
Community Governance Review Responses 
 

Baƫsford Parish Council 
 
Following a Parish Council meeƟng held on 17th May 2022 I can provide the Baƫsford Parish Council 
response below:‐ 
 
"A discussion took place in respect of the current boundaries of the parish and the difficulƟes faced 
with the Boundary Commission over the last 3yrs. 
It was unanimously agreed that the Clerk would provide the following to the Review:‐ 
 
1.To restate the Bowl Meadow development as part of Baƫsford Parish. 
 
2.Bildeston  Road  between  LiƩle  Finbrough  and  Baƫsford  Tye  is  currently  a  disconnected  part  of 
Combs; access to the rest of Combs by road passes through LiƩle Finborough  in one direcƟon and 
Baƫsford in the other. 
This secƟon of road should be re‐allocated to either Baƫsford or LiƩle Finborough or shared equally 
of LiƩle Finborough and Baƫsford Tye. 
 
3.This has been raised 3yrs ago with the Boundary Commission." 
 

Councillor Miles Row  
 
I've not got anything to add re Combs and Baƫsford boundary. 

It is more the Stowmarket and Onehouse boundary which impacts local residents given it is a growth 

from Stowmarket rather than core of Onehouse as they might not get consulted about people paying 

less council tax who are aƩached to the same seƩlement. 

There are the various points raised by Stowmarket Town Council and the difficulty in the district in 

being able to make a suitable joint local plan if there is a village in 2 seƩlements but then we try to 

argue developer's should not be allowed to connect the parts of the village. I know ill thought out 

growth is a worry to residents. 

 

Councillor John MaƩhissen 
 
It may be early days in the review, but the Onehouse parish council would like all residents of that 
parish to be consulted, not just those in the area being claimed by the town council. 
 

   



Councillor Keith Scarff 

Firstly, I believe that I must advise you that I am a Stowmarket Town Councillor, I do not believe this 
should stop me as a County Councillor giving a view on this subject. 
 
Therefore,  I would  like  to express my support  in  favour of Stowmarket Town Councils  consultaƟon 
response. Their argument is based on extremely sound reasoning and refers directly to the guidance 
that should be used when considering a Community Governance review. Consistently over a period of 
many years the Town Council has supported the view that there should be a recognised clear boundary 
between the two Parishes. The site  is within  the Stowmarket Area AcƟon plan,  is marketed by  the 
developers as Stowmarket and residents will look to Stowmarket Town Council for their services and 
ameniƟes. Stowmarket Town Councils  submission  is not about a  larger Parish seeking  to  land grab 
another Parishes land, it is about what they consider is best for the new residents of that housing, it is 
well‐reasoned, and a balanced view based on community cohesion and provides a compelling case as 
to why the area that they outline should form part of Stowmarket Parish.  Logically they should be 
residents and electors within Stowmarket. 
 
Onehouse Parish Councils representaƟon really makes no sense if they wish to curtail encroachment 
and maintain a clear boundary of housing development between the two Parishes. They objected to 
the planning applicaƟons for the affected housing on this basis, whereas Stowmarket Town Council 
recognised that the land had been allocated within the Stowmarket Area AcƟon plan and accordingly 
supported the principle of development. If their argument is accepted how does this aim to support 
Community cohesion? Logically in future how could they oppose any further development in between 
the  area  in  quesƟon  and  their  own  main  village?  There  will  be  a  village  of  two  halves  with  no 
connecƟon between those two halves. 
 
In Summary, my view as a County Councillor is very strongly in support for Stowmarket Town Council 
views. 
 
 

Penny OƩon – Suffolk County Councillor 
 
REVIEW OF PARSIH BOUNDARIES; ONEHOUSE/ STOWMARKET 
The 500 (approx.) new homes on Union Road have been enƟrely built within the parish of Onehouse. 
 
 It is the responsibility of the developers if they have misled the owners that they reside in Stowmarket. 
 
It is essenƟal that Onehouse retains its rural idenƟty and should be congratulated on working hard to 
protect the green open space by working with Mid Suffolk district council and the relevant developers. 
Including the Paupers Graves and the new ameniƟes which will  serve not  just Stowmarket but  the 
surrounding rural communiƟes. 
 
Onehouse has of course set it,s  budgets on the understanding that their proporƟon of the council tax 
will be to include those properƟes on Union road. As the county councillor I succeeded in lowering the 
speed limit on Union road due to the increase in proposed new developments shown to be part of the 
Thedwastre \south division. 
 
The residents of Union Road should not be faced with addiƟonal excessive rise in their council tax if 
they are now moved into the parish of Stowmarket, especially in light of the current financial situaƟon 
for many families. 
 



I can see no reason to change the parish boundaries and therefore I support Onehouse parish council 
that there should be no change.  
 
Yours sincerely 
Cllr penny OƩon. Suffolk county council 
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Democratic Services 
Mid Suffolk District Council  
Endeavour House 
8 Russell Road 
Ipswich 
Suffolk 
IP1 2BX 
 
12th August 2018 
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
Re: Change of settlement boundary 
 
Battisford Parish Council had an extraordinary planning meeting on Tuesday 31st July 2018 due to an 
outline planning application submission for the erection of 10 dwellings (application reference – 
DC/18/03072). The plot for the 10 dwellings is located within the settlement boundary of Combs; however, 
Combs is some distance from the prospective building plot. The hamlet of Little Finborough separates the 
exit of Combs village with the entrance to Battisford village, the distance of the division being 
approximately 0.82 miles.  
 
Battisford Parish Council are writing for your consideration to change the boundary in order for the Bowl 
Road plot to be included within the settlement boundary of Battisford instead of Combs. It is felt that as 
the proposed development is on the very edge of current dwellings at Bowl Road and you have to drive 
through Little Finborough to get to Combs it makes sense for the boundary to be included within the 
Battisford settlement boundary rather than Combs. The prospective plot being on the very periphery of 
current dwellings on Bowl Road will also be making use of amenities and infrastructure that is currently 
provided by Battisford. 
 
A site layout and plan of the plot is attached for your information. 
 
We look forward to hearing from you. 
 
Yours Sincerely 
 
 
 
Sarah Meech 
Parish Clerk and Responsible Financial Officer 
Battisford Parish Council  
 



Combs Parish Community Governance 
Review  

 

As part of the community governance review, Battisford Parish Council has submitted the following 

points: 

1. “To restate the Bowl Meadow development as part of Battisford Parish.” 

 

2. “Bildeston Road between Little Finbrough (sic) and Battisford Tye is currently a disconnected 

part of Combs; access to the rest of Combs by road passes through Little Finborough in one 

direction and Battisford in the other. 

This section of road should be re-allocated to either Battisford or Little Finborough or shared 

equally of Little Finborough and Battisford Tye” 

 

Combs Parish Council has been asked for its views which are as follows: 

1. Bowl Meadow Restatement 

We can see the logic of restating Bowl Meadow as part of Battisford (although its location 

was well understood at the planning and subsequent development stages.) We also 

understand that a previous request has been turned down. Nonetheless we would not wish 

to stand in the way should the affected residents opt for restatement. 

 

2. Re-allocation of Bildeston Road 

We do not see any reason to reallocate the road. There are many local examples of roads 

crossing outlying parish boundaries: such features are legacies from boundary designations 

stretching back through hundreds of years. We do not believe that the simple feature of a 

short stretch of highway passing across a neighbouring boundary in itself constitutes a 

substantive argument for historical boundary change: this view, which we regard as 

respectful of local tradition, informs our own decision not to have made an equally valid 

claim to an identical situation near Fenns Farm. 

 

Combs Green 

In addition to responding to these proposals, Combs Parish would like to ask if consideration could 

be given to removing the inconsistency in Combs Green: despite being in the same cul de sac, some 

houses in the road are within the boundary of Combs while others are in Little Finborough. As all 

residents in the road benefit from the Combs parish newsletter, and have been included in surveys 

to guide the work of the council, it is suggested that the boundary be moved to include all the 

houses in Combs Green within the parish of Combs. 



ONEHOUSE PARISH COUNCIL 
A member of Suffolk Association of Local Councils 

Clerk:  Mrs Peggy Fuller,  
Chair: Mrs J Copping 

19 August 2023 

Elections 
Babergh and Mid Suffolk District Councils 
Endeavour House 
8 Russell Road 
Ipswich IP1 2BX 

 

Dear Sirs 

Mid Suffolk District Council Community Governance Review Draft 
Recommendations A review of Parish electoral arrangements under the Local 
Government Public Involvement in Health Act 2007 
 

Thank you for the opportunity to update our submission. 
  
Stowmarket Town Council again has made representation to Mid Suffolk District 
Council for a review of our boundary with no consultation with Onehouse Parish 
Council. 
 

Onehouse Parish Council, has already experienced a no-consultation, no 
recompense, enforced change to our parish boundary, and are concerned that this 
practice is becoming common practice, showing no respect to either the Parish 
Council or residents of our parish. 
 

There are the recent additions of the Hopkins Homes and Bloor Homes sites South 
of Union Road, Onehouse generating an additional 500 (approximately) new 
households; these new developments sit either entirely or the majority in Onehouse 
Parish. 
 

We have for many years asked for the identity of the Parish to remain intact, as a 
rural country village. To this end, after working with Taylor Wimpey and the Chilton 
Leys development we have agreed that the green open space adjacent to the 
Paupers Graves (already owned by Onehouse Parish Council) will be adopted by the 
parish and developed in to a communal recreational space. 
 

This rural amenity supporting health and wellbeing will benefit both residents of 
Onehouse Parish and surrounding Stowmarket households. In order to manage and 
maintain this amenity the precept from the developments within our boundary will be 
vital. There needs to be recognition of this development, and the needs to safeguard 
the ability for this to be realised. 



The current boundary surrounding Stowmarket has defined the town and 
neighbouring parishes adequately for centuries giving each community their own 
identity. 
 

There has been development throughout the years across the country, without the 
need to redefine parish boundaries. Diminishing parish boundaries diminishes not 
only their identity but shows little respect for the communities that live there, which is 
why most major urban development does not deem it necessary to review ancient 
respected boundaries i.e. The City of London defines each parish boundary through 
boroughs etc. and nearer to home Kesgrave and Martlesham have kept their identity 
although both were developed to take additional housing for Ipswich. 
 

Considering changing the parish boundary at every additional development would 
result in unfortunate interlaying parishes disappearing completely; where would it 
end? When Stowmarket meets Bury St Edmunds? 
 

The argument regarding disparity of council tax payments set by differing parish 
councils does not alter boundaries in other urban areas; there is always a boundary 
around each area defining the applicable rates which is apparent on purchase of the 
property. 
 

The parish of Stowmarket would not provide any additional support to additional 
development, as the majority of residential services are provided not by the Town 
Council but District and County – such as refuse collection, highways, policing, street 
lighting etc. Therefore the argument that any additional development would relate in 
additional expense for Stowmarket Town Council is unjustified. 
 

Increasing the electoral area of Stowmarket would further disadvantage Onehouse 
Parish on representation of the more rural needs, and add to the inequalities we 
currently experience. 
 

We therefore ask that the request from Stowmarket Town Council to again change 
our Parish boundary is rejected; if there is to be any change then both developments 
in Union Road should fully be in the parish of Onehouse.  
 

We look forward to communication on your final decision regarding this matter; we 
would welcome a more tailored consultation process involving direct communications 
in respect to our parish boundary. 
 
Yours sincerely. 
 

P A Fuller 
 
Clerk to Onehouse Parish Council.   
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Section 1: Summary of Proposal

It is proposed that the extensive development of 446 new homes to the south of Union Road should form part of Stowmarket.

The proposal to incorporate the Union Road development in Stowmarket, fulfils the criteria contained within the Guidance on conducting 
Community Governance Reviews published by the Government in respect of the following criteria:

  Community Identity   General Power of Competence

  Community Cohesion   Local Councils Award Scheme

  Distinctive Communities    Supported throughout  Planning Process  
by Stowmarket Town Council.

The Union Road development forms a natural extension of Stowmarket as it is immediately adjacent to other residential properties in 
Stowmarket. The size and scale of the development will create a distinct residential area that has no relationship with the village centre of 
Onehouse which lies some distance away. 

The new Union Road development will have an estimated population of 1,053 people which is higher than the existing population of 
the whole of Onehouse. In terms of preserving the respective identities of Stowmarket and Onehouse, it would seem wholly inappropriate 
to attach this new development to a rural village and more than double its size, when it forms a natural extension of the urban and suburban 
community of Stowmarket. It is reasonable to assume that a new population of over 1,000 people will look for local amenities and services 
– Onehouse has a village hall whereas Stowmarket has a large range of suppliers of good and services, supermarkets, clubs, groups and 
organisations, employers, schools, health facilities and cultural assets.

This large housing development on the edge of Stowmarket has been supported consistently by Stowmarket Town Council. On the other 
hand, Onehouse Parish Council objected to the planning application for Union Road on the basis that it would “erode the identity of 
Onehouse village.” Given that “community identity” is a key criterion within the Local Government and Public Involvement in Health Act 
2007 and the Government Guidance, any outcome other than to include the Union Road development in Stowmarket would appear to 
be contrary to the relevant legal provisions and the guidance issued by Government regarding the objectives in undertaking Community 
Governance Reviews.
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Plan of Development Site
The plan below demonstrates the proximity of the site to Stowmarket and that the 446 new homes create an extension to Stowmarket rather 
than having a relationship with the village centre of Onehouse:

 

Stowmarket 

Union Road 
Development 

Onehouse 
Village Centre 
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Section 2: Planning

Union Road Development
Onehouse Parish Council objected to the grant of planning permission for the Union Road development, whereas Stowmarket Town 
Council supported the proposals. 

The proposal for this development was objected to by Onehouse Parish Council as a development that would “erode the identity of 
Onehouse village” and that there was a “need for continued separation from Stowmarket.”

We agree with the view expressed by Onehouse Parish Council that the development is not in keeping with the identity of Onehouse - and 
that it should form part of Stowmarket.

Forest Road Development
A planning application for 20 new homes was submitted in 2022 on a 3.4-acre site on land south of Forest Road in Onehouse.

Onehouse Parish Council objected to the grant of planning permission on the grounds that: 

  “The development will diminish the strategic gap between Stowmarket and Onehouse.”

Again, we agree with the view expressed by Onehouse Parish Council, that the gap between the urban community of Stowmarket and the 
rural community of Onehouse should be protected. This provides further support to the view that the Union Road development should 
form part of Stowmarket and that a green buffer should be maintained between the extensive development of Union Road and the village 
centre of Onehouse.
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Plan of site off Forest Road
Planning Application opposed by Onehouse Parish Council

This shows the “strategic gap” between Onehouse and Stowmarket that Onehouse Parish Council wishes to preserve. 
The strategic gap reinforces the need for the Union Road development to be part of Stowmarket.

 

 

 

Stowmarket 
Union Road 

Development 

“Strategic Gap” 

Forest Road 
Application 

Onehouse 
Village Centre 
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Section 2: Planning

Planning Policy
In addition, the Mid Suffolk Place Maps relating to the Joint Local Plan which were published in July 2019, refer to development in towns, 
villages and hamlets. The Union Road development is identified as an allocation for Stowmarket.
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Please also refer to the image on the front cover of this publication for further marketing information.

The site has been marketed as providing new homes at Mill Grove at Stowmarket and buyers are being informed that they were moving to 
Stowmarket rather than Onehouse. 

Section 3: Marketing
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Section 4: Services

Stowmarket is identified in the Core Strategy and emerging Joint Local Plan as a town providing key services that is capable of accepting 
new homes.

The planning application for the Union Road development identifies that new residents will look to Stowmarket for their services rather than 
from Onehouse.

The Planning Statement refers to the site being a sustainable location for development and states that:

 “ Stowmarket is identified as a Town in the Core Strategy, reflecting its role in providing key services”  
(para 7.13 refers) 

It continues:

 “ The site itself is located close to local services. Services such as the post office, public house, doctors’ surgery and pharmacy, 
hospitals, libraries, primary and secondary schools and sixth forms, retail, entertainment and cultural facilities are available 
in Stowmarket, within convenient proximity to the site.”  
(para 7.15 refers)

The closest amenities with regard to the local primary school, high school, retail, post office, church, doctor’s surgery and pharmacy are all 
identified in the Planning Statement as being found in Stowmarket.

Stowmarket Town Council were consulted and supported the improvement of infrastructure for the site before development began and the 
new crossing and foot and cycle ways are taking residents toward the town centre and the facilities that they will use.

Therefore, there is a collective recognition that the new residents of the Union Road development will receive services from Stowmarket and 
that it is reasonable to conclude that it should form part of the community of Stowmarket.
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Paragraph 52 of the Government Guidance requires that:

  “ Community Governance Reviews are reflective of the identities and interests of the community in that area.” 

The character and scale of the new development to the south of Union Road is appropriate to an urban settlement rather than a village 
community. Access to the site will be achieved, predominantly, from the town’s roads and the residents will look to Stowmarket for their 
amenities and services.

There will be 446 new homes in this development. Taking the national average of people per household in 2021 (outside of London)  
was 2.36:-

By multiplying the number of homes by the average number of people per household the sum is as follows:

 446 x 2.36 = 1,053 new residents

Therefore, the Union Road estate when completed will have more residents than the whole of the existing village.

One of the main purposes of Parliamentary Boundary Reviews, Local Government Boundary Reviews and Community Governance  
is to review boundaries. They are frequently changed to reflect community identities in response to new development and to achieve 
electoral equality across constituencies and wards. For example, the Gateway 14 commercial site was moved into Stowmarket from  
Creeting St Peter as the scale of development was recognised by all as being more befitting of a town than a village. It is suggested that 
similarly, there is a compelling case to amend the ward boundary given the scale of residential development so that the Union Road  
site comes within Stowmarket.

Section 5: Community Identity
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Section 6: Community Cohesion and Distinctive Communities

Paragraph 53 of the Government Guidance requires that principal councils take into account a number of influential factors, including:

  • the impact of community governance arrangements on community cohesion; and  

  • the impact upon the size, population and boundaries of a local community parish. 

Paragraph 59 of the Government Guidance refers to community governance arrangements having regard:

   “ to the need for parishes reflecting distinctive and recognisable communities  
of interest with their own sense of identity.” 

It is suggested that the creation of a large housing development with little in the way of connectivity to a village centre, half a mile away, does 
not offer community cohesion. 

Discussions previously between the District and Town Councils have shown a willingness to move the town boundary to incorporate 
development at the edge of the town within Stowmarket. This has been at the heart of the thinking of the District Council and Town Council 
in wishing to prevent Stowmarket from becoming a “doughnut” - with an urban community at the centre of the built-up area, village 
communities immediately adjacent to its edge and no discernible boundary between village and town.

The Town Council believes that the proposed Union Road development provides a natural extension of Stowmarket and that the town 
boundary should be moved accordingly down to the River Rat, which forms the northern boundary of Great Finborough parish. This would 
provide a readily identifiable boundary for the town. From the point that the river reaches the B1115 at Burford Bridge, the town boundary 
should continue northwards along the eastern edge of the B1115 and up along the eastern boundary of Starhouse Lane to Union Road.
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Paragraph 64 of the Government Guidance refers:

“to some local councils having the power to do more for their local communities than others.” 

The 2007 Act provided a power of well-being which has subsequently been updated by the Localism Act 2011 to provide a general power of 
competence. Stowmarket Town Council has adopted the General Power of Competence and, as per the guidance, has wider powers to do 
more for local communities than other Parish Councils.

Paragraph 65 of the Government Guidance refers to:

“Wider initiatives such as the Quality Parish Scheme…   help to give a greater understanding of securing effective and convenient local 
government. In such cases, parish and town councils which are well managed and good at representing local views will be in a better position 
to work closely with partner authorities to take more responsibility for shaping their area’s development and running its services.” 

Stowmarket Town Council has achieved Quality Gold accreditation under the Local Council Award Scheme, being one of just over 50 from 
over 9,000 Town and Parish Councils nationally that have achieved the award. The Quality Gold Award demonstrates that Stowmarket 
Town Council is at the forefront of best practice and achieves excellence in governance, community leadership and council development. 
Therefore, it has a proven record for representing the local community effectively and delivering large community projects and events.

Section 7: Local Council Capacity - General Power of Competence

Section 8: Local Council Capacity - Local Councils Award Scheme
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Section 9: Financial Implications

There has been a dialogue in the past between the two Councils and at that time, there was a common understanding of Stowmarket Town 
Council’s policy position with regard to boundary reviews which is as follows:

 a.  That where new development originates from, and forms a natural extension of a village outside of Stowmarket, it should be 
considered as forming part of that village community; and

 b.  That where new development originates from and forms a natural extension of Stowmarket, it should be considered as forming as 
part of Stowmarket.

Onehouse Parish Council were also clear that they were looking at new housing as a way of funding improvements to Onehouse Village Hall.

These matters are outside the scope of the review and hence, not material considerations. However, Stowmarket Town Council would 
wish to place on record that it would be willing to work with Mid Suffolk District Council and Onehouse Parish Council over the use of 
Community Infrastructure Levy funding to support local amenities including the Village Hall in Onehouse.

We are unsure if our proposal for extending the town boundary along the north side of Union Road to encompass Stow Lodge, the Stow 
Lodge Centre and Chilton Meadows Care Home which was overlooked in the 2014 Community Governance Review has been considered 
as it is not referred to within the draft recommendations. We would request that this is done so as part of the current review. From 
interactions we have with members of the public, it is evident that these facilities are widely regarded as being in Stowmarket.

Section 10: Additional Comments
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Section 82 of the Local Government and Public Involvement in Health Act 2007 provides a power for a principal council to undertake a 
Community Governance Review.

Section 93 of the Act states that the principal council has duties to comply with in undertaking a review. In particular, Section 93(4) states that:

The principal council must have regard to the need to secure that community governance within the area under review that —

(a) reflects the identities and interests of the community in that area, and

(b) is effective and convenient.

On the basis of this duty, and the guidance issued by the Government which provides greater detail with regard to matters of community 
identity, distinctiveness and governance and local council capacity it is suggested that the most appropriate interpretation of the law and 
guidance would be to incorporate the large Union Road development within Stowmarket.

The Town Council has referred to the following in submitting its proposals:

• The Local Government and Public Involvement in Health Act 2007.

•  Guidance on Conducting Community Governance Reviews published by the Department for Communities and Local Government Local 
Government Boundary Commission for England in March 2010.

•  The Mid Suffolk Local Plan 2006, the Stowmarket Area Action Plan 2013 and the emerging new Joint Local Plan for Babergh and Mid Suffolk.

Its own policy position with regard to boundary reviews which is as follows:

a.  That where new development originates from, and forms a natural extension of a village outside of Stowmarket, it should be considered as 
forming part of that village community; and

b.  That where new development originates from and forms a natural extension of Stowmarket, it should be considered as forming as part of 
Stowmarket.

A cross-party group of Councillors has met to develop and agree the Town Council’s proposals which are now submitted to Mid Suffolk District Council.

Section 11: Legal Provisions

Section 12: References



 

Recent Images of Site Development on Stowmarket boundary 
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 Image 1: Scale of Building 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This image demonstrates 
the scale and urban 
character of the build taking 
place in accordance with 
the contents of the 
Stowmarket Area Action 
Plan. 

 

 

Image 2: Proximity of New and Current Residential Properies 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
This image demonstrates 
the position of new housing 
and existing housing on 
Union Road. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 




