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Local Government Commission for England

16 May 2000

Dear Secretary of State

On 18 May 1999 the Commission began a periodic electoral review of Newark & Sherwood
under the Local Government Act 1992. We published our draft recommendationsin December
1999 and undertook a ten-week period of consultation.

We have now prepared our final recommendations in the light of the consultation. We have
substantially confirmed our draft recommendations, although some modifications have been
made (see paragraph 127) in the light of further evidence. This report sets out our final
recommendations for changes to electoral arrangementsin Newark & Sherwood.

We recommend that Newark & Sherwood District Council should be served by 46 councillors
representing 26 wards, and that changes should be made to ward boundariesin order to improve
electoral equality, having regardto the statutory criteria. We recommend that the Council should
continue to be hold elections every four years.

The Local Government Bill, containing legislative proposals for a number of changes to local
authority electoral arrangements, is currently being considered by Parliament. However, until
such time as that new legislation isin place we are obliged to conduct our work in accordance
with current legislation, and to continue our current approach to periodic electoral reviews.

| would like to thank members and officers of the District Council and other local people who
have contributed to the review. Their co-operation and assistance have been very much
appreciated by Commissioners and staff.

Y ours sincerely

fhstoofn .,

PROFESSOR MALCOLM GRANT
Chairman
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SUMMARY

The Commission began areview of Newark & Sherwood on 18 May 1999. We published our
draft recommendations for electoral arrangements on 14 December 1999, after which we
undertook aten-week period of consultation.

. Thisreport summarisestherepresentationswer eceived during consultation
on our draft recommendations, and offer sour final recommendationstothe
Secretary of State.

We found that the existing electoral arrangements provide unequal representation of electorsin
Newark & Sherwood:

. in 22 of the 30 wardsthenumber of electorsrepresented by each councillor
varies by morethan 10 per cent from the average for thedistrict, and nine
wardsvary by morethan 20 per cent from the average;

. by 2004 electoral equality is not expected to improve, with the number of
electors per councillor forecast to vary by morethan 10 per cent from the
averagein 20 wards and by morethan 20 per cent in 12 wards.

Our main fina recommendations for future electoral arrangements (Figures 1 and 2 and
paragraphs 127-128) are that:

. Newark & Sherwood District Council should have 46 councillors, eight
fewer than at present;

. the boundaries of 26 of the existing wards should be modified, resulting in
a net reduction of four, and four wards should retain their existing
boundaries;

. electionsof thewholecouncil should continuetotakeplaceevery four years.

These recommendations seek to ensure that the number of electors represented by each district
councillor is as nearly as possible the same, having regard to local circumstances.

. In 22 of the proposed 26 war dsthe number of electorsper councillor would
vary by nomorethan 10 per cent from thedistrict aver age, and the number
of electorsper councillor in all but oneward would vary by no morethan 20
per cent.

. Thisimproved level of electoral equality isexpected toremain constant over
the next fiveyears.
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Recommendations are also made for changesto parish and town council electoral arrangements
which provide for:

. revised war ding arrangementsand there-distribution of councillorsfor the
parishes of Balderton, Blidworth, Clipstone and Rainworth, and thetowns
of Southwell and Newark-on-Trent.

All further correspondence on these recommendations and the matters discussed in this report
should be addressed to the Secretary of State for the Environment, Transport and the Regions,
who will not make an order implementing the Commission’ s recommendations before 27 June
2000:

The Secretary of State

Department of the Environment, Transport and the Regions
L ocal Government Sponsor ship Division

Eland House

Bressenden Place

London SW1E 5DU

viii LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMISSION FOR ENGLAND



Figure 1. The Commission’s Final Recommendations. Summary

Ward name Number of Constituent areas Map
councillors reference

1 Baderton North 2 Milton Lowfield ward (part — Lowfield ward (part) and Map 2 and
Milton ward (part) of Balderton parish) A2

2 Balderton West 2 Bullpit Pinfold ward (part — Bullpit ward of Balderton Map 2 and
parish, Pinfold ward (part) of Balderton parish) and A2
Milton Lowfield ward (part — Milton ward (part) of
Balderton parish)

3 Beacon (in 2 Beacon ward (part — Harcourt and Hilltop wards of Large Map

Newark-on-Trent) Newark-on-Trent town and Ransome ward (part) of
Newark-on-Trent town)

4  Bilsthorpe 2 Bilsthorpe ward (part — Bilsthorpe parish); Ruffordward ~ Map 2 and
(Rufford parish and Rainworth North ward of Rainworth  Map A5
parish as proposed)

5 Blidworth 2 Blidworth ward (Blidworth parish); Rainworth ward (part Map 2
— Blidworth parish (part))

6 Boughton 2 Boughton ward (parishes of Kirton and Walesby, and Map 2
Boughton ward of Ollerton & Boughton parish)

7 Bridge (in Newark- 2 Bridge ward (part — Bishop Alexander, Fosse and Large Map

on-Trent) Gilstrap wards of Newark-on-Trent town and Lovers
Lane ward (part) of Newark-on-Trent town); Beacon
ward (part — Ransome ward (part) of Newark-on-Trent
town)

8 Cadtle (in Newark- 3 Castle ward (part — Ossington, Sconce and Windsor Large Map

on-Trent) wards of Newark-on-Trent town); Bridge ward (part —
Lovers Lane ward (part) of Newark-on-Trent town)
9 Caunton 1 Caunton ward (part — the parishes of Caunton, Map 2
Hockerton, Kersall, Kneesall, Laxton & Moorhouse,
Maplebeck, Ompton and Winkburn); Boughton ward
(part — Wellow parish); Sutton-on-Trent ward (part —the
parishes of Egmanton and Ossington)
10 Clipstone 2 Unchanged (Clipstone parish) Map 2 and
A4
11 Collingham & 2 Callingham ward (Collingham parish); Meering ward Map 2
Meering (the parishes of Besthorpe, Girton, Harby, Meering,
North Clifton, South Clifton, South Scarle, Spalford,
Thorney and Wigsley)
12 Devon (in Newark- 2 Unchanged (Cardinal Hinsley, Gopher, Grange and St Large Map
on-Trent) Mary’'s wards of Newark-on-Trent town)
13 Edwinstowe 2 Edwinstowe ward (part — Edwinstowe parish) Map 2
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Ward name Number of Constituent areas Map
councillors reference
14 Farndon 2 Farndon ward (Farndon parish); Elston ward (the Map 2 and
parishes of Alverton, Cotham, East Stoke, Elston, A2
Hawton, Kilvington, Staunton, Syerston and Thorpe);
Bullpit Pinfold ward (part — Pinfold ward (part) of
Balderton parish); Milton Lowfield ward (part —
Lowfield ward (part) of Balderton parish)
15 Farnsfield 2 Farnsfield ward (the parishes of Edingley, Farnsfield, Map 2
Halam, Kirklington and Oxton); Bilsthorpe ward (part —
Eakring parish)
16 Lowdham 2 Dover Beck ward (the parishes of Bulcote, Caythorpe, Map 2
Epperstone, Gonalston, Gunthorpe and Hoveringham);
Lowdham ward (Lowdham parish)
17 Magnus(in 2 Magnus ward (Bowbridge, Byron and Clumber wardsof ~ Large Map
Newark-on-Trent) Newark-on-Trent town); Castle ward (part — Lilley &
Stone ward of Newark-on-Trent town)
18 Muskham 1 Muskham ward (part — the parishes of Averham, Bathley, Map 2
Kelham, North Muskham, South Muskham and
Staythorpe); Southwell East ward (part — Upton parish)
19 Ollerton 3 Ollerton North ward; Ollerton South ward; Edwinstowe Map 2
ward (part — Perlethorpe-cum-Budby parish)
20 Rainworth 2 Rainworth ward (part — Lindhurst parish and Rainworth Map 2 and
South ward of Rainworth parish as proposed) A5
21  Southwell East 1 Southwell East ward (part — Southwell East ward of Maps 2, A6
Southwell town (part)) and A7
22 Southwell North 1 Southwell East ward (part — Southwell East ward of Maps 2, A6
Southwell town (part)); Southwell West ward (part — and A7
Southwell West ward of Southwell town (part))
23 Southwell West 1 Southwell West ward (part — Halloughton parish and Maps 2, A6
Southwell West ward of Southwell town (part)); and A7
Southwell East ward (part — Southwell East ward of
Southwell town (part))
24 Sutton-on-Trent 1 Sutton-on-Trent ward (part — the parishes of Grassthorpe, Map 2
Sutton-on-Trent and Weston); Caunton ward (part — the
parishes of Carlton-on-Trent and Norwell); Muskham
ward (part — Cromwell parish)
25 Trent 1 Unchanged (the parishes of Bleasby, Fiskerton cum Map 2
Morton, Rolleston and Thurgarton)
26 Winthorpe 1 Unchanged (the parishes of Barnby in the Willows, Map 2
Coddington, Holme, Langford and Winthorpe)
Notes: 1 Thewholedistrict is parished.
2 Map 2 and Appendix A, including the large map in the back of the report, illustrate the proposed war ds
outlined above.
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Figure 2: The Commission’s Final Recommendations for Newark & Sherwood

Ward name Number Electorate Number of Variance Electorate Number of Variance
of (1999) electorsper from (2004) electors per from
councillors councillor average councillor average
(%) (%)
1 Baderton North 2 3,545 1,773 -1 3,824 1,912 -2
2 Balderton West 2 4,259 2,130 18 4,227 2,114 9
3 Beacon (in Newark- 2 3,430 1,715 -5 4,222 2,111 8
on-Trent)
4  Bilsthorpe 2 3,867 1,934 8 4,187 2,094 8
5 Blidworth 2 3,304 1,652 -8 3,455 1,728 -11
6 Boughton 2 3,866 1,933 8 3,920 1,960 1
7  Bridge (in Newark- 2 3,510 1,755 -2 4,025 2,013 3
on-Trent)
8 Castle (in Newark- 3 4,919 1,640 -9 5,520 1,840 -5
on-Trent)
9 Caunton 1 1,742 1,742 -3 1,880 1,880 -3
10 Clipstone 2 2,645 1,323 -26 3,074 1,537 -21
11 Callingham & 2 3,684 1,842 2 3,860 1,930 -1
Meering
12 Devon (in Newark- 2 3,740 1,870 4 3,709 1,855 -5
on-Trent)
13 Edwinstowe 2 3,907 1,954 9 4,139 2,070 6
14 Farndon 2 3,082 1,541 -14 4,400 2,200 13
15 Farnsfield 2 3,681 1,841 2 3,910 1,955 0
16 Lowdham 2 3,613 1,807 0 3,782 1,891 -3
17 Magnus(in 2 3,726 1,863 4 3,718 1,859 -4
Newark-on-Trent)
18 Muskham 1 1,919 1,919 7 2,090 2,090 12
19 Ollerton 3 5,320 1,773 -1 5,525 1,842 -5
20 Rainworth 2 3,908 1,954 9 4,037 2,019 4
21 Southwell East 1 1,765 1,765 -2 1,873 1,873 -4
22  Southwell North 1 1,826 1,826 2 1,930 1,930 -1
23 Southwell West 1 1,808 1,808 1 2,027 2,027 4
24 Sutton-on-Trent 1 2,013 2,013 12 2,099 2,099 8
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Ward name Number Electorate Number of Variance Electorate Number of Variance
of (1999) electorsper from (2004) electors per from
councillors councillor average councillor average
(%) (%)
25 Trent 1 1,770 1,770 -2 1,934 1,934 -1
26 Winthorpe 1 1,855 1,855 3 2,056 2,056 6
Totals 46 82,704 - - 89,516 - -
Averages - - 1,798 - - 1,946 -

Source:  Electorate figures are based on information provided by Newark & Sherwood District Council.
Note:  The ‘variance from average’ column shows by how far, in percentage terms, the number of electors per

councillor variesfromthe average for the district. The minus symbol (-) denotesalower than average number
of electors. Figures have been rounded to the nearest whole number.
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1 INTRODUCTION

1 Thisreport contains our final recommendations on the electoral arrangementsfor the district
of Newark & Sherwood in Nottinghamshire. We have now reviewed eight districts in
Nottinghamshire as part of our programme of periodic electora reviews (PERS) of all 386
principal local authority areas in England. Our programme started in 1996 and is currently
expected to be completed by 2004.

2 Thiswasour first review of the electoral arrangements of Newark & Sherwood. Thelast such
review was undertaken by our predecessor, the Loca Government Boundary Commission
(LGBC), which reported to the Secretary of State in September 1976 (Report No. 126). The
electora arrangements of Nottinghamshire County Council were last reviewed in May 1980
(Report No. 383). We intend reviewing the County Council’s electoral arrangements in due
course.

3 Inundertaking these reviews, we have had regard to:
 the statutory criteria contained in section 13(5) of the Local Government Act 1992;

» the Rules to be Observed in Considering Electoral Arrangements contained in
Schedule 11 to the Local Government Act 1972.

4 We are required to make recommendations to the Secretary of State on the number of
councillors who should serve on the District Council, and the number, boundaries and names of
wards. We can also make recommendations on the electoral arrangementsfor parish [and town]
councilsin the district.

5 We have also had regard to our Guidance and Procedural Advice for Local Authorities and
Other Interested Parties (third edition published in October 1999), which sets out our approach
to thereviews.

6 Inour Guidance, we state that we wish wherever possible to build on schemes which have
been prepared locally on the basis of careful and effective consultation. Local interests are
normally in a better position to judge what council size and ward configuration are most likely
to secure effective and convenient local government in their areas, while alowing proper
reflection of the identities and interests of local communities.

7 Thebroad objectiveof PERsisthen to achieve, so far aspracticable, equality of representation
across the district as a whole. For example, we will require particular justification for schemes
which would result in, or retain, an electoral imbalance of over 10 per cent in any ward. Any
imbalances of 20 per cent or more should only arise in the most exceptional circumstances, and
will require the strongest justification

8 Wearenot prescriptive on council size. We start from the general assumption that the existing
council size already secures effective and convenient local government in that district but weare
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willing to look carefully at arguments why this might not be so. However, we have found it
necessary to saf equard against upward drift in the number of councillors, and we believethat any
proposal for an increase in council size will need to be fully justified: in particular, we do not
accept that an increasein adistrict’ s electorate should automatically result in an increase in the
number of councillors, nor that changes should be made to the size of a district council simply
to make it more consistent with the size of other districts.

9 In July 1998, the Government published a White Paper, Modern Local Government — In
Touch with the People, which set out legislative proposals for local authority €electoral
arrangements. In two-tier areas, it proposed introducing a pattern in which both the district and
county councilswould hold e ections every two years, ie. in year one half of the district council
would be €elected, in year two half the county council would be €ected, and so on. The
Government stated that local accountability would be maximised where every elector has an
opportunity to voteevery year, thereby pointing to apattern of two-member wards (and divisions)
in two-tier areas. However, it stated that there was no intention to move towards very large
electora areas in sparsely populated rural areas, and that single-member wards (and €l ectoral
divisions) would continue in many authorities. The proposals are now being taken forward in a
Local Government Bill published in December 1999 and are currently being considered by
Parliament.

10 Following publication of the White Paper, we advised all authorities in our 1998/99 PER
programme, including the Nottinghamshire districts, that until any directionisreceived from the
Secretary of State, the Commission would continue to maintain its current approach to PERs as
set out in the October 1999 Guidance. Nevertheless, we considered that local authorities and
other interested parties might wish to have regard to the Secretary of State's intentions and
legidlative proposalsin formulating electoral schemes as part of PERS of their areas.

11 Thisreview was in four stages. Stage One began on 18 May 1999, when we wrote to
Newark & Sherwood District Council inviting proposals for future electoral arrangements. We
also notified Nottinghamshire County Council, Nottinghamshire Police Authority, the local
authority associ ations, Nottinghamshire Association of Parish & Town Councils, parish and town
councilsinthedistrict, the Members of Parliament with constituency interestsin the district and
the Members of the European Parliament for the East Midlands region, and the headquarters of
the main political parties. We placed anoticein thelocal press, issued apressrelease and invited
the District Council to publicise the review further. The closing date for receipt of
representations, the end of Stage One, was 20 September 1999. At Stage Two we considered all
the representations received during Stage One and prepared our draft recommendations.

12 Stage Three began on 14 December 1999 with the publication of our report, Draft
Recommendations on the Future Electoral Arrangements for Newark & Sherwood in
Nottinghamshire, and ended on 21 February 2000. Comments were sought on our preliminary
conclusions. Finally, during Stage Four we reconsidered our draft recommendationsin the light
of the Stage Three consultation and now publish our final recommendations.
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2 CURRENT ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS

13 Newark & Sherwood district is geographically the largest district in Nottinghamshire,
covering nearly one third of the county. It contains 83 parishes and is entirely parished. The
district is one of contrasts, with the parishes in the east sharing an agricultura heritage, and
parishes in the west and north linked by a mining tradition. The majority of residents live in
Newark-on-Trent, Southwell and colliery townsin thewest of thedistrict. Therest of thedistrict
isrura and contains Sherwood Pines Forest Park.

14 To comparelevelsof electoral inequality between wards, we cal culated the extent to which
the number of electors per councillor in each ward (the councillor:€elector ratio) varies from the
district average in percentage terms. In the text which follows this calculation may also be
described using the shorthand term ‘el ectoral variance'.

15 The €electorate of the district is 82,704 (February 1999). The Council currently has 54
members who are el ected from 30 wards, six of which are represented by three councillors, 12
by two councillors, whiletheremaining 12 wards are each represented by asingle councillor. The
Council holds whole-council elections every four years.

16 Since the last electora review there has been an increase in the electorate of Newark &
Sherwood district, with around 13 per cent more el ectors than two decades ago as aresult of new
housing developments. The most notable increases have been in the wards covering Balderton
and Newark-on-Trent, with approximately 2,000 and 3,000 more €l ectors respectively than 20
years ago.

17 At present, each councillor represents an average of 1,532 electors, which the District
Council forecastswill increase to 1,658 by the year 2004 if the present number of councillorsis
maintained. However, due to demographic and other changes over the past two decades, the
number of el ectors per councillor in 22 of the 30 wards varies by more than 10 per cent from the
district average, in nine wards by more than 20 per cent and in three wards by more than 30 per
cent. The worst imbalance is in Collingham ward where the councillor represents 52 per cent
more electors than the district average.
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Map 1: Existing Wards in Newark & Sherwood

4

LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMISSION FOR ENGLAND



Figure 3: Existing Electoral Arrangements

Ward name Number Electorate Number of Variance Electorate Number of  Variance
of (1999) electors per from (2004) electors per from
councillors councillor average councillor average
(%) (%)
1 Beacon (in Newark- 2 3,648 1,824 19 4,448 2,224 34
on-Trent)
2 Bilsthorpe 2 2,680 1,340 -12 2,999 1,500 -10
3 Blidworth 3 3,304 1,101 -28 3,383 1,128 -32
4 Boughton 3 4,254 1,418 -7 4,346 1,449 -13
5 Bridge (in Newark- 3 4,267 1,422 -7 4,924 1,641 -1
on-Trent)
6 Bullpit Pinfold 2 3,724 1,862 22 4,957 2,479 50
7  Castle (in Newark- 3 4,959 1,653 8 5,402 1,801 8
on-Trent)
8 Caunton 1 1,630 1,630 6 1,686 1,686 1
9 Clipstone 2 2,645 1,323 -14 3,074 1,537 -8
10 Caollingham 1 2,325 2,325 52 2,389 2,389 44
11 Devon (in Newark- 3 3,845 1,282 -16 3,813 1,271 -24
on-Trent)
12 Dover Beck 1 1,752 1,752 14 1,805 1,805 8
13 Edwinstowe 3 4,047 1,349 -12 4,281 1,427 -14
14 Elston 1 1,045 1,045 -32 1,099 1,099 -34
15 Farndon 1 1,954 1,954 28 2,019 2,019 21
16 Farnsfield 2 3,356 1,678 10 3,576 1,788 7
17 Lowdham 1 1,861 1,861 22 1,977 1,977 19
18 Magnus (in 2 2,606 1,303 -15 2,607 1,304 -22
Newark-on-Trent)
19 Meering 1 1,359 1,359 -11 1,471 1,471 -12
20 Milton Lowfield 2 4,163 2,082 36 4,448 2,224 34
21 Muskham 1 1,741 1,741 14 1,973 1,973 19
22 Ollerton North 2 2,516 1,258 -18 2,512 1,256 -25
23 Ollerton South 2 2,664 1,332 -13 2,871 1,436 -14
24 Rainworth 2 3,908 1,954 28 4,037 2,019 21
25 Rufford 1 1,512 1,512 -1 1,522 1,522 -9
26 Southwell East 2 3,206 1,603 5 3,332 1,666 0
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Ward name Number Electorate Number of Variance Electorate  Number of Variance
of (1999) electors per from (2004) electors per from
councillors councillor average councillor average
(%) (%)
27 Southwell West 2 2,524 1,262 -18 2,875 1,438 -14
28 Sutton-on-Trent 1 1,584 1,584 3 1,700 1,700 2
29 Trent 1 1,770 1,770 16 1,934 1,934 16
30 Winthorpe 1 1,855 1,855 21 2,056 2,056 24
Totals 54 82,704 - - 89,516 - -
Averages - - 1,532 - - 1,658 -

Source: Electorate figures are based on information provided by Newark & Sherwood District Council.

Note:

6

The ‘variance from average' column shows by how far, in percentage terms, the number of electors per
councillor variesfromthe average for the district. The minus symbol (-) denotesalower than average number
of electors. For example, electorsin Ollerton North ward arerelatively over-represented by 18 per cent, while
electorsin Bullpit Pinfold ward are relatively under-represented by 22 per cent. Figures have been rounded
to the nearest whole number.
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3 DRAFT RECOMMENDATIONS

18 During Stage One we received a district-wide scheme from Newark & Sherwood District
Council, and arepresentation from Thorney Parish Council. The District Council also forwarded
representationsthat it had received from 18 parish and town councils, and 10 local residents and
groups. Inthelight of these representationsand evidence avail abl e to us, we reached preliminary
conclusions which were set out in our report, Draft Recommendations on the Future Electoral
Arrangements for Newark & Sherwood in Nottinghamshire.

19 Our draft recommendations were substantially based on the District Council’ s proposals,
which would achieve a better balance between electoral equality and the statutory criteria than
the current arrangements. However, we moved away from the District Council’s scheme in a
number of areas, affecting nine wards, using an option generated by the Council during the early
stages of the review process, together with some of our own proposals. We proposed that:

* Newark & Sherwood District Council should be served by 46 councillors, compared
with the current 54, representing 26 wards, four fewer than at present;

» theboundariesof 27 of the existing wards should be modified, resulting in an decrease
of four, while three wards should retain their existing boundaries;

* there should be new warding arrangements for the parishes of Balderton, Blidworth,
Clipstone and Rainworth, and the towns of Newark-on-Trent and Southwell.

Draft Recommendation
Newark & Sherwood District Council should comprise 46 councillors, serving 26 wards.
Elections should continue to be held for the whole council every four years.

20 Our proposals would have resulted in significant improvements in electoral equality, with
the number of electors per councillor in 22 of the 26 wards varying by no more than 10 per cent
from the district average, with the number of electors per councillor in all but one ward varying
by lessthan 20 per cent from the average. Thislevel of electoral equality was forecast to further
improve, with only two wards varying by more than 10 per cent from the average in 2004.
However, oneward would continueto have an electoral imbalance of more than 20 per cent from
the average.
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4  RESPONSES TO CONSULTATION

21 During the consultation on our draft recommendations report, 34 representations were
received. A list of all respondents is available on request from the Commission. All
representations may be inspected at the offices of Newark & Sherwood District Council and the
Commission by appointment.

Newark & Sherwood District Council

22 TheDistrict Council welcomed our draft recommendations, which it noted had substantially
reflected its Stage One submission. However, it objected to our proposed Blidworth and
Rainworth wards and reiterated itsinitial proposal for both wards. It accepted that Newark-on-
Trent should be represented by 11 councillors, rather than the 10 councillors as proposed in their
original submission. However, it proposed a number of boundary modificationsto our proposed
Castle, Devon and Magnus wards in Newark-on-Trent.

Nottinghamshire County Council

23 The County Council expressed concern regarding our proposal to reduce the number of
councillors representing the district from 54 to 46, but supported our draft recommendation to
retain Newark & Sherwood District Council’ s existing electoral cycle.

Members of Parliament

24 Paddy Tipping MP broadly supported our draft recommendations, but objected to our
proposal to include part of Blidworth parish in arevised Rainworth ward.

Parish and Town Councils

25 Balderton Parish Council opposed our draft recommendation to include parts of Balderton
in three district wards. Bathley and North Muskham parish councils argued that Bathley should
continue to form part of Muskham ward, while Blidworth Parish Council opposed our draft
recommendation to combine parts of Blidworth and Rainworth parishesin arevised Rainworth
ward. Edwinstowe and Perlethorpe-cum-Budby parish councils objected to our proposal to
transfer Perlethorpe-cum-Budby parish to the new Ollerton ward.

26 Lowdham Parish Council proposed that Dover Beck and Lowdham wards should be retai ned.
Rufford Parish Council proposed that Rufford parish should form part of Edwinstowe ward.
Thorney Parish Council supported theretention of the existing el ectoral arrangementsinitslocal
area, and Thurgarton Parish Council supported our draft recommendations. In addition, Upton
Parish Council objected to our draft recommendation to remove Upton parish from Southwell
East ward.
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Other Representations

27 We received a further 20 representations from local residents, councillors and groups.
Sherwood Constituency Liberal Democratsand acounty councillor proposed that Southwell town
should be represented in athree-member ward. Newark & Sherwood NHS Primary Care Group
wel comed our proposal, noting that it would provideamuchimproved level of electoral equality.
Muskham Playgroup, North Muskham & District Women'’ sInstitute, North Muskham Brownies,
North Muskham Local History Society, North Muskham Methodist Church, North Muskham
Parochia Church Council, South Muskham Parochial Church Council and seven local residents
proposed that Bathley parish should continueto form part of Muskhamward. In addition, we also

received a petition with 17 signatures objecting to our draft recommendation to include Bathley
parish in Caunton ward.

28 Thoresby Estates Management and a local resident opposed our draft recommendation to
transfer Perlethorpe-cum-Budby parish to Ollerton ward. The local resident also supported our
proposal to include the whole of Edwinstowe parish in asingle district ward.
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5 ANALYSISAND FINAL RECOMMENDATIONS

29 As described earlier, our prime objective in considering the most appropriate electoral
arrangementsfor Newark & Sherwood isto achieveelectoral equality. In doing sowehaveregard
to the statutory criteria set out in the Local Government Act 1992 — the need to secure effective
and convenient local government, and reflect the interests and identities of local communities—
and Schedule 11 to the Local Government Act 1972, which refersto the number of electors per
councillor being “as nearly as may be, the same in every ward of the district or borough”.

30 Inrelation to Schedule 11, our recommendations are not intended to be based solely on
existing electorate figures, but also on assumptions as to changes in the number and distribution
of local government electors likely to take place within the ensuing five years. We must have
regard to the desirability of fixing identifiable boundaries and to maintaining local ties which
might otherwise be broken.

31 Itisthereforeimpractical to design an electoral scheme which providesfor exactly the same
number of electors per councillor in every ward of an authority. There must be a degree of
flexibility. However, our approach, in the context of the statutory criteria, isthat such flexibility
must be kept to a minimum.

32 Our Guidance statesthat, while we accept that the achievement of absolute electoral equality
for the authority asawholeislikely to be unattainable. We consider that, if electoral imbal ances
are to be kept to the minimum, such an objective should be the starting point in any review. We
therefore strongly recommend that, in formulating electoral schemes, local authorities and other
interested parties should start from the standpoint of absolute electoral equality and only then
make adjustments to reflect relevant factors, such as community identity. Regard must also be
had to five-year forecasts of change in electorates. We will require particular justification for
schemes which result in, or retain, an electoral imbalance of over 10 per cent in any ward. Any
imbalances of 20 per cent and over should arise only in the most exceptional of circumstances,
and will require the strongest justification.

Elector ate Forecasts

33 At Stage OnetheDistrict Council submitted el ectorateforecastsfor the year 2004, projecting
anincreasein the electorate of around 8 per cent from 82,704 to 89,516 over thefive-year period
from 1999 to 2004. It expected most of the growth to occur in Bullpit Pinfold ward, as a result
of residential development on the former site of the Balderton Hospital. The Council estimated
rates and locations of housing devel opment with regard to structure and local plans, the expected
rate of building over the five-year period and assumed occupancy rates. In our draft
recommendations report we accepted that this is an inexact science and, having given
considerationtotheforecast €l ectorates, wewere sati sfied that they represented the best estimates
that could reasonably be made at the time.

34 We received no comments on the Council’s electorate forecasts during Stage Three, and
remain satisfied that they represent the best estimates presently available.
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Council Size

35 Asalready explained, the Commission’ s starting point is to assume that the current council
size facilitates effective and convenient local government, although we are willing to carefully
look at arguments why this might not be the case.

36 Newark & Sherwood District Council currently has 54 councillors. At Stage Onethe District
Council proposed a council of 45 members, arguing that the Council is “currently undergoing
major change” in response to the Government’s Modernising Local Government White Paper.
It stated that it has reduced the cycle of meetings each year from seven to four, and that this had
resulted in a large reduction in the number of meetings that members attend. It stated that it
intended to implement further management changes in the light of new legidation.

37 Inour draft recommendationsreport we considered the size and distribution of the el ectorate,
the geography and other characteristics of the area, together with the representations received.
We concluded that therewasmerit in the Council’ s proposal to reduce the number of councillors
representing the district. We noted that there appeared to be a consensus on the Council that a
reduced council size would provide more effective and convenient local government than the
existing arrangements, and that the Council had undertaken a significant public consultation
exercise.

38 However, under a council size of 45, Newark-on-Trent merits representation by 10.6
councillors, as opposed to the 10 councillors allocated to the town by the District Council. We
were not persuaded that the high levels of electoral imbalance resulting from this under-
representation were appropriate, and proposed that Newark-on-Trent should be represented by
11 councillors. We therefore concluded that the achievement of electoral equality and the
statutory criteriawould best be met by a council of 46 members.

39 During Stage Three the District Council supported the proposed reduction in council size
from 54 to 46. However, the County Council expressed concern regarding this reduction in
council size, arguing that thisis “undesirable” as the United Kingdom has “one of the lowest
ratios of elected councillors per head of population in Europe”.

40 Wehave carefully considered the representati ons received during Stage Three, and note that
the County Council has not supported our proposed council size. However, no alternative
warding arrangements for a larger council size were put forward at either Stage One or Stage
Three. We do not accept the argument that, in determining council size for a given area, the
number of elected membersin other European countriesisasignificant consideration, aspolitical
systems and cultures vary across Europe.

41 Accordingly, we remain persuaded that the balance of evidence supports reducing the
number of councillorsin Newark & Sherwood to 46, which we consider would achieve the best
balance between the number of members required to facilitate effective and convenient local
government, and reflect the identities and interests of local communities. We have therefore
decided to confirm our draft recommendation for a council size of 46 asfinal.

12 LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMISSION FOR ENGLAND



Electoral Arrangements

42  As set out in our draft recommendations report, we carefully considered all the
representations received at Stage One, including the district-wide scheme from the District
Council. From these representations, some considerations emerged which helped to inform us
when preparing our draft recommendations.

43 The Council’ s proposals were for areduction in council size from 54 to 45. The proposals
resulted in someimprovement to el ectoral equality, with the number of wardswhere the number
of electors per councillor would vary by more than 10 per cent from the district average reducing
from 22 to six, and further to three in 2004. However, the Council’s proposals would result in
ahigh level of electoral imbalance in Clipstone ward.

44 We recognised the improved electoral equality achieved by the District Council’s scheme,
compared to the existing arrangements. However, we sought to build on these proposalsin order
to put forward el ectoral arrangementswhichwould achieve even better el ectoral equality, having
regard to the statutory criteria. In particular, we considered that Newark-on-Trent merited
representation by 11 councillors, giving a council size of 46, and we therefore made changes to
ward boundaries in Newark-on-Trent in order to improve the balance of representation, as
indicated previously. Inaddition, we moved away fromthe District Council’ s proposal inrel ation
to four wards in the west of the district to provide for improved levels of electora equality.

45 We have reviewed our draft recommendations in the light of further evidence and the
representations received during Stage Three. For district warding purposes, the following areas,
based on existing wards, are considered in turn:

(@ Clipstone, Edwinstowe, Ollerton North and Ollerton South wards;
(b) Bilsthorpe, Blidworth, Farnsfield, Rainworth and Rufford wards,
(c) Boughton, Caunton and Sutton-on-Trent wards;

(d) Collingham, Meering, Muskham and Winthorpe wards,

(e) Newark-on-Trent (five wards);

(f) Southwell East and Southwell West wards,

(g) Dover Beck, Lowdham and Trent wards;

(h) Bullpit Pinfold, Elston, Farndon and Milton Lowfield wards.

46 Detailsof our final recommendations are set out in Figures 1 and 2, and illustrated on Map
2, in Appendix A and on the large map inserted at the back of this report.

Clipstone, Edwinstowe, Ollerton North and Ollerton South wards

47 Thewards of Clipstone, Edwinstowe, Ollerton North and Ollerton South are situated in the
north-west of the district. Clipstone, Ollerton North and Ollerton South wards are each
represented by two councillors, while Edwinstowe ward is represented by three councillors.
Edwinstowe comprises Edwinstowe and Perlethorpe cum Budby parishes, while Clipstoneward
comprises the parish of the same name. Ollerton North and Ollerton South wards cover part of
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Ollerton & Boughton parish. Under current arrangementsfor a council size of 54, the number of
electorsper councillor in Clipstone, Edwinstowe, Ollerton North and Ollerton South wardsvary
by 14 per cent, 12 per cent, 18 per cent and 13 per cent lessthan the district average respectively,
under a council size of 54.

48 At Stage One the District Council proposed that Ollerton North and Ollerton South wards
should be combined to form a new three-member Ollerton ward. It also proposed retaining the
existing ward boundaries of Edwinstowe and Clipstone, each to be represented by two
councillors. It recognised that its proposal for thesewardswould resultinahigh level of electoral
imbalance, on the basis of a reduced council size. However, it argued that its proposals would
achieve a good balance between electoral equality and the statutory criteria.

49 TheDistrict Council also forwarded representationsit had received from local residentsand
groups. Edwinstowe Parish Council and alocal resident objected to aproposal put forwardinthe
District Council’ sinitial consultation document, which proposed combining the southern part of
Edwinstowe with Clipstone ward. Another resident organised a 903-signature petition also
opposing the District Council’s preliminary proposa for Clipstone and Edwinstowe wards.
Ollerton & Boughton Town Council accepted the District Council’s proposed Ollerton ward.

50 In our draft recommendations report, we noted that while the District Council’s proposal
would result in ahigh degree of electoral imbalancein Clipstone ward, we considered that it had
merit and we were content to substantially endorse it as our draft recommendation. We
considered that Clipstone and Edwinstowe are separate, cohesive communities, somethreemiles
apart, and that Clipstone is bounded to the west by the district boundary with Mansfield and to
the south by Rufford parish, which is sparsely populated and contains Sherwood Pines Forest
Park.

51 In addition, we examined a number of alternative electoral arrangements, including the
District Council’ sinitial proposal put forward inits consultation document that the southern part
of Edwinstowe parish should be combined with Clipstone ward. However, we noted that this
proposal would also result in a degree of electoral imbalance, with the number of electors per
councillor in Clipstone and Edwinstowe wards varying by 1 per cent and 16 per cent from the
averagerespectively. Moreimportantly, aswas shown at Stage One, such aproposal had no local
support and did not appear to reflect the interests and identities of communities

52 However, we proposed modifying the District Council’ s proposed Edwinstowe and Ollerton
wards, with Perlethorpe-cum-Budby parish being included in the proposed Ollerton ward, in
order to achieve abetter level of el ectoral equality in both the proposed Edwinstowe and Ollerton
wards.

53 Under our draft recommendations, the number of electors per councillor in Clipstone and
Ollerton wards would initially vary by 26 per cent and 1 per cent less than the district average
respectively, while the number of electors per councillor in Edwinstowe ward would vary by 9
per cent more than the average. By 2004, the number of electors per councillor in Clipstone and
Ollerton wards is projected to vary by 21 per cent and 5 per cent less than the average
respectively, whilethe number of el ectors per councillor in Edwinstoweward isexpected to vary
by 6 per cent more than the average.
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54 At Stage Three the District Council supported our draft recommendations for Clipstone,
Edwinstowe and Ollerton wards. Edwinstowe and Perlethorpe-cum-Budby parish councils, the
Thoresby Estates Management and a local resident objected to our proposal to transfer
Perlethorpe-cum-Budby parish from Edwinstowe ward to Ollerton ward, arguing that it has
strong “historical and religious links” with Edwinstowe ward. Perlethorpe-cum-Budby Parish
Council aso forwarded a petition of 83 signatures supporting its view, while a local resident
supported our proposal that Edwinstowe parish should be wholly represented in a single ward.

55 Under theproposal to retain Perlethorpe-cum-Budby parishin Edwinstoweward, the number
of electorsper councillor in Edwinstowe and Ollerton wardswould vary by 13 per cent moreand
4 per cent fewer than the average respectively. By 2004, Edwinstowe ward would be projected
to have an electoral imbalance of 10 per cent more than the average, while Ollerton ward would
have 8 per cent fewer than the average.

56 Rufford Parish Council proposed that Rufford should be included in arevised Edwinstowe
ward, stating that both communities share “problems that arise from the impact of tourism” on
the communities adjoining Sherwood Pines Forest Park. Under Rufford Parish Council’s
proposal, Bilsthorpe and Edwinstowe wards would have 3 per cent fewer and 19 per cent more
electors per councillor than the district average respectively. Thislevel of electoral imbalanceis
projected to be largely unchanged over the next five years.

57 Having carefully considered the representations received, we note that our proposal that
Clipstone and Edwinstowe parishes should each form a separate district ward has achieved a
measure of |ocal support, although we note that anumber of respondents have expressed concern
regarding our proposal to include Perlethorpe-cum-Budby in anew Ollerton ward. We have re-
examined our proposals for Clipstone and Edwinstowe wards, given the relatively high degree
of electoral imbalance in both wards, but remain content that our draft recommendations would
achieve a better balance between electoral equality and the statutory criteria than alternative
proposals, as indicated in our draft recommendations report. We therefore propose confirming
our draft recommendations as final.

58 Wehave considered the concern expressed regarding the representation of Perlethorpe-cum-
Budby parish and, while we note that Perlethorpe-cum-Budby has religious and social ties with
Edwinstowe, we have not been persuaded that Perlethorpe-cum-Budby’ sinterests and identities
would be unsatisfactorily represented in the proposed Ollerton ward. In our judgement, the
aternative proposal would result in ahigher level of electoral inequality than would bejustified.

59 In addition, we have considered Rufford Parish Council’ s proposal to include Rufford in
Edwinstowe ward, but have not been persuaded that the resulting level of electoral inequality is
merited. Neither have we been persuaded that Rufford shares particularly strong community
interestsand identitieswith Edwinstowe parish. We note that no other respondent suggested that
Rufford should be included in Edwinstowe ward at Stage Three.

60 Under our final recommendations, Clipstone and Ollerton wardswould have 26 per cent and

1 per cent fewer electors per councillor than the district average respectively, while Edwinstowe
ward would have 9 per cent more el ectors per councillor than the average. By 2004, the number
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of electors per councillor in Clipstone, Edwinstowe and Ollerton wards would vary by 21 per
cent, 6 per cent and 5 per cent from the average respectively.

Bilsthorpe, Blidworth, Farnsfield, Rainworth and Rufford wards

61 Thewardsof Bilsthorpe, Blidworth, Farnsfield, Rainworth and Rufford liein thewest of the
district. Bilsthorpe, Farnsfield and Rainworth wards are each represented by two councillors,
while Blidworth ward is represented by three councillors, and Rufford ward by one councillor.
Bilsthorpe comprisesthe two parishes of Bilsthorpe and Eakring, Blidworth ward comprisesthe
parish of the same name, and Farnsfield ward comprises Edingley, Farnsfield, Halam and
Kirklington parishes. Rufford ward contains Rufford parish and part of Rainworth parish (North
parish ward) and Rainworth ward contains Lindhurst parish and the remaining part of Rainworth
parish (South parish ward). Under current arrangements for a council size of 54, the number of
electors per councillor in Bilsthorpe, Blidworth and Rufford wards vary by 12 per cent, 28 per
cent and 1 per cent less than the district average respectively, while Farnsfield and Rainworth
wards vary by 10 per cent and 28 per cent more than the average.

62 At Stage One the District Council suggested warding Rainworth parish, with the proposed
Rainworth North parish ward being combined with the parishes of Bilsthorpe and Rufford to
form arevised Bilsthorpe ward, and the proposed Rainworth South parish ward being combined
with Lyndhurst parishto form Rainworth ward. It al so suggested that the existing Blidworthward
should be retained. In addition, the District Council proposed including Eakring parish in a
revised Farnsfield ward. It proposed that all four wards should each be represented by two
councillors.

63 Under the District Council’ s Stage One proposal, the number of electors per councillor in
Bilsthorpe and Rainworth wards would vary by 5 per cent and 6 per cent more than the district
average respectively, while Blidworth would have 10 per cent fewer electors per councillor than
the district average. Thislevel of electoral imbalance was not projected to change significantly
over the next five years.

64 The District Council forwarded submissionsit had received relating to this area. Blidworth
Parish Council opposed a proposal in the District Council’ s preliminary consultation document
to include part of Blidworth in the proposed Rainworth ward, while Blidworth Tenants
Association forwarded a petition of 293 signatures objecting to any proposal to “merge’ the
parishes of Blidworth and Rainworth. Rufford Parish Council opposed the District Council’s
proposal to include the parish in adistrict ward with Bilsthorpe parish.

65 In our draft recommendations report, we were content to endorse the District Council’s
proposed Bilsthorpe and Farnsfield wards, as we considered that they achieved a good balance
between electoral equality and the statutory criteria. However, we were not persuaded, on the
basis of the evidence received at Stage One, that the District Council’ s proposals for Blidworth
and Rainworth wardswould achieve the best bal ance between el ectoral equality and the statutory
criteria. We therefore considered alternative electoral arrangements for the two wards and, on
balance, were persuaded that the proposal on which the District Council had initially consulted
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would provide abetter warding arrangement. However, we stated that wewould wel comefurther
views and evidence on this matter at Stage Three.

66 Under our draft recommendations for a council size of 46, the number of electors per
councillor in Bilsthorpe and Blidworth wards would initialy vary by 7 per cent and 2 per cent
from the district average respectively, while the number of electors per councillor in Rainworth
ward would be equal to the average. This level of electoral equality is not projected to change
significantly over the next five years.

67 Inresponseto our draft recommendationsreport, the District Council reiterated its Stage One
proposalsfor Blidworth and Rainworth wards, arguing that Blidworth and Rainworth villagesare
separate communitiesdivided by “an exclusively rural landscape’ and areonly linked by aminor
road. Paddy Tipping MP also objected to our proposal to include part of Blidworth parishin a
revised Rainworth ward, describing Blidworth and Rainworth as “different and identifiable
communities’. Blidworth Parish Council argued that the boundary between the proposed
Blidworth and Rainworth wards would be “artificial”, and suggested that Blidworth should
continue to form a separate district ward, to be represented by two councillors. Under these
proposals, Blidworth and Rainworth wards would have 8 per cent fewer and 9 per cent more
electorsper councillor respectively than the district average. By 2004, the number of electorsper
councillor in Blidworth and Rainworth wardsis projected to vary by 11 per cent fewer and 4 per
cent more than the average respectively.

68 Rufford Parish Council opposed our draft recommendation to combine Bilsthorpe and
Rufford parishesin arevised Bilsthorpe ward. Asindicated previoudly, it proposed that Rufford
should be included in arevised Edwinstowe ward, arguing that Rufford does not have strong
community ties with Bilsthorpe. Under Rufford Parish Council’s proposal, Bilsthorpe and
Edwinstowewardswould have 3 per cent fewer and 19 per cent more el ectors per councillor than
the district average respectively. This level of electoral imbalance is projected to be largely
unchanged over the next five years.

69 We have given careful consideration to the evidence and representations received, and note
that our proposal to include part of Blidworth parish in Rainworth ward has not been supported
by local people and groups. In the light of the evidence received at Stage Three, we have been
persuaded to depart from our draft recommendations in this area. We have been persuaded that
Blidworth is a cohesive community and that, while the north of the town has communication
links with Rainworth parish, it does not share strong community ties with Rainworth.

70 Wetherefore propose that Blidworth parish should be wholly represented in asingle district
ward. While we note that this proposal would result in a marginally higher degree of electoral
imbalance, weaccept that Blidworth and Rainworth are separate and sel f-contai ned communities,
and that this proposal would achieve abetter balance between electoral equality and the statutory
criteria than our draft recommendations. We are therefore content to put forward the District
Council’ s Stage One proposal in this area as our final recommendations.

71 However, as discussed previously, we have not been persuaded that Rufford parish should
be included in Edwinstowe ward. We note that this proposal would result in a high degree of
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electoral inequality and, on the evidence received at Stage Three, do not consider that this
proposal would necessarily enjoy ahigher degree of support than our draft recommendations. We
therefore propose confirming our draft recommendation for Bilsthorpe ward as final.

72 Under our final recommendations, Bilsthorpe and Rainworth wards would have 8 per cent
and 9 per cent more electorsper councillor thanthedistrict average respectively, while Blidworth
ward would have 8 per cent fewer electors per councillor than the average. Thislevel of electoral
equality is not projected to change significantly over the next five years, with the number of
electors per councillor in Bilsthorpe, Blidworth and Rainworth wards projected to vary by 8 per
cent, 11 per cent and 4 per cent from the average respectively.

Boughton, Caunton and Sutton-on-Trent wards

73 Caunton and Sutton-on-Trent wards are each represented by one councillor, while Boughton
ward isrepresented by three councillors. Boughton ward comprises part of Operton & Boughton
townand Kirton, Walesby and Wellow parishes. Caunton contains 10 parishes: Carlton-on-Trent,
Caunton, Hockerton, Kersall, Kneesall, Laxton & Moorhouse, M aplebeck, Norwell, Ompton and
Winkburn. Sutton-on-Trent ward comprises the five parishes of Egmanton, Grassthorpe,
Ossington, Sutton-on-Trent and Weston. Under current arrangements, the number of el ectorsper
councillor in Boughton ward varies by 7 per cent less than the average, while Caunton and
Sutton-on-Trent wards have an electoral imbalance of 6 per cent and 3 per cent more than the
district average, based on a council size of 54.

74 At Stage Onethe District Council proposed that a revised Boughton ward should comprise
the parishes of Boughton, Kirton and Wal esby, and be represented by two councillors. It proposed
that the parishes of Bathley, Egmanton, Ossington and Wellow should be combined with the
majority of Caunton ward to form arevised single-member Caunton ward. The District Council
also proposed that the parishes of Carlton-on-Trent and Norwell should be included with
Cromwell parish and the majority of the existing Sutton-on-Trent ward to form arevised Sutton-
on-Trent ward, to berepresented by one councillor. Inaddition, it proposed that Hockerton parish
should be combined with parishes to its east in arevised Muskham ward, as detailed below.

75 TheDistrict Council forwarded correspondencefrom several respondentsregardingthisarea.
Bathley Parish Council and Newark & Retford Conservative Association opposed the District
Council’ sproposal toinclude Bathley parishintherevised Caunton ward, while North Muskham
and South Muskham parish councils proposed that Bathley and Hockerton parishes be retained
in Muskham and Caunton wards respectively.

76 Inour draft recommendations report, we endorsed the District Council’s proposals for this
area, as we considered that they achieved a good balance between electoral equality and the
statutory criteria. We also considered that its proposed Boughton and Sutton-on-Trent wards
achieved arelatively high level of local support. We noted the concerns expressed by the parish
councils of Bathley, North Muskham and South Muskham, together with Newark & Retford
Conservative Association, regarding the inclusion of Bathley parish in the proposed Caunton
ward. However, on the balance of evidence received at Stage One, we were not persuaded that
they offered better alternative el ectoral arrangements, although we stated that wewould welcome
further evidence from local people and groups during Stage Three.
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77 At Stage Three the District Council supported our draft recommendations in this area.
Bathley and North Muskham parish councils, Muskham Playgroup, North Muskham & District
Women's Institute, North Muskham Brownies, North Muskham Local History Society, North
Muskham Methodist Church, North Muskham Parochial Church Council, South Muskham
Parochial Church Council, a petition of 17 signatures and seven local residents argued that
Bathley should not be included in the revised Caunton ward, asit has no shared community ties
with parishes in Caunton ward. They all proposed that Bathley parish should continue to be
included in Muskham ward. Under these proposals, Caunton and Muskham wards would have
9 per cent fewer and 13 per cent more electors per councillor respectively than the district
average. Thislevel of electoral imbalance is projected to be largely unchanged in Caunton ward
over the next five years, while Muskham ward would have 19 per cent fewer electors per
councillor than the average by 2004.

78 We have carefully considered the representations received during the consultation period,
and note that our proposed Boughton and Sutton-on-Trent wards have been broadly supported
at Stage Three, and are content to endorse both of the proposed wards as part of our final
recommendations. However, we note that there has been significant local opposition to our
proposal to include Bathley parish in Caunton ward. We have therefore revisited our initial
proposals and, in the light of the evidence put forward at Stage Three, have been persuaded that
Bathley parish has strong community ties with other parishes in Muskham ward. However, we
consider that the levels of electoral inequality resulting from the proposal to include Bathley in
Muskham ward are not acceptable, and we have therefore considered alternative warding
arrangements in this area.

79 We propose that Bathley parish should be retained in Muskham ward and that, in order to
improve electoral equality, Hockerton parish should continue to form part of Caunton ward as
proposed by North M uskham and South M uskham parish councilsat Stage One. Weconsider that
this proposed modification would achieve a better balance between electoral equality and the
statutory criteriathan our draft recommendation, by better reflecting local ties.

80 Under our final recommendations, Boughton and Sutton-on-Trent wards would have 8 per
cent and 12 per cent moreel ectorsper councillor than thedistrict average respectively, improving
to 1 per cent and 8 per cent more by 2004. Caunton ward would have 3 per cent fewer electors
per councillor than the district average, both now and in five years' time.

Collingham, Meering, Muskham and Winthor pe wards

81 Thewards of Collingham, Meering, Muskham and Winthorpe are situated in the east of the
district, and are each represented by a single councillor. Meering ward contains the 10 parishes
of Besthorpe, Girton, Harby, Meering, North Clifton, South Clifton, South Scarle, Spalford,
Thorney and Wigsley, while Muskham ward comprisesthe seven parishes of Averham, Bathley,
Cromwell, Kelham, North Muskham, South Muskham and Staythorpe. Winthorpe ward
comprisesBarnby-in-the-Willows, Coddington, Holme, Langford and Winthorpe parishes. Under
current arrangements for a 54-member council, the number of electors per councillor in
Collingham, Meering, Muskham and Winthorpe wards varies by 52 per cent, 11 per cent, 14 per
cent and 21 per cent respectively from the district average.
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82 At Stage Onethe District Council proposed that Collingham and Meering wards should be
combined to form a revised two-member Collingham ward. It proposed that the majority of
Muskham ward should be combined with the parishes of Hockerton and Upton to form arevised
single-member Muskham ward. The District Council also proposed transferring Bathley parish
to arevised Caunton ward, and Cromwell parish to arevised Sutton-on-Trent ward, as outlined
previoudly. In addition, it proposed retaining the existing Winthorpe ward.

83 Under the District Council’ s proposals for a 45-member council, the number of electors per
councillor in Muskham ward would vary by 1 per cent from the district average, while the
number of electors per councillor in Collingham and Winthorpe wards would be equal to the
average.

84 Thorney Parish Council supported the retention of the existing Meering ward. The District
Council forwarded asubmissionit had received from Collingham Parish Council, supporting the
District Council’ sproposal to combinetheexisting Collingham and M eering wards. Asindicated
previously, Bathley Parish Council and Newark & Retford Conservative A ssociation opposed the
District Council’ s proposal to include Bathley parish in the revised Caunton ward, while North
Muskham and South Muskham parish councils proposed that Bathley and Hockerton parishes
be retained in Muskham and Caunton wards respectively.

85 In our draft recommendations report, we endorsed the District Council’s proposal for this
area, without modification. We considered that it achieved an improved level of electoral
equality, and would not have an adverse impact on the representation of the interests and
identities of communities. However, asindicated previously, we noted the concern expressed by
Bathley, North Muskham and South Muskham parish councils and Newark & Retford
Conservative Association regarding the proposed M uskham ward. However, we decided that, on
balance, the District Council’ s proposal achieved abetter balance between electoral equality and
the statutory criteria, but stated that we would welcome further evidence from local people and
groups at Stage Three.

86 Inresponseto our draft recommendationsreport, the District Council supported our proposed
Collingham, Muskham and Winthorpe wards. However, as described previously, Bathley and
North Muskham parish councils, Muskham Playgroup, North Muskham & District Women's
Institute, North Muskham Brownies, North Muskham Methodist Church, South Muskham
Parochial Church Council, a petition of 17 signatures and seven local residents argued that
Bathley should continue to form part of Muskham ward.

87 Inaddition, Thorney Parish Council supported the retention of Meering ward. Under these
proposals, the number of electors per councillor in Collingham and Meering wards would each
vary by morethan 20 per cent from the district average both initially and over the next fiveyears.

88 Inview of the representations we received during Stage Three, we have reconsidered our
draft recommendations. We note that our proposed Winthorpe ward would provide a good
bal ance between el ectoral equality and the statutory criteriaand has achieved ameasure of |ocal
support at Stage Three. Wetherefore propose endorsing our draft recommendation for Winthorpe
ward asfinal.
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89 However, our proposal to transfer Bathley parish from Muskham ward has not been broadly
supported by local residents and groups. As indicated previously, we have been persuaded that
Bathley parish has strong community tieswith other parishesin Muskham ward, but we have not
been persuaded that the levels of electoral inequality resulting from the proposal to include
Bathley in Muskham ward are acceptable. We propose therefore that Bathley parish should be
retained in Muskham ward and that, as aconsequence, Hockerton parish should continueto form
part of Caunton ward, as proposed by North Muskham and South Muskham parish councils at
Stage One. We consider that this proposed modification would achieve abetter balance between
electoral equality and the statutory criteriathan our draft recommendation, and therefore propose
endorsing it as our final recommendation.

90 We have aso considered Thorney Parish Council’s proposal to retain Meering ward’'s
existing electoral arrangements. We note that this proposal would provide a high degree of
electoral inequality in both Collingham and Meering wards and, on the balance of the evidence
received at Stage Three, we have not been persuaded that this proposal would better reflect the
interests and identities of communities than our draft recommendations. However, we consider
that our proposed Collingham ward should be renamed Collingham & Meering ward, to better
reflect thenew ward’ sconstituent communities. We understand that the District Council supports
this proposal.

91 Under our final recommendations, Collingham & Meering, Muskham and Winthorpe would
have 2 per cent, 7 per cent and 3 per cent more electorsthan the average for the district. Over the
next five years this level of electoral equality is projected to deteriorate marginally, with
Collingham & Meering, Muskham and Winthorpe wards projected to have electoral imbalances
of 1 per cent, 12 per cent and 6 per cent from the average by 2004.

Newark-on-Trent (five war ds)

92 Thefivewards of Beacon, Bridge, Castle, Devon and Magnus wards cover the Newark-on-
Trent town area. Bridge, Castleand Devon wards are each represented by three councillors, while
Beacon and Magnuswardsare each represented by two councillors. Under current arrangements,
the number of electors per councillor in Beacon and Castle wards vary by 19 per cent and 8 per
cent more than the district average respectively, while Bridge, Devon and Magnus wards have
an electoral imbalance of 7 per cent, 16 per cent and 15 per cent fewer than the average
respectively, based on a council size of 54.

93 At Stage Onethe District Council proposed retaining five wards for the town, but proposed
that it should be represented by 10 councillors, three fewer than at present. It proposed uniting
the commercia centre in Castle ward, with the area bounded by Appleton Gate and the East
Coast Main Line being transferred from Bridge ward to Castle ward. The District Council
proposed revised two-member Beacon and Bridge wards and a revised single-member Magnus
ward. It proposed transferring the part of Byron town council ward to the south of Carlton Road
and west of Bowbridge Road from Magnus ward to a two-member Devon ward. Under the
District Council’s proposal for a 45-member council, the number of electors per councillor in
Beacon, Bridge, Castle, Devon and Magnus wards would vary by 16 per cent, 5 per cent, 8 per
cent, 15 per cent and 18 per cent from the district average respectively.
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94 In our draft recommendation report, we noted that the District Council’s proposals would
result in arelatively high level of electoral inequality in Newark-on-Trent. Under a council size
of 45, Newark-on-Trent merits 10.6 councillors, whereas the District Council proposed that it
should be represented by 10 councillors. We were not persuaded that Newark-on-Trent should
be represented by onefewer councillor thanitisentitled, and wetherefore considered alternative
electoral arrangementsin this area, to facilitate representation by 11 councillors.

95 Our proposal for Newark-on-Trent was substantially based on the District Council’s
submission but utilised anumber of alternativeward boundaries. We proposed that arevised two-
member Beacon ward should comprise Harcourt and Hilltop town wards together with the part
of Ransome town ward to the east of Cross Street and south of Barnby Gate. A revised two-
member Bridge ward should include Bishop Alexander, Fosse and Gilstrap town wardstogether
with the part of Lovers Lane town ward to the east of Appleton Gate and the rest of Ransome
town ward.

96 We proposed that a revised Castle ward should be represented by three councillors and
comprise Lilley & Stone, Ossington and Windsor town wards, together with the part of Lovers
Lane town ward to the west of Appleton Gate. We also considered that a revised two-member
Devon ward should include Cardinal Hindey, St Mary’ s and Sconce town wards, together with
the part of Grangetown ward to thewest of Lindsay Avenue, whiletherest of Grangetown ward
should be included in a two-member Magnus ward which would include the town wards of
Bowbridge, Byron, Clumber and Gopher.

97 Under our draft recommendations for a council size of 46, the number of electors per
councillor in Beacon, Bridge and Castlewardswould vary by 5 per cent, 2 per cent and 9 per cent
fewer than the district average respectively, whilethe number of electors per councillorin Devon
and Magnus wardswould each vary by 4 per cent more than the average respectively. Thislevel
of electoral equality isnot projected to change significantly in Bridge, Devon and Magnuswards
over the next five years, and is expected to improve in Castle ward, with an el ectoral imbalance
of 5 per cent from the average by 2004. However, the number of electorsper councillor in Beacon
ward is projected to vary by 8 per cent more than the average by 2004, due to residential
development.

98 At Stage Three the District Council supported our draft recommendation that Newark-on-
Trent should be represented by 11 councillors and supported our proposed Beacon and Bridge
wards, but put forward boundary modifications to the remaining wards in Newark-on-Trent. It
suggested that Ossington, Sconce and town wards, together with the part of Lovers Lane town
ward to the west of Appleton Gate, the part of Windsor town ward to the south of Boundary
Road, and the part of Lilley & Stone town ward to the west of Albert Street, should be included
inarevised Castle ward, while Devon ward should comprise Cardina Hinsley, Gopher, Grange
and St Mary’ stown wards, as at present. It proposed that arevised Magnus ward should include
Bowbridge, Byron and Clumber town wards, together with the part of Lilley & Stonetown ward
to the east of Albert Street and the part of Windsor town ward to the north of Boundary Road.
Under the District Council’ s proposed modifications, al five wards in Newark-on-Trent would
have an el ectoral imbalance of no morethan 10 per cent from the average, both now and in 2004.
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99 Having carefully considered the representations received at Stage Three, we propose
endorsing our draft recommendations, subject to the modifications put forward by the District
Council at Stage Three. We note that these proposed modifications would provide an equivalent
level of electoral equality to our draft recommendations, while appearing to better reflect the
identitiesand interests of communitiesin the south of thetown. In the absence of any other views
being put forward at Stage Three, we consider that the District Council’ s modifications would
achieve the optimum balance between electoral equality and the statutory criteria.

100 Under our final recommendations, Beacon, Bridge and Castle wardswould have 5 per cent,
2 per cent and 9 per cent fewer electors per councillor than the district average respectively,
Devon and Magnus wards would each have 4 per cent more electors per councillor than the
average. By 2004, Beacon and Bridge wards would each have 8 per cent and 3 per cent more
electorsper councillor than theaverage, while Castle, Devon and Magnuswardswould each have
5 per cent, 5 per cent and 4 per cent fewer electors per councillor than the average.

Southwell East and Southwell West wards

101 Southwell town islocated in the west of the district, and is currently represented by two
two-member wards, Southwell East and Southwell West. Under current arrangements, the
number of electors per councillor in Southwell East and Southwell West wards varies by 5 per
cent more and 18 per cent lessthan the district average respectively (equal to the average and 14
per cent fewer by 2004), based on a council size of 54.

102 At Stage OnetheDistrict Council proposed that Southwell should be divided between three
single-member wards. It proposed that Southwell East ward should comprise“ asubstantial part”
of the main commercial centre, together with the more rural areain the east of the parish, and
would be bounded by the Southwell Trail/Robin Hood Way, Station Road, Lower Kirklington
Road and The Ropewalk. It proposed that Southwell West ward should includethe area bounded
by Kirklington Road, Queen Street, Westgate and Church Street, while Southwell North ward
would comprise the area to the north of the commercial centre. Southwell Town Council
supported the District Council’ s proposals for the town, provided that other wardswere “ treated
in exactly the same way”.

103 Inour draft recommendation report, we considered that the District Council’ s proposal had
merit and endorsed it without modification. Under our draft recommendation for a 46-member
council, thenumber of electorsper councillor in Southwell East, Southwell North and Southwell
West wards would each vary by no more than 2 per cent from the district average respectively.
Thislevel of electoral equality is not projected to change significantly over the next five years.

104 At Stage Threethe District Council supported our proposed district warding arrangements
for Southwell town, while Sherwood Constituency Liberal Democrats and a county councillor
objected to our proposal that Southwell be represented by three single-member wards, and
proposed that the town should be covered by a three-member ward. Under this proposal, the
number of electors per councillor in Southwell ward would be equal to the average both initially
and over the next five years.
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105 In addition, Upton Parish Council proposed that Upton parish should continue to be
represented in a district ward with Southwell, rather than being included in the proposed
Muskham ward, arguing that Upton “has many close links with Southwell” . It suggested that its
proposals would not result in a high degree of electoral imbalance in the proposed Muskham
ward, if we adopted the proposal put forward by several respondents to retain Bathley parish in
Muskham ward.

106 Having carefully considered the representations received, we note that the consensus that
appeared to exist at Stage One regarding warding arrangements in Southwell has not been
maintained. However, we do not consider that we have received sufficient evidence at Stage
Threeto merit departing from our draft recommendations, given the substantially higher electoral
equality which would result, and therefore propose endorsing them as final.

107 Wenote that, inlight of our proposed modification to include Bathley parish in Muskham
ward, as detailed above, Upton Parish Council’s proposal would result in Muskham and
Southwell East wards having 12 per cent fewer and 17 per cent more el ectors per councillor than
the district average respectively. While we note that Upton Parish Council’s proposal would
provide a reasonable level of electoral equality in both these wards, we do not consider that it
would provide better electoral arrangements than our draft recommendations. We consider that
Upton has some community ties with other parishes in Muskham ward, and have not been
persuaded that our draft recommendations would adversely affect the representation of Upton
parish on the District Council.

108 We have considered the proposal put forward by Sherwood Constituency Liberal Democrats
and a county councillor that the whole of Southwell should form a three-member ward. While
we note that their proposal would provide a reasonable level of electoral equality, we have not
been persuaded that thisproposal would better reflect community tiesin Southwell than our draft
recommendations. In particular, we consider that our proposed single-member wards in
Southwell would better reflect the interests and identities of the rural areas adjoining Southwell
town, while utilising strong and easily identifiable ward boundaries in the urban area.

109 Inlight of these considerations, we are content to confirm our draft recommendations as
final. Under our final recommendations, Southwell East, Southwell North and Southwell West
wards would have 2 per cent fewer, 2 per cent more and 1 per cent more electors per councillor
than the district average respectively (4 per cent fewer, 1 per cent fewer and 4 per cent more by
2004).

Dover Beck, Lowdham and Trent wards

110 Dover Beck, Lowdham and Trent wardsform thedistrict’ s southern boundary with Gedling
and Rushcliffe boroughs. All three wards are each represented by one councillor. Dover Beck
contains the six parishes of Bulcote, Caythorpe, Epperstone, Gonalston, Gunthorpe and
Hoveringham, while Lowdham ward comprisesthe parish of the samename. Trent ward contains
Bleashy, Fiskerton-cum-Morton, Rolleston and Thurgarton parishes. Under current arrangements
for acouncil sizeof 54, the number of electorsper councillor in Dover Beck, Lowdham and Trent
wards varies by 14 per cent, 22 per cent and 16 per cent more than the district average
respectively.
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111 At Stage OnetheDistrict Council proposed retaining the existing Trent ward, and proposed
combining Dover Beck and Lowdham wardsto form a revised two-member Lowdham ward. It
also forwarded submissionsthat it received from parish councilsin thisarea, and we understand
that Lowdham Parish Council and alocal resident objected to the District Council’ s proposed
Lowdham ward, while Fiskerton-cum-Morton and Thurgarton parish councils supported the
District Council’s proposal for Trent ward.

112 Inour draft recommendation report, we adopted the District Council’ sproposal for thisarea
without modification aswe were content that it would provide agood balance between electoral
equality and the representation of the interests and identities of communities. In addition, we
noted that its proposed Trent ward enjoyed a measure of local support, while we were not
persuaded that the proposal put forward by Lowdham Parish Council and alocal resident toretain
the existing Dover Beck and Lowdham wardswoul d achieve better el ectoral arrangements, given
the continuing high electoral equality which would result.

113 Inresponse to our draft recommendations, the District Council supported our proposed
Lowdham and Trent wards, while Thurgarton Parish Council supported our draft
recommendation to retain the existing Trent ward. However, Lowdham Parish Council reiterated
its view that Dover Beck and Lowdham wards should be retained.

114 After giving careful consideration to the representations received, we note that our draft
recommendations in this area have a degree of local support. We remain content that our
proposed Lowdham and Trent wards achieve agood balance between el ectoral equality and the
statutory criteria, and propose endorsing them as our fina recommendations without
modification. We have considered Lowdham Parish Council’s proposal to retain the existing
Dover Beck and Lowdham wards but, asindicated in our draft recommendationsreport, note that
it would result in higher levels of electoral imbalances while not providing asignificantly better
representation of the interests and identities of communities in the proposed Lowdham ward.

115 Under our fina recommendations, Lowdham and Trent wards would have equal to the
averageand 2 per cent fewer electors per councillor than the district average (3 per cent and 1 per
cent fewer by 2004).

Bullpit Pinfold, Elston, Farndon and Milton L owfield wards

116 Bullpit Pinfold and Milton Lowfield are each represented by two councillors, and cover
Balderton parish. Elston, represented by one councillor, contains the nine parishes of Alverton,
Cotham, East Stoke, Elston, Hawton, Kilvington, Staunton, Syerston and Thorpe. Farndon ward
is also represented by one councillor and covers the parish of the same name. Under existing
arrangements, the number of electors per councillor in Bullpit Pinfold, Farndon and Milton
Lowfield wards varies by 22 per cent, 28 per cent and 36 per cent more than the district average
respectively, while Elston ward has an electoral imbalance of 32 per cent less than the average.

117 Thishigh level of electoral inequality is projected to be largely unchanged in Elston and

Milton Lowfield wards over the next five years. However, the number of electors per councillor
in Bullpit Pinfold ward is projected to deteriorate significantly over the next five years, with an
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electoral imbalance of 50 per cent by 2004, while the level of electoral imbalance in Farndon
ward is projected to improve, with an electoral imbalance of 21 per cent from the average by
2004.

118 At Stage Onethe District Council proposed that Balderton parish should be represented by
three wards. The area to the east of London Road together with the area north of Grove Street
would form a new Balderton North ward; the area to the west of London Road and to the south
of Grove Street would form a new Balderton West ward, and the area of the former Balderton
Hospital site would be combined with Elston and Farndon wards to form arevised two-member
ward. The District Council forwarded a submission from Baderton Parish Council, which
opposed the District Council’ s proposal to include the Balderton Hospital sitein award with the
existing Elston and Farndon wards.

119 Inour draft recommendations report, we noted that while the District Council’ s proposal
would result in ahigh level of electoral imbalance in Farndon ward, we consider that a degree
of imbalance is unavoidable, given the development of the former Balderton Hospital site. We
were content to adopt the District Council’s proposal without modification as our draft
recommendations in this area. We noted the concern expressed by Balderton Parish Council
regarding the proposed warding arrangements in this area, but were not persuaded that the
hospital site shared strong links with the rest of Balderton parish, and noted that no alternative
electoral arrangements had been submitted.

120 Under our draft recommendation for a council size of 46, the number of electors per
councillor in Balderton North and Farndon wards would vary by 1 per cent and 14 per cent less
than the district average respectively, while the number of electors per councillor in Balderton
West ward would vary by 18 per cent more than the average. However, as indicated above, this
level of electoral imbalance would improve over the next five years. By 2004, the number of
electors per councillor in Balderton North and Balderton West wards is each projected to vary
by no more than 10 per cent, while the number of electors per councillor in Farndon ward would
vary by 13 per cent morethanthe average, duetothehighlevel of residential development within
the ward.

121 At Stage Three the District Council supported our draft recommendations in this area.
Balderton Parish Council argued that Balderton should be united in asingle district ward, stating
that our proposed warding arrangements could “ cause confusion” and thereby reduce the number
of residents voting in local government elections.

122 1n 1999, we note that under a council size of 46, Balderton parish would merit 4.4 district
councillors and, by 2004, Balderton would merit 4.8 councillors. Under Balderton Parish
Council’ s proposal, assuming a ward represented by four councillors, Balderton and Farndon
wardswould have 10 per cent moreand 17 per cent fewer el ectors per councillor than the average
respectively. By 2004, both wards would each have an electoral imbalance of 20 per cent from
the average. Alternatively, if Balderton was represented by five councillors, the number of
electorsper councillor in Balderton and Farndon wardswould vary by 10 per cent and 15 per cent
fewer than the average respectively. By 2004, Balderton and Farndon wards would have 2 per
cent and 18 per cent fewer electors per councillor than the average respectively.
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123 We have carefully considered the representations received. We have not been persuaded
that Balderton should be wholly included in asingle district ward. This proposal would result a
four- or five- member ward covering Balderton and, as stated in our Guidance, we consider that
the number of councillorsto be returned from each ward should not exceed three, other thanin
very exceptional circumstances because numbers in excess of three could result in an
unacceptable dilution of accountability to the electorate. We do not consider that there is
sufficient evidence to persuade us that Balderton Parish Council’s proposal isjustified.

124 Furthermore, we note that its proposal would provide a high degree of electoral inequality
in Farndon ward, which we do not consider is justifiable, as an alternative is available. In
addition, asdiscussed in our draft recommendations report, we have not been persuaded that the
residential development being built on the site of the former Balderton Hospital will necessarily
share strong links with the rest of Balderton parish, while we do not consider that representing
the rest of Balderton parish in two two-member wards would adversely affect the interests and
identities of communities to a significant degree.

125 We are therefore confirming our draft recommendations for Balderton North, Balderton
West and Farndon wards as final.

Electoral Cycle

126 At Stage One we received no proposals in relation to the electoral cycle of the district.
Accordingly, we made no recommendation for change to the present system of whole-council
electionsevery four years. At Stage Threethe District Council and the County Council supported
our draft recommendation to retain the existing electoral cycle, and we are content to confirm our
draft recommendation as final.

Conclusions

127 Having considered carefully all therepresentationsand evidencereceived in responseto our
consultation report, we have decided substantially to endorse our draft recommendations, subject
to the following amendments:

. in Newark-on-Trent, the boundaries of three wards should be modified to better
reflect the interests and identities of communities in the town;

. Blidworth ward should be coterminous with the boundaries of Blidworth parish,
and the ward should be represented by two councillors;

. the boundary between our proposed Caunton and Muskham wards should be
modified, sothat Bathley parish can continueto berepresented in Muskhamward.
In order to improve electoral equality in both wards, we propose that Hockerton
parish should be transferred from the proposed Muskham ward to the proposed
Caunton ward,

. our proposed Collingham ward should be renamed Collingham & Meering ward.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMISSION FOR ENGLAND 27



128 We conclude that, in Newark & Sherwood:

. there should be areduction in council size from 54 to 46;

. there should be 26 wards, four fewer than at present;

. the boundaries of 26 of the existing wards should be modified;

. the Council should continue to hold whole-council elections every four years.

129 Figure 4 showstheimpact of our final recommendations on electoral equality, comparing
them with the current arrangements, based on 1999 and 2004 el ectorate figures.

Figure 4. Comparison of Current and Recommended Electoral Arrangements

1999 elector ate 2004 forecast electorate
Current Final Current Final
arrangements recommendations arrangements recommendations
Number of councillors 54 46 54 46
Number of wards 30 26 30 26
Average number of electors 1,532 1,798 1,658 1,946
per councillor
Number of wards with a 22 4 20 4
variance more than 10 per
cent from the average
Number of wards with a 9 1 12 1
variance more than 20 per
cent from the average

130 As Figure 4 shows, our recommendations would result in a reduction in the number of
wards with an electoral variance of more than 10 per cent from 22 to four, with al but oneward
varying by less than 20 per cent from the district average. This improved level of electoral
equality would be largely unchanged over the next five years. We conclude that our
recommendations would best meet the need for electoral equality, having regard to the statutory
criteria.

Final Recommendation

Newark & Sherwood District Council should comprise 46 councillors serving 26 wards,
as detailed and named in Figures 1 and 2, and illustrated on Map 2 and at Appendix A.
Elections should continue to be held for the whole council every four years.
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Parish and Town Council Electoral Arrangements

131 Inundertaking reviews of electoral arrangements, we are required to comply asfar asis
reasonably practicable with the provisions set out in Schedule 11 to the 1972 Act. The Schedule
providesthat if aparishisto bedivided between different borough wards, it must also be divided
into parish wards, so that each parish ward lies wholly within a single ward of the borough.
Accordingly, in our draft recommendations report we proposed consequential changes to the
warding arrangements for the towns of Newark-on-Trent and Southwell, and the parishes of
Balderton, Blidworth and Rainworth to reflect the proposed district wards.

132 Inour draft recommendations report we proposed that Balderton Parish Council should be
represented by 18 councillors, as at present, serving three parish wards. In order to reflect our
suggested district warding arrangements, we proposed that Bal derton North, Balderton South and
Balderton West should return seven, three and eight councillorsrespectively. While we note that
Balderton Parish Council opposed our draft recommendationsfor district warding arrangements
for Balderton, we have not been persuaded to modify our draft warding arrangementsinthisarea,
as detailed above, and therefore confirm our draft recommendations as final.

Final Recommendation

Balderton Parish Council should comprise 18 councillors, asat present, representing three
wards: Balderton North (returning seven councillors), Balderton South (returning three
councillors) and Balderton West (returning eight councillors). The parish ward boundaries
should reflect the proposed district ward boundaries in the area, asillustrated and named
on Map A2 at Appendix A.

133 In our draft recommendations report we proposed that Blidworth parish should continueto
be represented by 11 councillors, but that it be divided into two parish wards. Blidworth North
(returning five councillors) and Blidworth South (returning six councillors). At Stage Threethe
District Council supported our proposed parish warding arrangements in Blidworth, while
opposing our district warding arrangements, as detailed above. We did not receive any further
representati ons about parish warding in Blidworth, and are therefore content to endorse our draft
recommendation without modification.

Final Recommendation

Blidworth Parish Council should comprise 11 councillors, as at present, representing two
wards: Blidworth North (returning five councillors) and Blidworth South (returning six
councillors). The parish ward boundaries are as illustrated and named on Map A3 at

Appendix A.

134 In our draft recommendations report we proposed that Clipstone parish should be
represented by 10 councillors, asat present, and be covered by two parish wards: Kings Clipstone
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(to berepresented by one councillor) and New Clipstone (to be represented by nine councillors).
We noted that our proposed district warding arrangementswould not result in changeto thisarea
and that we were content to put forward this proposal for consultation. At Stage Three a local
residents’ group, A Celebration of Kings Clipstone, supported our proposed parish warding
arrangements. We remain satisfied that our draft recommendationinrelation to this areareflects
the interests and identities of communities, and endorse it as our final recommendation.

Final Recommendation

Clipstone Parish Council should comprise 10 parish councillors, asat present, representing
two wards: Kings Clipstone (returning one councillor) and New Clipstone (returning nine
councillors). The boundary between the two parish wardsisillustrated and named on Map
A4 at Appendix A.

135 Inour draft recommendationsreport we proposed that the town of Newark-on-Trent should
continue to be represented by 18 councillors. However, we suggested that it should be covered
by 16 wards, two fewer than at present, in order to facilitate our draft recommendation for district
warding arrangements in Newark-on-Trent.

136 At Stage Three the District Council put forward a number of modifications to our draft
recommendations in the town, which we propose adopting as our final recommendations. Asa
consequence, we propose further modifications to the boundaries of the proposed Fosse, Lilley
& Stone, Ossington, Sconce and Windsor town wards. In addition, we propose retaining the
townwardsof Cardinal Hinsley, Gopher and Grange, which would all have been modified under
our draft recommendations. We also propose that a new Welbeck town ward should comprise
parts of the existing Fosse, Harcourt and Ransome town wards.

Final Recommendation

Newark-on-Trent Town Council should comprise 18 parish councillors, as at present,
representing 18 wards: Bishop Alexander, Bowbridge, Byron, Cardinal Hingley, Clumber,
Fosse, Gilstrap, Gopher, Grange, Harcourt, Hilltop, Lilley & Stone, Lovers Lane,
Ossington, Ransome, St Mary’ s, Sconce and Welbeck (each returning one councillor). The
boundaries between the town wards are as illustrated and named on the large map at the
back of this report.

137 In our draft recommendations report we proposed that the parish of Rainworth should
continue to be represented by 12 councillors. In order to facilitate our proposals for district
warding in the area, we proposed that the parish should be covered by two parish wards:
Rainworth North (to be served by three councillors) and Rainworth South (to be served by nine
councillors).
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138 At Stage Three the District Council supported our draft recommendations for warding
Rainworth parish. As indicated previously, we propose adopting our draft recommendation to
include Rainworth parish in Bilsthorpe and Rainworth district wards, and therefore we propose
endorsing our proposed Rainworth North and Rainworth South parish wards as our final
recommendations.

Final Recommendation
Rainworth Parish Council should comprise 12 parish councillors, asat present, representing
two wards. Rainworth North (returning three councillors) and Rainworth South (returning
nine councillors). The boundary between the two parish wardsisillustrated and named on
Map A5 at Appendix A.

139 In our draft recommendations report we proposed that Southwell town should continue to
be represented by 15 councillors, but be divided into three town wards, one more than at present.
We proposed that Southwell should be represented by revised Southwell East and Southwell
West parish wards and anew Southwell North parish ward, each to be served by five members,
to reflect our proposed district warding arrangements for the town.

140 At Stage Three the District Council supported our draft recommendations, but Sherwood
Constituency Liberal Democrats and a county councillor proposed that Southwell should be
represented in a single district ward. As detailed earlier, we remain content that our draft
recommendations for district warding arrangements in Southwell achieve an optimum balance
between electoral equality and the statutory criteria, and have adopted them as final. As a
consequence, we propose endorsing our proposed town wards.

Final Recommendation

Southwell Town Council should comprise 15 town councillors, asat present, representing
threewards: Southwell East, Southwell North and Southwell West (each to be represented
by five members). The boundary between the three parish wardsisillustrated and named
on Maps A6 and A7 at Appendix A.

141 In our draft recommendations report we proposed that there should be no change to the
electoral cycle of parish and town councilsin the district, and are confirming this asfinal.

Final Recommendation
For parish and town councils, whole-council €l ections should continueto take place every
four years, on the same cycle as that of the District Council.
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Map 2: The Commission’s Final Recommendations for Newark & Sherwood
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6 NEXT STEPS

142 Having completed our review of electoral arrangements in Newark & Sherwood and
submitted our final recommendations to the Secretary of State, we have fulfilled our statutory
obligation under the Local Government Act 1992.

143 It now falls to the Secretary of State to decide whether to give effect to our
recommendations, with or without modification, and to implement them by means of an order.
Such an order will not be made earlier than six weeks from the date that our recommendations
are submitted to the Secretary of State.

144 All further correspondence concerning our recommendations and the matters discussed in
this report should be addressed to:

The Secretary of State

Department of the Environment, Transport and the Regions
Local Government Sponsorship Division

Eland House

Bressenden Place

London SW1E 5DU
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APPENDIX A

Final Recommendations for Newark & Sherwood:
Detailed M apping

The following maps illustrate the Commission’s proposed ward boundaries for the Newark &
Sherwood area.

Map Al illustrates, in outline form, the proposed ward boundaries within the borough and
indicates the areas which are shown in more detail on Map 2 and the large map inserted at the
back of the report.

Map A2 illustrates the proposed warding of Balderton parish.

Map A3 illustrates the proposed warding of Blidworth parish.

Map A4 illustrates the proposed warding of Clipstone parish.

Map A5 illustrates the proposed warding of Rainworth parish.

Maps A6 and A7 illustrate the proposed warding of Southwell town.

The large map inserted in the back of the report illustrates the existing and proposed warding
arrangements for Newark-on-Trent.
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Map Al: Draft Recommendations for Newark & Sherwood: Key Map
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Map A2: Proposed Warding of Balderton Parish
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Map A3: Proposed Warding of Blidworth Parish
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Map A4: Proposed Warding of Clipstone Parish
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Map A5: Proposed Warding of Rainworth Parish
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Map A6: Proposed Warding of Southwell Town
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Map A7: Proposed Warding of Southwell Town
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APPENDIX B

Draft Recommendations
for Newark & Sherwood

Our final recommendations, detailed in Figures1 and 2, differ from those we put forward asdraft
recommendations in respect of nine wards, where our draft proposals are set out below.

Figure B1: The Commission’s Draft Recommendations. Constituent Areas

Ward name

Constituent areas

Beacon (in Newark-on-
Trent)

Harcourt, Hilltop and Ransome wards as proposed of Newark-on-Trent town

Blidworth

Blidworth ward (Blidworth South ward as proposed of Blidworth parish)

Bridge (in Newark-on-
Trent)

Bishop Alexander, Fosse and Gilstrap wards as proposed of Newark-on-Trent town

Castle (in Newark-on-
Trent)

Lilley & Stone, Ossington and Windsor wards as proposed of Newark-on-Trent town

Caunton

Caunton ward (part — the parishes of Caunton, Kersall, Kneesall, Laxton,
Maplebeck, Ompton and Winkburn); Boughton ward (part — Wellow parish);
Muskham ward (part — Bathley parish); Sutton-on-Trent ward (part — the parishes of
Egmanton and Ossington)

Devon (in Newark-on-
Trent)

Cardinal Hindey, St Mary's and Sconce wards as proposed of Newark-on-Trent
town

Magnus (in Newark-on-
Trent)

Bowbridge, Byron, Clumber and Gopher wards as proposed of Newark-on-Trent
town

Muskham Muskham ward (part — the parishes of Averham, Kelham, North Muskham, South
Muskham and Staythorpe); Caunton ward (part — Hockerton parish); Southwell East
ward (part — Upton parish)

Rainworth Rainworth ward (Lindhurst parish and Rainworth South ward as proposed of

Rainworth parish); Blidworth ward (Blidworth North ward as proposed of Blidworth
parish)
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Figure B2: The Commission’ s Draft Recommendations: Number of Councillorsand Electorsby
Ward

Ward name Number Electorate Number of  Variance Electorate Number of Variance
of (1999) electorsper from (2004) electors per from
councillors councillor average councillor average
% %
Beacon (in Newark- 2 3,430 1,715 -5 4,222 2,111 8
on-Trent)
Blidworth 1 1,830 1,830 2 1,887 1,887 -3
Bridge (in Newark- 2 3,510 1,755 -2 4,025 2,013 3
on-Trent)
Castle (in Newark- 3 4,919 1,640 -9 5,520 1,840 -5
on-Trent)
Caunton 1 1,840 1,840 2 1,973 1,973 1
Devon (in Newark- 2 3,740 1,870 4 3,709 1,855 -5
on-Trent)
Magnus (in Newark- 2 3,726 1,863 4 3,718 1,859 -4
on-Trent)
Muskham 1 1,821 1,821 1 2,090 2,090 7
Rainworth 3 5,382 1,794 0 5,605 1,868 -4

Source: Electorate figures are based on information provided by Newark & Sherwood District Council.
Note:  The‘variance fromaverage’ column shows by how far, in percentage terms, the number of electors per

councillor varies from the average for the district. The minus symbol (-) denotes a lower than average
number of electors. Figures have been rounded to the nearest whole number.
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