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Summary
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England is an independent body which
conducts electoral reviews of local authority areas. The broad purpose of an electoral review is to
decide on the appropriate electoral arrangements – the number of councillors and the names,
number and boundaries of wards or divisions – for a specific local authority. Following a request
from Mansfield District Council, the Electoral Commission directed the Boundary Committee for
England to undertake this review with the presumption of single-member electoral wards being
recommended. The review also aims to ensure that the number of voters represented by each
councillor is approximately the same.
The Boundary Committee for England commenced the review in 2009. On 1 April 2010 the Local
Government Boundary Commission for England assumed the functions of the Boundary
Committee and is now conducting the review. It therefore falls to us to complete the work of the
Boundary Committee.
This review has been being conducted as follows:
Stage

Stage starts

Description

One

20 October 2009

Submission of proposals to the Boundary Committee

Two

12 January 2010

Boundary Committee’s analysis and deliberation

Three

26 March 2010

Publication of draft recommendations and consultation on them

Four

14 June 2010

Analysis of submissions received and formulation of final
recommendations

Draft recommendations
The Boundary Committee proposed a council size of 36 members and a pattern of singlemember wards. The draft recommendations were based on the proposals put forward by
Mansfield District Council. However, the Boundary Committee made a significant amendment to
the Council’s proposed Bull Farm & Pleasley Hill ward to improve the electoral variance. In the
remainder of the area it adopted the Council’s proposals, subject to a number of minor
amendments to provide stronger ward boundaries and better reflect local communities.

Submissions received
During Stage Three the Commission received seven representations, with only Mansfield District
Council providing district-wide comments. The Council expressed general support for the
Boundary Committee’s draft recommendations, but objected to its proposals in a number of
areas. Councillors Jelly and Stendall, and Warsop Parish Council, put forward amendments to
the draft recommendations. The remainder of representations received contained general
comments on the review process. All submissions can be viewed on our website, at
www.lgbce.org.uk.
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Analysis and final recommendations
Electorate figures
In the period since the last review of Mansfield District Council (which was completed in 1999)
the electorate has grown by 7.6%. As part of this review Mansfield District Council is predicting
that the electorate will increase by 4.1%, from 82,661 in 2008 to 86,055 in 2015. Although the
Boundary Committee had initial concerns that this level of electorate growth appeared high, it
noted that the electorate in the district grew by 7.6% between 1999 and 2008 (the latest figures
available for this review). It was therefore satisfied that they were the most accurate electorate
figures that can be provided at this time. No comments were received during the review on the
electorate figures and we remain satisfied that they are the best estimates currently available.

General analysis
We have given careful consideration to all the Stage Three submissions received in response to
the draft recommendations and are broadly confirming the draft recommendations as final. We
note Mansfield District Council’s objections to the proposed Bull Farm & Pleasley Hill ward.
However, we do not consider that the Council provided sufficient additional evidence of the
community links in the area to persuade us to move away from the draft recommendations. The
Council also proposed a number of more minor amendments. We were not persuaded to adopt
these, with the exception of the proposals for the boundary between Portland and Carr Bank
wards.
We are adopting the amendment between Brick Kiln and Grange Farm wards put forward by
Councillors Jelly and Stendall. Our final recommendations for Mansfield are for 36 single-member
wards and take into account the submissions received throughout the review.

What happens next?
We have now completed the review of electoral arrangements for Mansfield. The changes we
have proposed must be approved by Parliament. A draft Order – the legal document which brings
into force our recommendations – will be laid in Parliament. Parliament can either accept or reject
our recommendations. If accepted, the new electoral arrangements will come into force at the
next elections for Mansfield District Council, in May 2011.
We are grateful to all those organisations and individuals who have contributed to the review
through expressing their views and advice. The full report is available to download at
www.lgbce.org.uk.
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1

Introduction

1
Mansfield District Council made a request to the Electoral Commission to direct the
Boundary Committee to undertake an electoral review of the district, with a presumption of
recommending single-member wards. On 11 December 2008 the Electoral Commission agreed
to this request. The review commenced on 4 August 2009. The Boundary Committee wrote to
Mansfield District Council and Warsop Parish Council together with other interested parties,
inviting the submission of proposals on the most appropriate number of councillors for Mansfield
(this is referred to as ‘council size’ throughout this report). The Boundary Committee used the
submissions it received to inform its decision on council size. On 20 October 2009 it announced
that it was minded to recommend a 36-member council (plus the elected Mayor), and invited the
submission of proposals on the warding arrangements for Mansfield based on 36 councillors. The
submissions received during these stages of the review informed the Boundary Committee’s
Draft recommendations on the new electoral arrangements for Mansfield, which was published
on 26 March 2010. It then undertook a further 12-week period of consultation which ended on 14
June 2010.
2
On 1 April 2010, the Local Government Boundary Commission for England (LGBCE)
assumed the functions of the Boundary Committee. We have now reconsidered the draft
recommendations in the light of the further evidence received.

What is an electoral review?
3
The main aim of an electoral review is to try to ensure ‘electoral equality’, which means
that all councillors in a single authority represent approximately the same number of electors. Our
objective is to make recommendations that will improve electoral equality, while also trying to
reflect communities in the area and provide for effective and convenient local government.
4
Our three main considerations – equalising the number of electors each councillor
represents; reflecting community identities and interests; and providing for effective and
convenient local government – are set out in legislation1 and our task is to strike the best balance
between them when making our recommendations.
5
Our powers, as well as the guidance we have provided for electoral reviews and further
information on the review process, can be found on our website at www.lgbce.org.uk.

Why are we conducting a review in Mansfield?
6
The Local Government and Public Involvement in Health Act 2007 (LGPIH Act) allows a
local authority that holds whole-council elections every four years to request an electoral review
with the presumption of delivering single-member wards. Prior to the establishment of the
LGBCE, requests were made to the Electoral Commission to direct the Boundary Committee to
conduct an electoral review. Following the LGBCE assuming the functions of the Boundary
Committee, we are now conducting the review. It therefore falls to us to complete the work of the
Boundary Committee.
7
The legislation makes clear that, when conducting such a review, the Commission must
continue to have regard to the statutory criteria that governs all electoral reviews, outlined in
chapter two. This, in effect, means that the Commission is not required to recommend singlemember wards or divisions if to do so would conflict with the statutory criteria.
1

Schedule 2 to the Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009

3
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8
The population of any local authority area is constantly changing, with inward or outward
migration, as well as people moving between different areas within the same authority. This is
particularly the case where areas are subject to major growth or regeneration initiatives. As a
result of these changes in population, the levels of electoral fairness change, with some
councillors representing considerably more – or fewer – electors than their colleagues. Our
recommendations aim to achieve good levels of electoral fairness across the district, by trying to
ensure that each councillor represents as nearly as possible the same number of electors.

How will our recommendations affect you?
9
Our recommendations will determine how many councillors will serve on Mansfield District
Council. They will also determine which ward you vote in, which other communities are in that
ward and, in some instances, which parish or town council wards you vote in. Your ward name
may change, as may the names of parish or town council wards in the area. If you live in a
parish, the name or boundaries of that parish will not change.

What is the Local Government Boundary Commission for England?
10
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England is an independent body set up
by Parliament under the Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009. It
is responsible for conducting electoral reviews of local authorities, among other things.
Members of the Commission are:
Max Caller CBE (Chair)
Dr Peter Knight CBE DL (Deputy Chair)
Jane Earl
Joan Jones CBE
Professor Colin Mellors
Chief Executive: Alan Cogbill
Director of Reviews: Archie Gall
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2 Analysis and final recommendations
11
We have now finalised our recommendations on the new electoral arrangements for
Mansfield.
12
Our prime aim when recommending new electoral arrangements for Mansfield is to
achieve a level of electoral fairness – that is, each elector’s vote being worth the same as
another’s. In doing so we must have regard to the Local Democracy, Economic Development and
Construction Act 20092 with the need to:
■
■
■

secure effective and convenient local government
provide for equality of representation
reflect the identities and interests of local communities, in particular
- the desirability of arriving at boundaries that are easily identifiable
- the desirability of fixing boundaries so as not to break any local ties

13
Legislation also requires that our recommendations are not based solely on the existing
number of electors in an area, but reflect estimated changes in the number and distribution of
electors likely to take place over a five-year period from the end of the review. We must also try to
recommend strong, clearly identifiable boundaries for the wards we put forward.
14
The achievement of absolute electoral fairness is unlikely to be attainable and there must
be a degree of flexibility. However, our approach is to keep variances in the number of electors
each councillor represents to a minimum. We therefore recommend strongly that, in formulating
proposals for us to consider, local authorities and other interested parties should also try to keep
variances to a minimum, making adjustments to reflect relevant factors such as community
identity and interests. We aim to recommend a scheme which provides improved electoral
fairness over a five-year period.
15
Our recommendations cannot affect the external boundaries of Mansfield or the external
boundaries or names of parish or town councils, or result in changes to postcodes. Nor is there
any evidence that our recommendations will have an adverse effect on local taxes, house prices,
or car and house insurance premiums. Our proposals do not take account of parliamentary
constituency boundaries and we are not, therefore, able to take into account any representations
which are based on these issues.

Submissions received
16
Prior to and during the initial stages of the review, members and officers of the Boundary
Committee visited Mansfield and met with officers and members. The Boundary Committee was
grateful to all concerned for their co-operation and assistance. The Boundary Committee
received four representations during its initial consultation on council size, and a further four
representations during Stage One.
17
During Stage Three the Commission received seven representations, with only Mansfield
District Council providing district-wide comments. The Council expressed general support for the
Committee’s draft recommendations, but objected to its proposals in a number of areas. Of the
remaining representations, only those from Councillors Jelly and Stendall and from Warsop
Parish Council provided substantive comments on the draft recommendations. The remainder put
forward general comments on the review process. All the submissions received during all stages
of the review may be inspected at our offices and those of Mansfield District Council. All
representations received can also be viewed on our website at www.lgbce.org.uk.
2

Schedule 2 to the Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009
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Electorate figures
18
Mansfield had 82,661 electors prior to the start of the review (December 2008 electoral
register). In its initial electoral forecasts Mansfield District Council predicted that the electorate
would grow by 3% to 85,161. The Boundary Committee considered the Council’s forecast figures
and noted that it was predicting the growth to be spread evenly across the district. The Boundary
Committee had concerns that this did not accurately reflect the pattern of growth on the ground
and queried these assumptions with Council officers who acknowledged that they had divided the
growth pro rata across the existing wards. The Boundary Committee requested a more detailed
methodology, including the proposed development in each ward.
19
The Council submitted a revised methodology, including the number of residential planning
permissions granted in each ward. It argued that there would be a 73% completion rate by 2013,
with occupancy at an average of 1.7 electors per property. As a result, the Council’s electorate
forecast for the district actually increased to 85,675, representing a 3.7% growth rate by 2013.
The Boundary Committee noted that under its revised forecast, growth ranged from 0.2% to 17%
across the wards.
20
The Boundary Committee also had concerns about whether a rate of 3.7% growth would
be realised. However, it noted that since the commencement of the last electoral review of
Mansfield in 1999 the electorate has grown over this rate, with a 7.6% increase over nine years.
The Boundary Committee acknowledged that electorate projections are not an exact science.
While it had some concerns about the level of electorate growth the Council was forecasting,
having challenged the Council on its assumptions the Committee considered these to be the best
forecasts presently available.
21
Following recent changes in legislation, we are required to have regard to a five-year
forecast from the date of the publication of our final recommendations. We therefore requested
that the Council provide a further electorate forecast for 2015. Having considered the Council’s
revised 2015 projected electoral forecast of 86,055, we remain satisfied that our final
recommendations will provide for good electoral equality, strong boundaries and reflect
community identities. We have therefore used the forecast as the basis of our final
recommendations.
22
At Stage Three a local resident questioned electorate forecasts, arguing that there would
be greater growth than the Council predicted. The Commission notes the concerns of the local
resident, but following the Council’s submission of further electoral forecasts for 2015, considers
that the Council’s methodology remains the best available.

Council size
23
Mansfield District Council presently has 47 members and a directly elected Mayor. At the
beginning of the electoral review, the Boundary Committee consulted locally on the most
appropriate number of councillors (council size) for the authority and received four submissions.
Mayor Egginton proposed a 36-member council, while the Council proposed a 39-member
council (both proposals were for ward councillors only and did not include the elected Mayor).
24
The Boundary Committee noted the consensus between the Mayor and the Council over
the number of non-executive members required to hold the executive to account. It considered
that there was good evidence to support the proposal for 30 non-executive members.

6
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25
However, the Boundary Committee also noted that the Council and the Mayor disagreed
on the number of executive members required to serve on the Council. While it considered that
neither party provided particularly compelling evidence to support its proposed number of
executive members, it noted Mayor Egginton’s argument that the Council currently operates
effectively with six executive members.
26
The Boundary Committee took the view that it is the Mayor’s remit to determine the size of
the executive and noted his stated intention of having six members. Therefore, in accepting the
argument for 30 non-executive members it had to consider whether those 30 members would
provide sufficient capacity for increasing the size of the executive, should a successor Mayor
wish to have a larger cabinet. The Boundary Committee concluded that a non-executive base of
30 members would provide sufficient scope for future increases. It therefore recommended a
council of 36 members.

Electoral fairness
27
The prime aim of an electoral review is to achieve electoral fairness within a local
authority. Electoral fairness is a fundamental democratic principle, by which each elector in a
local authority has a vote of equal weight. Our aim is to make recommendations to provide for
electoral fairness, reflect communities in the area, and provide for effective and convenient local
government.
28
In seeking to achieve electoral fairness, we calculate the average number of electors per
councillor. The authority average is calculated by dividing the total electorate of the district
(82,661 in December 2008 and 85,675 by December 2013) by the total number of councillors
representing them on the council, 36 under our draft recommendations. Therefore, the average
number of electors per councillor under our draft recommendations was 2,296 in 2008 and will be
2,380 by 2013. By 2015, the electorate is forecast to rise further to 86,055, with the average
number of electors per councillor increasing to 2,390.
29
Under our final recommendations, there will be no wards in which the number of electors
per councillor will vary by more than 13% from the average across the district by 2015. Overall,
we believe that we have achieved very good levels of electoral fairness under our draft
recommendations for Mansfield.

General analysis
30
During Stage One, the Boundary Committee received four submissions, with only the
Council providing a district-wide proposal. The three other submissions did not contain any
substantive proposals. The Council put forward proposals for 36 single-member wards. Thirty-five
of these wards would have variances of less than 10% by 2013, while the Bull Farm & Pleasley
Hill ward would have 20% more electors than the district average. In addition, the Council stated
that it had sought not to breach the county division boundaries, seeking to maintain their
coterminosity with the ward boundaries.
31
The Boundary Committee noted that the Council’s proposals generally secured good
levels of electoral equality, but had concerns over the poor electoral equality in the Council’s Bull
Farm & Pleasley Hill ward. The Boundary Committee did not consider that the Council had put
forward sufficient evidence to justify this poor level of electoral equality. It therefore proposed an
amendment to the boundary of the Council’s Bull Farm & Pleasley Hill to reduce the Council’s
proposed 20% variance to 14% from the district average.
7
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32
The Boundary Committee also noted the Council’s preference for retaining coterminosity
with the county divisions. While the Boundary Committee sought to reflect this preference while
having regard to the statutory criteria, there were a number of instances where the need to
secure good electoral equality or reflect the identities and interests of local communities
outweighed the desirability of retaining coterminosity with county divisions. The Boundary
Committee therefore departed from the division boundary between Bull Farm & Pleasley Hill and
Sherwood wards to secure improved electoral equality and between Yeoman Hill and Carr Bank
wards in order to reflect local communities.
33
In the remainder of the district, the Boundary Committee based its draft recommendations
on the Council’s proposals. However, it made a number of minor amendments to the Council’s
proposals to provide stronger ward boundaries.
34
At Stage Three we received seven representations, with only Mansfield District Council
providing district-wide comments. The Council expressed general support for the Boundary
Committee’s draft recommendations, but opposed its proposals in a number of areas. Of the
remaining representations, only those from Councillors Jelly and Stendall and Warsop Parish
Council provided substantive comments on the draft recommendations. The remainder put
forward general comments on the review process or issues such as coterminosity between ward
and division boundaries.
35
The Council objected to the proposed Bull Farm & Pleasley Hill ward and restated support
for its Stage One proposal, providing some additional evidence of community links. It also
objected to the Committee’s amendments to the boundaries between Park Hall and Woodhouse
wards and Racecourse and Carr Bank wards. Councillors Jelly and Stendall proposed an
amendment between Brick Kiln and Grange Farm wards.
36
We note the comments put forward in response to the draft recommendations and are
making limited amendments as a result. These are discussed in more detail subsequently in this
report. Our final recommendations are for a pattern of 36 single-member wards. We believe our
proposals provide good electoral equality while seeking to reflect community identities and
interests where we have received such evidence.

Electoral arrangements
37
This section of the report details the submissions received, our consideration of them, and
our final recommendations for each area of Mansfield. The following areas are considered in turn:
■
■
■
■
■

North Mansfield and Woodhouse (page 8)
South Mansfield (page 10)
East Mansfield (page 10)
West Mansfield (page 11)
Warsop (page 12)

North Mansfield and Woodhouse
38
In its Stage One proposal the Council put forward proposals for eight single-member
wards for the north Mansfield and Woodhouse area. Its proposed Hornby, Manor, Park Hall,
Peafields, Sherwood, Woodhouse, Woodlands and Yeoman Hill wards would have 8% fewer, 6%
more, 6% more, 3% more, 5% fewer, 0%, 2% fewer and 1% more electors than the district
average by 2015, respectively.
8

Quark file_Layout 1 13/09/2010 12:13 Page 9

39
The Boundary Committee gave careful consideration to the Council’s proposals for this
area, paying particular attention to a number of the boundaries between wards. As a result,
following a tour of the area, the Boundary Committee proposed a number of amendments to the
boundaries of the Council’s proposals. These included amendments to the boundaries between
the Yeoman Hill and Woodlands wards and Yeoman Hill and Carr bank wards. It considered that
these amendments provided stronger ward boundaries, while acknowledging that they breached
a number of county divisions, which ran counter to the Council’s preference. However, as stated
in the draft recommendations, the need to reflect the other statutory criteria – in this instance
most notably to use boundaries that are easily identifiable – outweighs considerations relating to
coterminosity between wards and county divisions.
40
The draft recommendations also proposed amendments to the boundaries between the
Council’s proposed Sherwood and Woodhouse wards and Woodhouse and Park Hall wards.
These amendments were made to provide stronger ward boundaries. Finally, the draft
recommendations also proposed an amendment to Sherwood ward and its boundary with Bull
Farm & Pleasley Hill ward.
41
At Stage Three the Council expressed support for some of the draft recommendations and
opposition to others for this area. It objected to the boundary between Yeoman Hill and
Woodlands wards. However, the Commission noted that the Council’s arguments seemed to
contradict its objection. Following discussions, the Council acknowledged that the draft
recommendations actually reflected its favoured position.
42
The Council expressed support for the boundary between Sherwood and Woodhouse
wards. However, it objected to the proposal to transfer part of Woodhouse ward to Park Hall,
arguing that local councillors and residents consider that the electors do not ‘identify themselves
with Park Hall’. The Council also objected to the boundary between Bull Farm & Pleasley Hill and
Sherwood wards (this is discussed in detail in the paragraphs 61–66, below). It expressed
general support for the remaining wards in this area.
43

We did not receive any other comments on the wards in this area.

44
We have given careful consideration to the evidence received. We note the Council’s
objection to the proposal to transfer part of Woodhouse ward to Park Hall ward. Retaining the
Northfield Park and Northfield Lane area in the Woodhouse ward would improve electoral
equality in Park Hall from 10% more electors to 6% more by 2015, but worsen it in Woodhouse
from 1% fewer electors to 3% more. On balance, we do not consider that the Council provided
strong evidence for the retention of this area in the Woodhouse ward. We are therefore
confirming the draft recommendations for these wards as final.
45
We note the Council’s objections to the boundary between Sherwood and Bull Farm &
Pleasley Hill wards. However, we do not consider that the Council provided sufficient evidence to
persuade us to move away from this and are therefore confirming the draft recommendations as
final (this is discussed in detail in the paragraphs 61–66 below).
46
In the remainder of the area, we note the general support for the draft recommendations
and are therefore confirming them as final. Table C1 (on pages 27-29) provides details of the
electoral variances of our draft recommendations for this area. Our final recommendations are
shown on maps 1, 3 and 4 accompanying this report.

9
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South Mansfield
47
In its Stage One proposal the Council put forward proposals for nine single-member wards
for the South Mansfield area. Its proposed Berry Hill, Carr Bank, Eakring, Kings Walk, Newgate,
Oakham, Portland, Racecourse and Sandhurst wards would have 5% fewer, 7% fewer, 6% fewer,
7% fewer, 2% fewer, 7% fewer, 2% fewer, 0% and 5% fewer electors than the district average by
2015, respectively.
48
As stated above, the Boundary Committee proposed a minor amendment to the proposed
boundary between Carr Bank and Yeoman Hill wards to provide a stronger boundary. It proposed
a further amendment to the Council’s Carr Bank ward, transferring the Linnet Drive area from
Racecourse ward to Carr Bank ward. While the Boundary Committee acknowledged that this ran
contrary to the Council’s own consultation, it also noted that it improved electoral equality and
therefore adopted it as part of its draft recommendations. The Boundary Committee did not
propose any other amendments to the Council’s proposals.
49
At Stage Three the Council objected to the Committee’s proposal to transfer the Linnet
drive Drive area of the Racecourse ward to the Carr Bank ward, stating that this went against the
views of local people, as expressed in local consultations. The Council also requested that the
Rainers Field area should be transferred from the Portland ward to the Carr Bank ward, arguing
that the area acts as a link in the existing Ravensdale ward. It said that this amendment would
not affect any electors. We did not receive any other comments on the draft recommendations for
this area.
50
We have given careful consideration to the evidence received. We note that retaining the
Linnet Drive area in the Racecourse ward would worsen electoral equality in Carr Bank from 3%
fewer electors to 10% fewer in 2015, while improving it in Racecourse from 7% fewer to equal to
the average. Although this amendment would both improve and worsen electoral equality, we do
not consider that the Council has provided sufficient evidence of the community links between
these areas to warrant us making a modification to the draft recommendations. We consider that
the draft recommendations use strong boundaries in this area and, in the absence of persuasive
evidence of community linkages, have decided to confirm them as final.
51
We also note the Council’s proposal for the Rainers Field area and the argument that it
acts as a link between communities with the existing Ravensdale ward. We also note that it does
not affect any electors. Given that it has no impact on electoral equality and uses strong
boundaries, we are adopting this amendment as part of our final recommendations.
52
In the remainder of the area, given the lack of objections to the draft recommendations we
are recommending the remaining wards as final. Table C1 (on pages 27–-29) provides details of
the electoral variances of our final recommendations for this area. Our final recommendations are
shown on maps 1, 3 and 4 accompanying this report.

East Mansfield
53
In its Stage One proposal the Council put forward proposals for eight single-member
wards in the East Mansfield area. Its proposed Holly, Kingsway, Lindhurst, Ling Forest, Maun
Valley, Newlands, Oak Tree and Ransom Wood wards would have 6% more, 2% fewer, 6%
fewer, 6% fewer, 8% more, 9% more, 10% fewer and 7% fewer electors than the district average
by 2015, respectively.

10
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54
The Boundary Committee’s draft recommendations noted that the Council provided limited
discussion of the wards in this area. However, in the absence of any other any specific comments
about these wards from the other respondents, it adopted the Council’s proposals without
amendment. The Boundary Committee considered that the Council’s proposals secured good
electoral equality and used strong boundaries.
55
At Stage Three the Council expressed general support for the draft recommendations in
this area. We did not receive any other comments. Given the good levels of electoral equality we
are confirming them as final. Table C1 (on pages 27-29) provides details of the electoral
variances of our draft recommendations for this area. Our final recommendations are shown on
maps 1 and 4 accompanying this report.

West Mansfield
56
In its Stage One proposal the Council put forward proposals for seven single-member
wards in this area. Its proposed Abbott, Brick Kiln, Broomhill, Bull Farm & Pleasley Hill, Grange
Farm, Ladybrook and Penniment wards would have 3% fewer, 8% more, 4% fewer, 19% more,
6% more, 6% more and 1% fewer electors than the district average by 2015, respectively.
57
The Council acknowledged that its Bull Farm & Pleasley Hill ward would have poor
electoral equality. However, it stated that the ward comprised the three distinct communities of
Pleasley Hill, Radmanthwaite and Bull Farm. It argued that future redevelopment in the area – i.e.
after the five-year forecast period – would see a reduction in the number of electors and therefore
an improvement in electoral equality. It also stated that it had considered proposals for creating a
two-member ward, but had rejected such an approach.
58
The Boundary Committee noted that the Council proposed a Bull Farm & Pleasley Hill
ward with 19% more electors than the district average. It noted the Council’s argument that the
area was likely to be subject to regeneration beyond the five-year forecast period and and which
would result in a reduction in the number of electors and therefore improvement in electoral
equality. However, the timing of the redevelopment went beyond the period the Boundary
Committee could statutorily take into account as part of the review. It was therefore unable to
accept the Council’s argument.
59
The Boundary Committee therefore explored alternative options for this area, including the
creation of a two-member ward. On balance, it considered that the best option would be to
transfer part of the Bull Farm & Pleasley Hill ward to Sherwood ward. While it acknowledged that
there might be objections to this approach, the Boundary Committee considered that it had to
improve electoral equality in the Council’s proposed Bull Farm & Pleasley Hill ward and that this
was the most appropriate area to transfer. As a result, the modified Bull Farm & Pleasley Hill
ward would still have 14% more electors than the district average by 2013, which would be high
for an urban area, but a significant improvement over the level of electoral equality that would
have been achieved under the Council’s proposal.
60
In the remainder of this area the Boundary Committee considered that the Council’s
proposals secured good electoral equality while using good boundaries. It did, however, propose
two minor modifications to the boundaries between Broomhill and Abbott wards and Ladybrook
and Penniment wards to provide stronger ward boundaries. In the remainder of the area it
adopted the Council’s wards as part of its draft recommendations without amendment.

11

Quark file_Layout 1 13/09/2010 12:13 Page 12

61
At Stage Three the Council opposed the Committee’s draft recommendations for the Bull
Farm & Pleasley Hill and Sherwood wards and restated support for its original proposals. It
argued that transferring Oxclose Lane and Cramner Grove would split the Radmanthwaite
community, which identified with Bull Farm & Pleasley Hill and not Sherwood. It also argued that
these areas are not part of the Sherwood Tenants’ & Residents’ Association and would be
separated from Sherwood by an industrial estate.
62
The Council expressed support for the Boundary Committee’s proposed boundaries
between Broomhill and Abbott wards and Ladybrook and Penniment wards. Councillors Jelly and
Stendall proposed an amendment to the boundary between Brick Kiln and Grange Farm wards,
arguing that the boundary should run behind the properties on Skegby Lane. We did not receive
any other comments on the draft recommendations for this area.
63
We have given careful consideration to the evidence received. We note the Council’s
objections to the draft recommendations for Bull Farm & Pleasley Hill ward and preference for its
Stage One proposal. Although we acknowledge the points made about the Sherwood Tenants’ &
Residents’ Association and the proximity of the industrial estate, we do not consider it has
provided sufficient additional evidence to persuade us to support a ward with such poor electoral
equality, with 20% more electors than the district average.
64
We examined the option of retaining Cramner Grove and Oxclose Lane in Bull Farm &
Pleasley Hill ward, but electoral equality would worsen from 14% more electors under our draft
recommendations to 18% more. We do not consider that there is sufficient evidence to adopt a
proposal that secures such poor electoral equality. We acknowledge that these roads are
somewhat separated from Sherwood ward, but noted during our tour of the area that there are
reasonable links along Chesterfield Road North. Indeed, we would point out that the draft
recommendations represented a compromise, allowing a poorer level of electoral equality than is
normally acceptable in an urban area, in order to minimise the impact of the proposed boundary.
We are therefore confirming the draft recommendations for Bull Farm & Pleasley Hill and
Sherwood wards as final.
65
We have also examined the amendment put forward by Councillors Jelly and Stendall to
the boundary between Brick Kiln and Grange Farm wards. We note that this would transfer 77
electors from Brick Kiln ward to Grange Farm ward, improving electoral equality in Brick Kiln ward
from 9% more electors than the district average in 2015 to 5% more, but worsening it in Grange
Farm ward from 7% more electors to 10% more. Although this amendment marginally worsens
electoral equality we consider that it uses a stronger boundary and are therefore adopting this
modification as part of our final recommendations.
66
In the remainder of the area given the general support we are confirming the draft
recommendations as final. Table C1 (on pages 27-29) provides details of the electoral variances
of our draft recommendations for this area. Our final recommendations are shown on maps 1 and
3 accompanying this report.

Warsop
67
In its Stage One proposal the Council allocated the Warsop area four councillors. Its
proposed Market Warsop, Meden, Netherfield and Warsop Carrs wards would have variances of
5%, 3%, 2% and 8% respectively by 2015. It provided limited argument to support its proposed
ward boundaries. The Boundary Committee did not receive any specific comments about these
wards from the other respondents.
12
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68
The Boundary Committee’s draft recommendations noted that the Council’s proposals
secured good electoral equality. However, it also noted that under the Council’s proposals, the
Church Warsop area did not have any direct road access to the remainder of the Warsop Carrs
ward. It therefore amended the boundary between Meden and Warsop Carrs. As a result, Church
Warsop had a direct road link within the Warsop Carrs ward to the remainder of Warsop. It
proposed a further amendment to the boundary between Warsop Carrs and Market Warsop to
improve electoral equality in Warsop Carrs.
69
At Stage Three the Council expressed support for the draft recommendations. Warsop
Parish Council put forward alternate proposals for the Warsop parish area, proposing the
inclusion of an additional district councillor. It also objected to the minor amendment to the
boundary between Market Warsop and Warsop Carrs proposed in the draft recommendations. It
did not provide any other comments on the proposed ward boundaries.
70
We have given careful consideration to the evidence received. We note the Council’s
general support for the draft recommendations. We note Warsop Parish Council’s request for an
additional district councillor. However, the area already has the correct allocation of councillors;
adding an extra councillor to the parish area would significantly worsen electoral equality in
Warsop and across the district. We therefore do not propose adopting this amendment. We also
note the parish council’s objection to the minor amendment between Warsop Carrs and Market
Warsop wards, but note that it did not provide any reason for this objection. Moving away from
this amendment would worsen electoral equality. We are therefore confirming the draft
recommendations as final. Table C1 (on pages 27-29) provides details of the electoral variances
of our draft recommendations for this area. Our final recommendations are shown on maps 1 and
2 accompanying this report.

Conclusions
71
Table 1 shows the impact of our final recommendations on electoral equality, based on
2008 and 2015 electorate figures.
Table 1: Summary of electoral arrangements
Final recommendations
2008

2015

Number of councillors

36

36

Number of wards

36

36

Average number of electors per councillor

2,296

2,390

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

9

1

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

2

0

Final recommendations
Mansfield District Council should comprise 36 councillors serving 36 wards, as detailed and
named in Table C1 and illustrated on the large maps accompanying this report.
13
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Parish electoral arrangements
72
As part of an electoral review, we are required to have regard to the statutory criteria set
out in Schedule 2 to the Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009
(the 2009 Act). The Schedule provides that if a parish is to be divided between different wards it
must also be divided into parish wards, so that each parish ward lies wholly within a single ward.
We cannot recommend changes to the external boundaries of parishes as part of an electoral
review.
73
To meet our obligations under the 2009 Act, we propose consequential parish warding
arrangements for the parish of Warsop.
74
Warsop Parish Council is currently divided into two wards, Birklands and Meden, each
represented by six members. As a result of our proposed electoral ward boundaries and having
regard to the rules set out in Schedule 2 to the Local Democracy, Economic Development and
Construction Act 2009, the draft recommendations proposed revised parish electoral
arrangements for Warsop parish to reflect the proposed ward arrangements in this area. The
draft recommendations contained an error and stated that Market Warsop, Meden, Netherfield
and Warsop Carrs should each return four councillors. Each ward should in fact return three
councillors.
75
At Stage Three, Warsop Parish Council put forward alternate proposals for the district
wards in this area, including the additional ward and councillor. As stated above, we are unable to
add a new ward or councillor as this will worsen electoral equality here and across the district.
We are therefore confirming our draft recommendations as final.
Final recommendation
Warsop Parish Council should comprise 12 councillors, as at present, representing four wards,
each returning three councillors: Market Warsop, Meden, Netherfield and Warsop Carrs. The
proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated and named on Map 2.

14
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3

What happens next?

76
We have now completed our review of electoral arrangements for Mansfield District
Council. The changes we have proposed must be approved by Parliament. An Order – the legal
document which brings into force our recommendations – will be laid in Parliament. Parliament
can either accept or reject our recommendations. If accepted, the new electoral arrangements
will come into force at the next elections for Mansfield District Council in 2011.

15
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4

Mapping

Final recommendations for Mansfield District Council
77
The following maps illustrate our proposed electoral ward boundaries for Mansfield District
Council:
Sheet 1, Map 1 illustrates in outline form the proposed wards for Mansfield District Council.
Sheet 2, Map 2 illustrates the proposed wards in Warsop parish.
Sheet 3, Map 3 illustrates the proposed wards in the west of Mansfield town area.
Sheet 4, Map 4 illustrates the proposed wards in the east of Mansfield town area.

16
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Appendix A
Glossary and abbreviations

AONB (Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty)

A landscape whose distinctive character
and natural beauty are so outstanding that it
is in the nation’s interest to safeguard it

Boundary Committee

The Boundary Committee for England was a
committee of the Electoral Commission,
responsible for undertaking electoral
reviews. The Boundary Committee’s
functions were assumed by the Local
Government Boundary Commission for
England in April 2010

Constituent areas

The geographical areas that make up any
one ward, expressed in parishes or existing
wards, or parts of either

Council size

The number of councillors elected to serve a
council

Electoral Change Order (or Order)

A legal document which implements
changes to the electoral arrangements of a
local authority

Division

A specific area of a county, defined for
electoral, administrative and
representational purposes. Eligible electors
can vote in whichever division they are
registered for the candidate or candidates
they wish to represent them on the county
council

Electoral Commission

An independent body that was set up by the
UK Parliament. Its aim is integrity and public
confidence in the democratic process. It
regulates party and election finance and
sets standards for well-run elections

17
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Electoral fairness

When one elector’s vote is worth the same
as another’s

Electoral imbalance

Where there is a difference between the
number of electors represented by a
councillor and the average for the local
authority

Electorate

People in the authority who are registered to
vote in elections. For the purposes of this
report, we refer specifically to the electorate
for local government elections

Local Government Boundary Commission
for England (or LGBCE)

The Local Government Boundary
Commission for England is responsible for
undertaking electoral reviews. The Local
Government Boundary Commission for
England assumed the functions of the
Boundary Committee for England in April
2010

Multi-member ward or division

A ward or division represented by more than
one councillor and usually not more than
three councillors

National Park

The 12 National Parks in England and
Wales were designated under the National
Parks and Access to the Countryside Act of
1949 and can be found at
www.nationalparks.gov.uk

Number of electors per councillor

The total number of electors in a local
authority divided by the number of
councillors

18
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Over-represented

Where there are fewer electors per
councillor in a ward or division than the
average

Parish

A specific and defined area of land within a
single local authority enclosed within a
parish boundary. There are over 10,000
parishes in England, which provide the first
tier of representation to their local residents

Parish council

A body elected by electors in the parish
which serves and represents the area
defined by the parish boundaries. See also
‘Town Council’

Parish (or Town) Council electoral
arrangements

The total number of councillors on any one
parish or town council; the number, names
and boundaries of parish wards; and the
number of councillors for each ward

Parish ward

A particular area of a parish, defined for
electoral, administrative and
representational purposes. Eligible electors
vote in whichever parish ward they live for
candidate or candidates they wish to
represent them on the parish council

PER (or periodic electoral review)

A review of the electoral arrangements of all
local authorities in England, undertaken
periodically. The last programme of PERs
was undertaken between 1996 and 2004 by
the Boundary Committee for England and its
predecessor, the now-defunct Local
Government Commission for England
19
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Political management arrangements

The Local Government and Public
Involvement in Health Act 2007 enabled
local authorities in England to modernise
their decision making process. Councils
could choose from two broad categories; a
directly elected mayor and cabinet or a
cabinet with a leader

Town Council

A parish council which has been given
ceremonial ‘town’ status. More information
on achieving such status can be found at
www.nalc.gov.uk

Under-represented

Where there are more electors per
councillor in a ward or division than the
average

Variance (or electoral variance)

How far the number of electors per
councillor in a ward or division varies in
percentage terms from the average

Ward

A specific area of a district or borough,
defined for electoral, administrative and
representational purposes. Eligible electors
can vote in whichever ward they are
registered for the candidate or candidates
they wish to represent them on the district or
borough council

20

Quark file_Layout 1 13/09/2010 12:13 Page 21

Appendix B
Code of practice on written consultation
The Cabinet Office’s Code of Practice on Written Consultation (November 2000)
(http://archive.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/servicefirst/2000/consult/code/_consultation.pdf) requires all
government departments and agencies to adhere to certain criteria, set out below, on the conduct
of public consultations. Public bodies, such as the Local Government Boundary Commission for
England, are encouraged to follow the Code.
The Code of Practice applies to consultation documents published after 1 January 2001, which
should reproduce the criteria, give explanations of any departures, and confirm that the criteria
have otherwise been followed.
Table B1: The Local Government Boundary Commission for England’s compliance with
Code criteria
Criteria

Compliance/departure

Timing of consultation should be built into the planning process
for a policy (including legislation) or service from the start, so
that it has the best prospect of improving the proposals
concerned, and so that sufficient time is left for it at each stage.

We comply with this
requirement.

It should be clear who is being consulted, about what questions,
in what timescale and for what purpose.

We comply with this
requirement.

A consultation document should be as simple and concise as
possible. It should include a summary, in two pages at most, of
the main questions it seeks views on. It should make it as easy
as possible for readers to respond, make contact or complain.

We comply with this
requirement.

Documents should be made widely available, with the fullest
use of electronic means (though not to the exclusion of others),
and effectively drawn to the attention of all interested groups
and individuals.
.
Sufficient time should be allowed for considered responses from
all groups with an interest. Twelve weeks should be the
standard minimum period for a consultation

We comply with this
requirement

We consult at the start of the
review and on our draft
recommendations. Our
consultation statges are a
minimum total of 16 weeks.

Responses should be carefully and open-mindedly analysed,
and the results made widely available, with an account of the
views expressed, and reasons for decisions finally taken.

We comply with this
requirement.

Departments should monitor and evaluate consultations,
designating a consultation coordinator who will ensure the
lessons are disseminated.

We comply with this
requirement.
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Abbott

Berry Hill

Brick Kiln

Broomhill

Bull Farm
& Pleasley Hill

Carr Bank

Eakring

Grange Farm

Holly

Hornby

Kings Walk

Kingsway

Ladybrook

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

Ward name

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

Number of
councillors

2,507

2,325

2,108

2,176

2,516

2,547

2,253

2,195

2,694

2,291

2,501

2,211

2,248

Electorate
(2008)

2,507

2,325

2,108

2,176

2,516

2,547

2,253

2,195

2,694

2,291

2,501

2,211

2,248
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9

1

-8

-5

10

11

-2

-4

17

0

9

-4

-2

Number of
electors per Variance from
councillor
average %

Table C1: Final recommendations for Mansfield District Council

Appendix C

2,511

2,348

2,215

2,195

2,537

2,619

2,258

2,334

2,706

2,333

2,512

2,279

2,294

Electorate
(2015)

2,511

2,348

2,215

2,195

2,537

2,619

2,258

2,334

2,706

2,333

2,512

2,279

2,294

Number of
electors per
councillor

5

-2

-7

-8

6

10

-6

-2

13

-2

5

-5

-4

Variance from
average %

Quark file_Layout 1 13/09/2010 12:13 Page 22

Lindhurst

Ling Forest

Manor

Market Warsop

Maun Valley

Meden

Netherfield

Newgate

Newlands

Oak Tree

Oakham

Park Hall

Peafields

Penniment

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

Ward name

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

Number of
councillors

2,386

2,447

2,559

1,952

2,152

2,570

2,283

2,374

2,353

2,195

2,480

2,499

2,231

2,207

Electorate
(2008)

2,386

2,447

2,559

1,952

2,152

2,570

2,283

2,374

2,353

2,195

2,480

2,499

2,231

2,207

23

4

7

11

-15

-6

12

-1

3

2

-4

8

9

-3

-4

Number of
electors per Variance from
councillor
average %

Table C1 (cont.): Final recommendations for Mansfield District Council

2,389

2,457

2,618

2,230

2,158

2,602

2,350

2,438

2,362

2,572

2,549

2,523

2,239

2,254

Electorate
(2015)

2,389

2,457

2,618

2,230

2,158

2,602

2,350

2,438

2,362

2,572

2,549

2,523

2,239

2,254

Number of
electors per
councillor

0

3

10

-7

-10

9

-2

2

-1

8

7

6

-6

-6

Variance from
average %
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-7
-7
-5
-2
9
-1
-6
8
–
–

2,212
2,218
2,271
2,332
2,613
2,368
2,240
2,572
–
2,390

2,212
2,218
2,271
2,332
2,613
2,368
2,240
2,572
86,055
–

-4
-4
-5
-22
-2
1
-14
17
–
–

2,208
2,202
2,179
1,788
2,251
2,325
1,972
2,678
–
2,296

2,208
2,202
2,179
1,788
2,251
2,325
1,972
2,678
82,661
–

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

36

–

Racecourse

Ransom Wood

Sandhurst

Sherwood

Warsop Carrs

Woodhouse

Woodlands

Yeoman Hill

Totals

Averages

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

24

Note: The ‘variance from average’ column shows by how far, in percentage terms, the number of electors per councillor in each electoral
division varies from the average for the county. The minus symbol (-) denotes a lower than average number of electors. Figures have been
rounded to the nearest whole number

Source: Electorate figures are based on information provided by Mansfield District Council.

-2

2,347

2,347

-22

1,798

1,798

Variance from
average %

1

Number of
electors per
councillor

Portland

Electorate
(2008)

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2015)

28

Ward name

Number of
electors per Variance from
average %
councillor
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Appendix D
Additional legislation we have had regard to
Equal opportunities
In preparing this report we have had regard to the general duty set out in Section 71(1) of the
Race Relations Act 1976 and the statutory Code of Practice on the Duty to Promote Race
Equality (Commission for Racial Equality, May 2002), i.e. to have due regard to the need to:
eliminate unlawful racial discrimination
promote equality of opportunity
promote good relations between people of different racial groups

National Parks, Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and the Broads
We have also had regard to:
Section 11A(2) of the National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 1949 (as inserted by
Section 62 of the Environment Act 1995). This states that, in exercising or performing any
functions in relation to, or so as to affect, land in a National Park, any relevant authority shall
have regard to the Park’s purposes. If there is a conflict between those purposes, a relevant
authority shall attach greater weight to the purpose of conserving and enhancing the natural
beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of the Park.
Section 85 of the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000. This states that, in exercising or
performing any functions in relation to, or so as to affect, land in an AONB, a relevant authority
shall have regard to the purpose of the AONB.
Section 17A of the Norfolk and Suffolk Broads Act (as inserted by Section 97 Countryside and
Rights of Way Act 2000). This states that, in exercising or performing any functions in relation to,
or so as to affect, land in the Broads, a relevant authority shall have regard to the purposes of the
Broads.
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The Local Government Boundary Commission for
England
Layden House
76–86 Turnmill Street
London
EC1M 5LG
Tel: 08703 810153
info@lgbce.org.uk
www.lgbce.org.uk
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England (LGBCE) is an
independent body set up by Parliament in April 2010. It is
independent of Government and political parties, and is directly accountable to
Parliament through a committee chaired by the Speaker of the House of
Commons. It is responsible for conducting boundary, electoral and structural
reviews of local government areas.

