposed division being named
Rushmere St Andrew.
238 We note the opposition from two Friston residents to the inclusion of Friston
parish in our proposed Wilford division. We note their claim that Friston parish has more
substantial links with the parishes contained in Aldeburgh and Leiston wards than with
the areas contained in our proposed Wilford division. We note that transferring Friston
parish from our proposed Wilford division to our proposed Aldeburgh & Leiston division
would result in the number of electors in Aldeburgh & Leiston and Wilford divisions
varying from the county average by 20% and 17% respectively by 2007. The
corresponding variances under our proposals would be 15% and 12%. We also note
that such revisions of Aldeburgh & Leiston and Wilford divisions would result in both of
these being non-coterminous. We did not consider the community identity
argumentation to be sufficient to justify the reduction in coterminosity and the worse
level of electoral equality such an amendment would entail. Consequently, we are
confirming our proposed Aldeburgh & Leiston and Wilford divisions as final.
239 We note the proposal from the County Council and the Liberal Democrat Group
to rename our proposed Loes division Framlingham. We note that Framlingham is the
name of a component ward in our proposed Loes division and we consider the name
Framlingham better reflects community identities in the division. Consequently, we
propose renaming our proposed Loes division Framlingham.
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240
Under our final recommendations, the number of electors per councillor would
be the same as at draft. The number of electors in our proposed Framlingham and
Kesgrave & Rushmere St Andrew divisions would be identical to the number of electors
in our Loes and Kesgrave & Rushmere divisions, which we proposed in our draft
recommendations. Our final recommendations are illustrated on the large map at the
back of this report.

Waveney district
241 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% (the
same by 2007).
242 Under the County Council’s Stage One proposals, 15 councillors represented
Waveney rather than the 13 it is entitled to under a council size of 75 members.
243 Under the Conservative Group’s Stage One 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 division and four non-coterminous singlemember divisions, thereby providing 11% coterminosity in the district. The Conservative
Group did not name any of their proposed divisions. The number of electors per
councillor in the Conservative Group’s proposed Divisions 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 would 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 would vary from the
county average by 11%, 4%, 1% and 19% respectively by 2007.
244 Under the Liberal Democrats’ Stage One proposals, 14 councillors represented
Waveney rather than the 13 it is entitled to under a council size of 75.
245 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 it would oppose ‘linking … the towns of
Halesworth and Southwold in a totally artificial electoral area which would have no
community of interest’.
246 We carefully considered all of the representations received at Stage One relating
to Waveney. We noted that only the Conservative Group put forward proposals
allocating 13 councillors to Waveney. By 2007, under a council size of 75, 13 councillors
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is the correct allocation. We noted that the Conservative Group’s proposals would
provide reasonable levels of electoral equality. However, we considered that
coterminosity could have been improved upon, especially in the town of Lowestoft. We
considered that a failing of the Conservative Group’s proposals was the inclusion of a
section of Lowestoft in a division with the areas to the south-west of the town.
Consequently, we proposed our own divisions throughout the district, with the exception
of the Conservative Group’s proposed Division 5, which would cover the coastal area
south of Lowestoft town. When formulating our draft recommendations, we attempted to
avoid including other areas in divisions covering Lowestoft in order to reflect community
identity. We were 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 have resulted 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 of
avoiding the inclusion of rural areas in our proposed urban divisions, we proposed 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 prevented us from achieving both coterminosity
and reasonable levels of electoral equality. Consequently, we proposed two noncoterminous single-member divisions in this area.
247 In Lowestoft, we proposed that the town be covered by four two-member
divisions. We considered alternative single-member divisions to cover the town.
However, we were constrained by the number of electors in most of the wards
comprising the town, as detailed above. Additionally, we considered that we should
utilise the natural boundary of 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 twomember divisions covering the entire town. In the north-west of the town, we proposed
an Oulton division comprising Lothingland, Normanston, Oulton and Oulton Broad
wards, as this division would provide good electoral equality, would be coterminous and
would include well-linked urban wards north of Lake Lothing and the Oulton Broad. We
noted 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 Oulton ward and it contains a ward
of Oulton parish. We proposed a two-member Gunton division comprising Gunton &
Corton, Harbour and St Margaret’s wards, as this division would be coterminous, would
contain the wards comprising the coastal area to the north of Lake Lothing and the
component wards are well-linked and would provide good electoral equality.
248 South of Lake Lothing, we proposed a Lowestoft South ward, comprising Carlton,
Kirkley and Whitton wards, as this division would include the well-linked divisions
immediately south of Lake Lothing. We proposed a Pakefield division, containing
Carlton Colville and Pakefield wards, as both of the component wards would contain
urban areas which make up the southern boundary of the town of Lowestoft. Although
the number of electors in this division would vary by 19% from the county average by
2007, this division would avoid placing sections of Lowestoft in divisions containing
surrounding areas. We considered that community identities would be best reflected by
ensuring no divisions include parts of Lowestoft with the surrounding areas. Therefore,
we accepted some higher electoral variances in this area.
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249 To the west of Lowestoft, we proposed a two-member Beccles division
comprising Beccles North, Beccles South and Worlingham wards. This division would
link 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. We
noted that combining these wards in a division would provide relatively poor electoral
equality in that the number of electors in this division would vary by 19% from the
county average by 2007. However, this division would avoid combining urban areas with
rural areas to the south of Beccles.
250 In the remainder of the district, we were constrained by the more populated
wards of Bungay, Halesworth, Kessingland and Southwold & Reydon being widely
separated at various edges of the district and that the area between these centres is
very sparsely populated. The wards covering these towns needed 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 needed to be
formed by combining these wards with the surrounding rural areas. We proposed a
Bungay division, comprising the wards of Bungay, The Saints and Wainford, as this
division would provide good electoral equality, would be coterminous and would include
the rural wards connected to Bungay ward. Due to the insufficient size of the electorate
in Halesworth ward, we needed to form a division which would include Halesworth ward
and some of the surrounding areas in order to attain reasonable levels of electoral
equality. Our proposed Halesworth division would comprise Blything and Halesworth
wards and the parishes of Brampton with Stoven, Frostenden, Henstead with Hulver
Street, Rushmere, Wrentham and Uggeshall, all parts of Wrentham ward. We noted that
this division would be non-coterminous and we noted Southwold Town Council’s
preference for its parish to be in a division with Halesworth and Blything parishes.
However, this proposed division would also facilitate our proposed Kessingland &
Southwold division, which would cover the coastal area to the south of Lowestoft. We
adopted the Conservative Group’s Division 5, which we named Kessingland &
Southwold, as it would provide good electoral equality and avoided combining areas in
Lowestoft with more rural areas to the town’s south. We also noted the argument put
forward by the Conservative Group that the communities covered by this division have
similar interests due to their proximity to the coast.
251 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).
252 At Stage Three, we received 10 representations regarding Waveney. The County
Council put forward a scheme for the district whereby 14 councillors, each representing
single-member divisions, would be allocated to Waveney. Under a council size of 75,
Waveney is entitled to 13 councillors. Therefore, we have not detailed the County
Council’s proposals. The Conservative Group broadly accepted our proposals for
Waveney and proposed two amendments. It proposed that St Margaret’s ward be
transferred from our proposed Gunton division to our proposed Oulton division. It
proposed that Normanston ward be transferred from our proposed Oulton division to our
proposed Gunton division. It argued that placing Normanston ward in a division
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containing the ‘isolated communities’ to the north-east of Lowestoft town ‘is too extreme
and does not best serve the residents’ in Normanston ward or those to the north-west of
Lowestoft. It argued that substituting St Margaret’s ward for Normanston ward in our
proposed Oulton division ‘would make greater geographical sense and see a town
centre ward replaced by one more on the fringes of Lowestoft, better able to understand
its rural hinterland and with more in common with the … wards of Oulton and Oulton
Broad’, also contained in our proposed Oulton division. The Conservative Group argued
that Normanston ward should be placed in a division with Harbour ward, ‘its
geographical and socio-economic near neighbour’. In the area to the south of Lowestoft,
it proposed that the parishes of Henstead with Hulver Street and Rushmere, both
contained in Wrentham ward, be transferred from our proposed Halesworth division to
our proposed Kessingland & Southwold division. It stated that ‘neither parish has an
affinity with the town of Halesworth’ and argued that these parishes rely on Kessingland
for community services such as a medical practice and pharmacy. It stated that both
parishes are connected to Kessingland by ‘a network of roads’ and that these parishes
share similar risks of flooding with Kessingland. It stated that the transfer of these
parishes would result in an improvement in electoral equality. The number of electors
per councillor in the Conservative Group’s amended Gunton, Halesworth, Kessingland
& Southwold and Oulton divisions would vary from the county average by 4%, 1%, 6%
and 6% respectively.
253 The Liberal Democrat Group, under its proposals which assumed a 75-member
council, had ‘no objections’ to our proposals in Waveney. Wissett Parish Council
expressed opposition to our proposed Bungay division as it would place Wissett parish,
part of The Saints ward, in a division with Bungay parish. It claimed that ‘there is
absolutely no community of interest’ between Wissett and Bungay parishes. It stated
that Halesworth, ‘with which we share a boundary, is our local town economically,
socially and politically and is central to the life of the village’ of Wissett. It stated that
Halesworth is Wissett’s market town and that primary and middle education for Wissett
students is provided by schools in Halesworth. It stated that Wissett is associated with
Halesworth with regard to social organisations, such as the British Legion. It claimed
that there are links between Wissett and Halesworth with regard to places of worship. It
stated that ‘St Andrew’s church in Wissett is part of the Blyth Valley Team Ministry,
which is led from Halesworth; and other churchgoers – Nonconforminst and Roman
Catholic – go to Halesworth churches’. It stated that Wissett residents utilise Waveney
District Council offices, situated in Halesworth, in addition to the town’s library, hospital,
doctors’ surgery, arts centre, sports facilities, cafes, restaurants and pubs. It stated that
‘because Halesworth provides so well for [Wissett’s] economic and social needs, there
is no reason for most Wissett people to visit Bungay’. A resident of Halesworth
expressed opposition to our proposal to place Wissett in a division with Bungay, stating
that it appeared ‘inconceivable that Wissett should be detached from Halesworth and
then connected with The Saints or Bungay’. We received a submission from two
residents of Wissett which expressed opposition to our ‘proposed boundary changes
that would link Wissett with Bungay rather than Halesworth’. They stated that there is a
strong geographical link between the two towns. They claimed that Wissett residents
own businesses in Halesworth, shop in Halesworth and utilise Halesworth’s community,
educational and recreational facilities. They stated that Wissett residents do not
commonly visit Bungay or utilise its facilities ‘for reasons of distance and travel’.
254 Ashby, Herringfleet & Somerleyton Parish Council opposed our proposed Oulton
division and claimed that the residents of its parish ‘would be better served by the
creation of a division which comprises the … wards of Lothingland, Corton and Gunton
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because [the parish’s] residents have more in common with these wards than with
Normanston and Oulton Broad’. Oulton Parish Council stated that our proposed Oulton
division would present its county councillors with ‘a huge diversity of problems, rural and
urban, over a much increased electorate’. Councillor Hunter, representing Lothingland
North division, stated that our proposed boundaries in Waveney ‘were seriously flawed
in that very rural communities are placed in Divisions with … urban areas’. He stated
that an example of this is our proposed Oulton division, where the villages of
Somerleyton, Lound and Blundeston are placed in a division with the Lowestoft town
ward of Normanston. He claimed that ‘clearly there can be no community identity with
this suggestion’. He supported the County Council’s Stage Three proposals, which ‘do
take into account’ local communities.
255 A resident of Lowestoft claimed that our proposed names for the proposed
divisions in the Lowestoft area are inconsistent as we ‘use “Gunton” for one group of
Lowestoft wards and “Lowestoft South” for another’. The resident suggested that ‘in the
interests of consistency, either “Lowestoft North” is used for Gunton or “Carlton” for
Lowestoft South’. The resident thought that ‘”Lowestoft North” is probably preferable, as
this aligns better with the use of existing town names elsewhere for the Waveney
electoral divisions’.
256 We received a submission from two Lowestoft residents who stated that they
‘support the Suffolk County Council changes as they affect Waveney for a total of
fourteen seats’. Kessingland Parish Council stated that it accepted ‘that as a coastal
village we are within the coastal [division] of Waveney’.
257 Having carefully considered the representations received at Stage Three
regarding Waveney, we are making a number of amendments to the proposals outlined
in our draft recommendations. We noted the opposition to the inclusion of the rural area
to the north-west of Lowestoft, covered by Lothingland ward, in our proposed Oulton
division, which contains a substantial urban area. We noted the proposal from Ashby,
Herringfleet & Somerleyton Parish Council for Lothingland ward to be included in a
division with Gunton & Corton ward. We acknowledge that the inclusion of Lothingland
ward in a division with urban Lowestoft is not ideal. However, we are constrained by the
position of Lothingland ward, located between Lowestoft and the northern edge of the
district. Electors in a division comprising Lothingland ward and Gunton & Corton ward,
both relatively rural wards, would be over-represented by 23% by 2007. We consider
such an electoral variance to be excessive, especially in light of little community identity
argumentation put forward for such a proposal. Consequently, Lothingland ward needs
to be included in a division with one or more of the urban wards covering Lowestoft. We
noted the Conservative Group’s and Councillor Hunter’s opposition to a division
containing both Normanston ward and areas covered by Lothingland ward, both
claiming that few community links exist between these areas. We noted the
Conservative Group’s proposal to transfer Normanston ward from our proposed Oulton
division to our proposed Gunton division. We noted its proposal to transfer St
Margaret’s ward from our proposed Gunton division to our proposed Oulton division.
Although little argumentation was provided for such proposals, we acknowledge that the
areas contained in both of the revised divisions are adequately linked and the
amendment would still provide a good level of electoral equality. The number of electors
in the Conservative Group’s revised Gunton and Oulton divisions would vary from the
county average by 4% and 6% respectively. The number of electors in our Gunton and
Oulton divisions would vary by 9% and 1% respectively by 2007. Given the adequate
level of electoral equality by the Conservative Group’s proposed revision and the two
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divisions remaining coterminous and considering the proposal is locally generated, we
are adopting its revised Gunton and Oulton divisions.
258 We noted the proposal from a resident of Lowestoft for renaming either our
proposed Gunton or Lowestoft South divisions. We agree that names of proposed
divisions should be consistent and we would have renamed our proposed Gunton
division Lowestoft North. However, as we are adopting a revision of our proposed
Gunton division, it would be inappropriate to rename that division.
259 We noted the opposition from Wissett Parish Council and a number of Wissett
and Halesworth residents to our proposal to place Wissett parish in a division with
Bungay. We accept the substantial arguments put forward by Wissett Parish Council
that Wissett residents have significant community links with Halesworth and have few
such links to Bungay. We also acknowledge that transferring Wissett parish, in isolation,
would not significantly impact on electoral equality as the number of electors in such
revised Bungay and Halesworth divisions would vary from the county average by 2%
and 8% respectively by 2007. Under our draft recommendations, the number of electors
in our proposed Bungay and Halesworth divisions would both vary from the county
average by 5% by 2007. However, given another amendment to our Halesworth division
which we are adopting, detailed in the following paragraph, the number of electors in
our revised Halesworth division would vary from the county average by only 4%. We
note that transferring Wissett parish from our proposed Bungay division to our proposed
Halesworth division would result in our revised Bungay division being nonconterminous. However, given the substantial community argumentation put forward in
favour of the transfer of Wissett parish and given that the levels of electoral equality
would remain acceptable, we propose transferring Wissett parish from our proposed
Bungay division into our proposed Halesworth division.
260 We note the proposal from the Conservative Group to transfer the parishes of
Henstead with Hulver Street and Rushmere, both contained in Wrentham ward, from
our proposed Halesworth division to our proposed Kessingland & Southwold division.
We accept the Conservative Group’s arguments that the two parishes have substantial
community links with Kessingland relative to other areas in our proposed Halesworth
division. We note that such a transfer would result in a slightly worse level of electoral
equality in the Kessingland & Southwold division, in which the number of electors would
vary from the county average by 2% by 2007 under our original proposal and 6% by
2007 following the transfer of the two parishes. We also note that electoral equality in
our proposed Halesworth division would improve under such a proposal. In a revised
Halesworth division, combining our originally proposed Halesworth division with Wissett
parish, the number of electors would vary from the county average by 8% by 2007.
However, the transfer of Henstead with Hulver Street and Rushmere parishes from such
a division would result in the number of electors varying from the county average by 4%
by 2007. Given the significant community identity argumentation received in favour of
the transfer of Henstead with Hulver Street and Rushmere parishes from our proposed
Halesworth division to our proposed Kessingland & Southwold division and the
adequate electoral equality resulting from such a transfer, we propose adopting the
Conservative Group’s proposal of transferring Henstead with Hulver Street and
Rushmere parishes from our proposed Halesworth division to our proposed
Kessingland & Southwold division.
261 Under our final recommendations, levels of electoral equality for our Beccles,
Lowestoft South and Pakefield divisions, proposed in our draft recommendations, would
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remain unchanged. The number of electors in our revised Bungay, Gunton, Halesworth,
Kessingland & Southwold and Oulton divisions would vary initially from the county
average by 5%, 8%, 4%, 8% and 6% (2%, 4%, 4%, 6% and 6% by 2007). Our
proposals would provide 63% coterminosity across the district.

Conclusions
262 Having considered carefully all the representations and evidence received in
response to our consultation report, we propose:
•

There should be 75 councillors, a decrease of five, representing 63 divisions, a
decrease of 17;

•

Changes should be made to all of the existing divisions, except Bixley.

263 We have decided to substantially confirm our draft recommendations, subject to
the following amendments in the following areas:
•

In Ipswich borough, we are proposing to rename University division St Helen’s.

•

In Mid Suffolk district, we are proposing to rename Bosmere, Needham, Stow and
Stowmarket North divisions Gipping Valley, Bosmere, Upper Gipping and
Stowmarket North & Stowupland.

•

In Suffolk Coastal district, we are proposing to rename Kesgrave & Rushmere and
Loes divisions Kesgrave & Rushmere St Andrew and Framlingham.

•

In Waveney district, we are proposing amendments to the proposed Bungay,
Gunton, Halesworth, Kessingland & Southwold and Oulton divisions.

264 Table 12 shows the impact of our final recommendations on electoral equality,
comparing them with the current arrangements, based on 2002 and 2007 electorate
figures.
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Table 12: Comparison of current and recommended electoral arrangements
2002 electorate

2007 forecast electorate

Current
Final
Current
Final
arrangements recommendations arrangements recommendations
Number of
councillors

80

75

80

75

Number of
divisions

80

63

80

63

Average
number of
electors
per
councillor

6,508

6,942

6,874

7,332

51

21

50

16

21

5

23

0

Number of
divisions
with a
variance
more than
10% from
the
average
Number of
divisions
with a
variance
more than
20% from
the
average

265 As Table 12 shows, our final recommendations would result in a reduction in the
number of divisions with an electoral variance of more than 10% from 51 to 21, with five
divisions varying by more than 20% from the borough average. By 2007, 16 divisions
are forecast to vary by more than 10% and in none of the divisions would the variances
exceed 20%. Our final recommendations are set out in more detail in Tables 1 and 2,
and illustrated on Map 1 and on the large map at the back of this report.
Final recommendation
Suffolk County Council should comprise 75 councillors serving 63 divisions, as detailed
and named in Tables 1 and 2, and illustrated on the large map inside the back cover.
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6

What happens next?

266 Having completed our review of electoral arrangements in Suffolk and submitted
our final recommendations to The Electoral Commission, we have fulfilled our statutory
obligation under the Local Government Act 1992 (as amended by SI No. 2001/3962).
267 It is now up to The Electoral Commission to decide whether or not to endorse our
recommendations, with or without modification, and to implement them by means of an
Order. Such an Order will not be made before 7 September 2004, and The Electoral
Commission will normally consider all written representations made to them by that
date.
268 All further correspondence concerning our recommendations and the matters
discussed in this report should be addressed to:
The Secretary
The Electoral Commission
Trevelyan House
Great Peter Street
London SW1P 2HW
Fax: 020 7271 0667
Email: implementation@electoralcommission.org.uk
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Appendix A
Final Recommendations for Suffolk County Council: Detailed
mapping
The following maps illustrate our proposed division boundaries for the Suffolk County
Council area.
The large map (Sheet 1 of 2), inserted at the back of this report, illustrates in outline
form the proposed divisions for Suffolk, including constituent district wards and
parishes.
Map 1 (Sheet 2 of 2) illustrates the proposed electoral divisions in Ipswich borough.
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