Review Officer (Nottingham)
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor Millbank Tower
London
SW1P 4QP

22 February 2018
Dear Review Officer
I would like to comment on your draft recommendations for Nottingham City. I live in the current ward
of Wollaton East and Lenton Abbey and strongly disagree that this ward should be combined with
Dunkirk and Lenton.
Wollaton Park is already combined with Lenton Abbey, with which it has no shared characteristics. To
add Lenton and Dunkirk in too would mean being combined with another area with no shared
characteristics. To say the hospital and university unify the areas is incorrect as I have no dealings with
either on a daily basis. In contrast, Wollaton Park is an area of low‐density housing, access to good
schools, thriving local shops and green spaces. It has a low crime rate. All of these characteristics are
shared with Wollaton West. The solution to the Wollaton wards, I believe, is to combine the Wollaton
Park polling areas and also the Wollaton West areas including University Park and Lenton Abbey.
University Park and Lenton Abbey are more connected with Beeston Town but I think that the next
best connection is with the west of Wollaton along the Vale and Bramcote Lane.
The new arrangements would be:
Polling Districts

Electoral Forecast 2023

Wollaton West

WOWD, WOWE, WLAC, WLAD, WLAE

8,045

Wollaton Park

WLAA, WLAB, WOWA, WOWB, WOWC

7,947

Ward

The new Wollaton West would have a variance of +4.7% and Wollaton Park would have a variance of
+3.4%. Both these variances would provide very good electoral equality and be sustainable into the
future especially as the forecast growth in the electorate for both wards is not expected to increase by
much.
All the areas of these 2 wards have access to Wollaton Park and are mostly situated around the 4 sides
of the Park. Lenton Abbey and University Park have immediate access to the Park from the gatehouse
on the A52, Wollaton Park residents from the Golf Club and Sutton Passeys Crescent, the north east of
Wollaton from Harrow Road and the main entrance and the north west from Park Side. The estate of
Wollaton was developed around the Park and it is our jewel in the crown.

Apart from a handful of houses in Wollaton Village, the vast majority of houses in Wollaton were built
after 1920. This is very unlike Dunkirk and Lenton where most houses are Victorian and Edwardian.
The student residences on University Park were built from the late 1950s‐1970s, so also a later 20th
Century period. University Park, like Wollaton Park, is green, tranquil and open space.
One of the key arguments for keeping these wards together rather than combining with wards with
few or no similarities is the Council’s Area Committee system. Wollaton East and Lenton Abbey and
Wollaton West are in the same Area Committee, known as Area 7. This is the current system for
governing arrangements within the Council and as far as I know, works effectively. The Committee
section is for making decisions, discussing issues common to both wards and making residents
representatives aware of new initiatives and changes.
Dunkirk and Lenton is combined in the Area Committee 4 along with other wards in NG7. Issues which
this area committee discusses frequently include night‐time noise, fly tipping and dirty streets and
houses in multiple occupation. The postal code of NG7 is characterised by being close to the City Centre
and containing large, older housing stock which in many cases is owned by private landlords and rented
to multiple occupants. These issues have nothing in common with Wollaton or Lenton Abbey.
Another key factor why both wards need to be kept together is that all children in area are in the
catchment for Fernwood Secondary School in Wollaton West ward. This includes Lenton Abbey and
Wollaton Park children. It is very unusual in Nottingham for children to be in the catchment for a top‐
achieving school and therefor makes these areas a very popular destination for families to live in. In
contrast, residents in Dunkirk and Lenton have no community school which to apply to. The children
here are forced to apply for schools in Beeston or Chilwell or apply for a faith‐based school.
I look forwards to hearing your final recommendations and trust they reflect community identity and
provide for good governance as well as electoral equality.
Yours sincerely

Miriam Pearman
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To: Local Goverment Boundary Commission
We want the commission to not change the ward boundaries of Nottingham. This
will cause detriment to our existing council through the division of wards.
Signed by 7 people:
Name
Jamahl Peterkin
clive healiss
jeannie thompson
Stewart Halforty
Cat Arnold
Pamela Jones
Philip Broxholme

Postcode

Carlsson-Hyslop, Dan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

julian
14 January 2018 16:13
reviews
Ward boundaries

To whom it may concern
I am writing to express my opinion on the proposed changes ward boundary changes.
I currently live in the Sherwood Ward and hope there won't be any changes. I don't see any benefit in implementing
changes as the current boundary works very well. Why waste money on something that is unnecessary? The same
goes for the surrounding wards that each have their own sense of identity.
I also hope we are represented by more than one councillor representing g our area. If this is reduced it could make
things more difficult especially with representation at committee meetings.
Kind regards,
William Phillips

Sent from my Samsung Galaxy smartphone.
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Nottingham City Council Review - RESPONSE

Name: Millie Pinch
Postcode:
I have recently read your report of draft recommendations for the new boundaries for Nottingham
City Council and wish to make a few comments in support of the Arboretum ward.
Although not originally from Nottingham I have been a student at Nottingham Trent University for
some years now and I have lived in this proposed ward for the entire time that I have been at the
University. As most of my friends at the university also live in this area around the Arboretum itself
I completely agree with your findings stated in paragraphs 53 and 54 of your report – this area is
unique compared to other parts of the city and as mostly students live here I strongly feel that we
would receive much better services and representation from the council if the Arboretum ward
which you have proposed were to be implemented.
As you are no doubt aware the existing Arboretum ward includes Hyson Green, which is very
unusual as the student residential areas are clearly separated from that area by The Forest
Recreation Fields; so your proposed new wards in this general area should identify with those
separate districts much more effectively.
Also, most students obviously live around the City Campus of the University (and the city centre)
so the entire boundary of Arboretum that you have recommended appropriately separates the
area from the Radford; St. Ann’s and Hyson Green communities and this is also much better for
us.
Lastly to further support this it’s worth noting that as students living in the inner city we mostly look
to the city centre for our public services and leisure facilities etc. so we don’t really share any
significant ties with neighbouring areas to the north.
In paragraph 54 you have requested suggestions on a name for this ward and as the current ward
covering this area is called Arboretum (and Nottingham Arboretum is clearly the focal point of both
the ward and the area) I have no problem in keeping your suggested name as most residents
recognise this as providing identity to the area. I have spoken to some my friends in this area
about this as well and they agree.
I hope you have found my comments helpful and I look forward to seeing your final
recommendations!

1

Mr Thomas Reagan

To whomever it may concern
I am writing as I am in disbelief at the suggestions for Silverdale and
Wilford which are included within the draft recommendation of the ‘Clifton
North Ward’, I have to say my community is by no means part of ‘Clifton’
and I feel the omission of the name ‘Wilford’ in the title of Clifton North
amounts to adding insult to injury, I believe that the commission is not
utilising the possibilities posed by the boundary review to its maximum
potential, and your wards do not adequately reflect my community of
Silverdale.
Clifton Estate is its own entity, it is virtually self-contained regarding
transportation which assist in my case separating Wilford and Silverdale
which should be in a different ward, but instead you keep them in the
Clifton North ward, these are two distinct communities from Clifton, and
yet divide the largest community south of the Trent in your attempt to
keep Wilford and Silverdale in, when they should be separate especially
given the geographical boundary formed by Fairham Brook and the
Spinney Fields cutting the area off sharply from Clifton.
Looking at it, it would make more sense to create a border along the A453
to encompass the Clifton Estate, The Wilford/Silverdale area and Clifton
don’t have many links to the main part of the estate and it would make
more sense for that area to be its own ward.
I really do think the suggested boundary for the Clifton wards make no
sense whatsoever and need changing urgently.
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Hi there,
I live in the proposed Wollaton West ward and having looked at your draft recommendations I fail to see the logic as
to why this ward should cover such a big area of Nottingham.
The area of Wollaton I live in is to the extreme west of the proposed ward and here we are largely separated from
the rest of Nottingham by Wollaton Park and University Park. There is a substantial shopping area along Bramcote
Lane which includes other local community facilities that support the needs of a lot of residents in this part of
Wollaton. Due to the split presented by Wollaton Park this community centre at Bramcote Lane is even more
important to the Wollaton community as it is not as straightforward to access the City Centre from here as it is for
residents living to the east of the park.
The extensive housing area around Wollaton Road and Russell Drive have much closer links to the City Centre than
they do to Wollaton Village and this therefore weakens their ties to the community facilities in the west of the ward.
Both the geography and older population in my area of Wollaton also has different challenges compared to the
residential areas near the park.
It would therefore be a great improvement to your proposals if the two areas were to be covered by separate wards
as I believe that the area is too big and too diverse to be covered in one ward. As I have suggested, a boundary in
the Wollaton Park area would be much more appropriate.
Many thanks
Elizabeth Reay

Get Outlook for iOS
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Representations on draft recommendations on the new
electoral arrangements for Nottingham City Council.
From Christopher Richardson,
Resident in Dunkirk & Lenton Ward.

1.

Introduction.

The document sets out three 'main considerations'. The first of the 'main considerations' –
'improve electoral equality' - dominates the report and clearly dominated the thinking of the
Commissioners, to the near exclusion of the other 'considerations'.
1.10. first bullet point:
In relation to the first 'main consideration' the Commissioners invite public representations on
the 'pattern of wards' but also ask that 'councillors would represent roughly the same number
of voters as elsewhere in the council area' (3.81). However, neither the Commissioners nor the
City Council have provided us with the means of doing this. Unless access is provided to ward
maps with the forecasts of electors in each small area (e.g by post code or census enumeration
district) it is not possible to re-draw wards with any assurance that they will meet the
requirement of 'electoral equality'.
1.10. second bullet point:
In relation to the second 'main consideration' the Commissioners have made no effort to define
'community identity' or to 'reflect' it in their recommendations. From time to time 'shopping' is
adduced as evidence of some kind of community bonding, at Southchurch Drive, Clifton (2.37)
and Sneinton Dale (2.57). Only once do (unspecified) other considerations generate any
comment, in the reference to 'the make up of local communities' within Sherwood ward (2.61).
We are left to guess what is meant by this term and why so few areas of the City are accorded
this generosity – Wilford and Silverdale (1.39) and the Park Estate (1.47, 1.49, 1.52)
excepted.
1.10. third bullet point:
The strangely worded third 'main consideration' of providing for 'effective and convenient' local
government is paid even less attention by the Commissioners. 'Effective' might be understood
to refer to the degree to which the Council meets its obligations and intentions in providing
local services, but what is 'convenient' local government? It would have been helpful to have
some explanations. If it is the 'convenience' of voters travelling to a surgery held by their
elected Councillors that is being referred to, or of Councillors travelling around their ward on
Council business, there could have been some reference to the importance of public transport
routes within wards, but this is dealt with only as an afterthought (3.83). It appears that the
Commissioners are more concerned about the proximity to shops (1.37) than to Council or
Councillor services. A physical feature, such as the River Trent, is acknowledged to be a
'considerable barrier' (1.36), not on account of the problems of travelling within a ward but
because it would inevitably separate 'two very different communities' – which is merely an
assertion backed up by no evidence.
2.

Analysis and draft recommendations.

2.27:
The Commissioners have 'noted' (i.e. dismissed) the submissions which supported multicouncillor wards and claim that 'our three statutory criteria express no preference' for single
councillor or multi-councillor wards. Had they taken into account the 'third main consideration'

of 'effective and convenient local government' they might have considered the problems
created by a single councillor ward. These include: (a) the councillor absent due to prolonged
illness or incapacity; (b) the councillor moving away from the ward or the City during the
period for which they have been elected; (c) a lazy or incompetent councillor who does not
respond to or take up matters brought to them by residents; (d) a lack of diversity of
experience, knowledge and interests that are brought to ward representation by multicouncillor wards; (e) absence of local support and advice for newly elected councillors from
existing councillors in multi-councillor wards; (f) excessive burdens of local commitments
which cannot be shared with other local ward councillors.
I contend that these and other factors indicate very strongly that the third 'main
consideration/statutory criteria' of 'effective local government' does 'express' a preference for
multi-councillor wards.
2.46:
The comment that the Commissioners were struck by 'the very sharp contrast between the two
parts of the [Meadows] estate' is indicative of the subjective way the decisions appear to have
been made. How, after a short drive-by, have they been able to come to such a conclusion? On
what have they based their observation? Have they observed or spoken to people, or based
their comment on the age, size, condition or ownership status of the homes? Even a cursory
tour of the Meadows would indicate that there is a variety of housing types in both 'New
Meadows' and 'Embankment', and nothing at all to suggest that the residents and voters in the
two areas have different 'interests and issues' (82. bullet point 2). It is interesting to note that
the document does not report any submissions having been received that sought the
separation of the Meadows into two wards, each with a single councillor. The Meadows appears
to have been subjected to the Commissioners' overriding predilection for single councillor
wards for no valid reason.
2.49:
This paragraph is perhaps the only one in the document which refers to public services
normally provided by the City Council as a unique factor in a particular area. It is in reference
to the legal status of the Park estate managed by a private company (they forgot to mention
the gas lamps). But they then proceed to attach the Castle Bridge Road area to it, despite it
having a normal relationship with the City Council, and being separated by a major road and a
significant water barrier, the Nottingham & Beeston Canal. This arrangement does, however,
raise the total number of voters in the extended Park area and the Commissioners are thus
able to claim that it has 'good electoral equality'. This appears to be another example of
arguments being assembled to justify a pre-determined conclusion.
2.54:
The argument for a single councillor ward called 'Arboretum' is a bizarre piece of logic. Other
open spaces such as Wollaton Park and the Forest are seen as barriers, hence the exclusion of
the Middleton Boulevard estate from Wollaton West ward, but the Arboretum is taken to be a
unifying factor for the streets which surround it. No evidence is provided that local voters have
a common 'interest' in the Arboretum or that there are 'issues' arising from it that might be
interpreted as evidence of 'community identity'.
2.70:
The most important consideration for the Commissioners in creating a new ward for 'Wollaton
East, Dunkirk & Lenton' appears to be the length of the name. My suggestion is 'Wollaton East
and Leftovers', which is how the ward appears to have been drawn.
There are, within this proposed ward, several historic geographical communities, including
Dunkirk, Old Lenton, New Lenton, the Middleton Boulevard estate and the University Park, but
no 'interests' or positive 'issues' which draw them all together in a community. The reverse is
true. The expansion of the University has created innumerable problems for established
residents in most of the proposed ward with issues of noise, rubbish, vandalism, parking, and
the decline of balanced shopping areas in favour of fast food takeaways and letting agents'
offices.
If 'effective and convenient local government' is taken into account it becomes clear that the

proposed ward would be an extremely ineffective and inconvenient arrangement. The number
of voters might be within the accepted range for a three-councillor ward but this takes no
account of the geographical size of the ward (the largest proposed for the City) and the
number of residents. The latter includes many non-registered voters – but they do
nevertheless account for a very significant proportion of the population of the proposed ward
and add considerably to councillors' work loads. Throughout the ward there are continual
problems relating to (a) the problems arising from the large number of students, referred to in
the previous paragraph and (b) monitoring and dealing with landlord conversion of houses into
HMOs, and their contravention of planning regulations, building control, conservation and
article 4 directions.
I am not going to enter into the futile exercise of presenting alternative ward maps which will
be rejected because respondents to this consultation are unable to present evidence relating to
'electoral equality' (see comments ref. 1.10 above). I would instead comment that the
proposed single member wards should be abandoned as they do not fulfil the requirements of
the review in providing 'effective local government'.
Abandoning single member wards would enable the proposed Lenton and Wollaton East ward
to be redrawn as two separate two-councillor wards. 'Electoral equality' would be achieved by
combining the Park estate (which until the previous boundary review was part of Lenton Ward)
and Castle Bridge Road area with Lenton east of the ring road to create one ward. The
residents' association for the Lenton Drives has members living in the Park, which
demonstrates one community link, and there are two pedestrian entrances/exits between the
Park estate and the Drives which are used by residents of both areas. One of these (where
Park Road becomes Lenton Road) was the subject of a public enquiry in 2015 which aroused a
considerable number of witnesses and resulted in the removal of electronically locked gates at
this junction, demonstrating clearly that people in Lenton and beyond have a practical 'interest'
in using the public footpath through the Park estate.
The second ward would comprise the remainder of the Commissioners' proposed ward to the
west of the ring road. Taken together the 2 wards would have 3,654 voters per councillor
(based on statistics given in the BC Electoral Review document). Ensuring that each ward
would have a similar ratio could be achieved by adjusting the boundary between them. This
could probably be achieved in the area between Castle/Lenton/Radford Boulevards and the ring
road: marking where exactly it would run is a task for those who have the necessary data. I, a
member of the public asked to comment, do not have that privelege.
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Dan Carlsson-Hyslop
Review Officer
LGBCE
0330 500 1273
From: toby rolph
Sent: 20 January 2018 23:18
To: Carlsson‐Hyslop, Dan <Dan.Carlsson‐Hyslop@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Mapperley boundary

Dear Dan
I really that think that the choice to keep Mapperley a triple member seat is enormously positive for
the area. Not changing the boundaries to any really extra keeps this community together for the
future.
This is positive for Mapperely and the people who live here. It’s great to have such a strong sense
of community within out area and three councillors to represent us.
I hope you do listen to the views posed by people within each ward.
Kind regards,

Toby Rolph
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From 2012 until 2017 I lived in an apartment in the Lace Market area of the City
Centre and I am therefore very familiar with the demography of City Centre
residents; the issues and challenges they face and how this community interacts
both with itself and its neighbours.
There is a substantial population in the City Centre which has been very badly
represented as part of the existing Bridge ward and I therefore completely agree with
the LGBCE’s draft recommendation for the proposed City ward. This would give City
Centre residents a strong voice for the first time and would consequently help the
Council to deliver much more effective governance to this often ignored community.
Firstly, the boundaries of the current ward are so poor that when I was a City Centre
resident I strongly believed that the two councillors for the Bridge ward did not
represent any residents north of Nottingham Railway Station at all and this is
probably as a result of the difficulties the councillors face in having to cover a
multitude of very separate areas. Presently these areas are the City Centre/Lace
Market; the residential areas along Castle Boulevard and around Castle Marina that
abut The Park Estate; The Meadows housing estate; the older residential areas
surrounding Victoria Embankment and the small housing development adjacent to
the canal off of Meadow Lane. Consequently I believe that the LGBCE’s draft
recommendations will enable councillors to focus more clearly on the needs of those
different areas and in particular the City Centre which, from my own time there, has a
completely different “living experience” to anywhere else in Nottingham.
With the exception of the Cliff Road Estate (which is nonetheless closely tied to the
City Centre for its community facilities anyway) the housing type is virtually all
apartments in a combination of purpose-built residential blocks or converted historic
buildings. As the Commissioners will have seen from their visit to Nottingham the
general City Centre area is, at first glance, dominated by the commercial and
business sectors and many of the residencies share their buildings with restaurants,
bars, shops and cafés. This was the case with the listed building I lived in on Broad
Street from 2012 to 2017 which encompassed 37 apartments; three shops and two
restaurants. It is therefore actually quite difficult for visitors to the City Centre to
appreciate the very large population of this area which is continuing to grow quite
substantially as more of the older buildings are continually redeveloped and new
apartment blocks are completed.
This type of housing and the general architecture of the City Centre presents very
unique challenges for residents here. Parking and general accessibility was a huge
issue across the area during my time there. (Frequent road closures for City Centre
events is something which businesses are regularly consulted about, but seldom the
residents). Also planning and licensing of new bars and restaurants etc. is another
perpetual issue. Whilst these are good for the City’s economy, residents’ views are
often not taken into account in perhaps the way they would be if similar commercial
developments were happening in traditional “housing-dominated” parts of the City.
From my experience I firmly believe that residents would’ve had more support with
these issues if they had a dedicated and more accessible councillor that understood
the specific needs of City Centre residents.
Lastly, the dynamic and the demographic of the population in the City Centre is also
significantly different to that of surrounding areas due to the properties obviously
being smaller; and also the vibrancy of the area attracts a mostly younger
demographic including students and single professionals.
The residents clearly have little reliance on neighbouring areas as the City Centre
provides a huge array of retail and leisure opportunities; as well as a number of
health centres and other key local amenities that can be found across the proposed
ward.

Overall this causes the City Centre residents to live very independently and
separately from adjacent areas and from my own living experience over the past five
years there is no longer a credible case for including the City Centre in a ward that is
dominated by a neighbouring area. (As the current Bridge ward does).
Community needs aside, the ward proposed by the Commission has good
boundaries which roughly follow the corridors where the clear transition from the City
Centre to the “traditional” neighbouring residential areas begins. The ward also looks
to have good electoral equality.
In conclusion, the “City” ward is one of the best wards that the Commission have
recommended for Nottingham. It will have a very positive impact on the people who
live there and their relationship with Nottingham City Council and I very much hope
that the proposal is accepted in the final warding arrangement for the City of
Nottingham.

Many thanks,
Paul Ruane
Resident (2012 - 2017),

I have lived on Victoria Embankment for over 30 years and I want to submit my
support to the LGBCE’s draft recommendations for three single member wards in the
area currently covered by the two-member “Bridge” ward. I my opinion, “Bridge” is a
wholly artificial construct with no sense of community to pull together an area
stretching from Trent Bridge in the south to Castle Marina in the West and the Ice
Rink in the North East. It is telling that if asked to describe where they lived,
residents, depending on which part of the existing ward they lived, might say “City
Centre”, “Meadows”, “New Meadows”, “Old Meadows”, “Embankment” or even
“Trent Bridge”. No one would say “Bridge”
The City Council in its original proposal stated that “City Centre residents tend to live
quite separately from adjacent communities” The issues affecting City Centre
residents are completely different to those of the Park, the Meadows, Embankment
or areas to its North.
Although not quite as clear cut as the need for a separate “City” ward, there are
sharp differences between the New Meadows and Embankment. The two areas
having very different types of housing and tenancies / owner occupation. This is also
reflected in local tenants and residents associations, with separate tenants and
residents associations for New Meadows, Old Meadows and neighbourhood watch
for Victoria Embankment. These organisations have never felt the need to come
together as a single association.
The Commission’s proposals for a “New Meadows” ward and an “Embankment”
ward meet all three of the Commission’s criteria and would allow each Councillor to
focus on the issues of a smaller, more coherent ward. Councillors should still be able
to work together at City Council level or Area 8 level, much as the councillors in the
split Clifton estate do.
I attended a community meeting organised by the Bridge Community Trust. Despite
the meeting being advertised with very hostile political language that the
Commission was proposing to “divide” the Meadows and the Councillors suggesting
that single member wards would lead to reduced funding, the tone of the meeting
rejected the concept of “Bridge” and generally complained about the remoteness of
the councillors. I believe that councillors representing smaller more coherent areas
will help to overcome this sense of remoteness.
William Scott
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Annotation 1:
a ward.

This is a bit of an antisocial hotspot and needs managing within

Annotation 2: The new Meadows Embankment tram stop has become an
important transport hub for folk living in Hobart / Pitcairn / Wilford Cres West
areas and needs to be within same ward.
Annotation 3: This is the location of the nearest local shop for areas
mentioned at 2. and should be within same ward.
Annotation 4: This is an important pedestrian link between the Old Meadows
(Glapton road area) and the city, as well as between the West side of the New
Meadows and the Embankment. It includes a subway and needs careful
management to prevent antisocial behaviour.
Annotation 5: This is the route of an important bus link (NCT No 11) which
serves both the Old and New Meadows. The area served by this bus, within the
city, needs to be covered by one ward.
Annotation 6: This area of 70s housing is part of the same area in the
neighbourhood, experiencing the same issues and needs to be within the same
ward.
Annotation 7: Arkwright Walk is being extensively redeveloped by the same
developer. It will include new properties that, whilst distinct within the area,
will be the same across the proposed boundary. This doesn't meet the
commissions objective re comm interest.
Annotation 8: These properties are mostly managed by Nottingham City Homes
and experience similar issues in regards to build quality and antisocial
behaviour. They need to fall within the same ward.
Annotation 9:

The plans appear to indicate that only platforms 4-7 at Nottingham Midland
Station fall within the New Meadows area. As a community we are glad to have
at least part of such a prestigious and important facility fall within the
boundary!
Annotation
10:

The light industrial part of the Meadows area around the East
end of Nottingham station needs to fall within a single ward to
aid good planning.

Comment text:
I do not think any ward boundaries should divide the Meadows community (urban village) as we are distinct as a community (both old and
new Meadows together) and have a strong unified sense of community spirit. Consequently I believe these proposals contradict the
commissions own objectives of basing changes on strong, easily identifiable boundaries and do not work in the community's interests. I have
some specific points to illustrate, as stated above.
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Annotation 1:
a ward.

This is a bit of an antisocial hotspot and needs managing within

Annotation 2: The new Meadows Embankment tram stop has become an
important transport hub for folk living in Hobart / Pitcairn / Wilford Cres West
areas and needs to be within same ward.
Annotation 3: This is the location of the nearest local shop for areas
mentioned at 2. and should be within same ward.
Annotation 4: This is an important pedestrian link between the Old Meadows
(Glapton road area) and the city, as well as between the West side of the New
Meadows and the Embankment. It includes a subway and needs careful
management to prevent antisocial behaviour.
Annotation 5: This is the route of an important bus link (NCT No 11) which
serves both the Old and New Meadows. The area served by this bus, within the
city, needs to be covered by one ward.
Annotation 6: This area of 70s housing is part of the same area in the
neighbourhood, experiencing the same issues and needs to be within the same
ward.
Annotation 7: Arkwright Walk is being extensively redeveloped by the same
developer. It will include new properties that, whilst distinct within the area,
will be the same across the proposed boundary. This doesn't meet the
commissions objective re comm interest.
Annotation 8: These properties are mostly managed by Nottingham City Homes
and experience similar issues in regards to build quality and antisocial
behaviour. They need to fall within the same ward.
Annotation 9:

The plans appear to indicate that only platforms 4-7 at Nottingham Midland
Station fall within the New Meadows area. As a community we are glad to have
at least part of such a prestigious and important facility fall within the
boundary!
Annotation
10:

The light industrial part of the Meadows area around the East
end of Nottingham station needs to fall within a single ward to
aid good planning.

Comment text:
I do not think any ward boundaries should divide the Meadows community (urban village) as we are distinct as a community (both old and
new Meadows together) and have a strong unified sense of community spirit. Consequently I believe these proposals contradict the
commissions own objectives of basing changes on strong, easily identifiable boundaries and do not work in the community's interests. I have
some specific points to illustrate, as stated above.
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Annotation 2: The new Meadows Embankment tram stop has become an
important transport hub for folk living in Hobart / Pitcairn / Wilford Cres West
areas and needs to be within same ward.
Annotation 3: This is the location of the nearest local shop for areas
mentioned at 2. and should be within same ward.
Annotation 4: This is an important pedestrian link between the Old Meadows
(Glapton road area) and the city, as well as between the West side of the New
Meadows and the Embankment. It includes a subway and needs careful
management to prevent antisocial behaviour.
Annotation 5: This is the route of an important bus link (NCT No 11) which
serves both the Old and New Meadows. The area served by this bus, within the
city, needs to be covered by one ward.
Annotation 6: This area of 70s housing is part of the same area in the
neighbourhood, experiencing the same issues and needs to be within the same
ward.
Annotation 7: Arkwright Walk is being extensively redeveloped by the same
developer. It will include new properties that, whilst distinct within the area,
will be the same across the proposed boundary. This doesn't meet the
commissions objective re comm interest.
Annotation 8: These properties are mostly managed by Nottingham City Homes
and experience similar issues in regards to build quality and antisocial
behaviour. They need to fall within the same ward.
Annotation 9:

The plans appear to indicate that only platforms 4-7 at Nottingham Midland
Station fall within the New Meadows area. As a community we are glad to have
at least part of such a prestigious and important facility fall within the
boundary!
Annotation
10:

The light industrial part of the Meadows area around the East
end of Nottingham station needs to fall within a single ward to
aid good planning.

Comment text:
I do not think any ward boundaries should divide the Meadows community (urban village) as we are distinct as a community (both old and
new Meadows together) and have a strong unified sense of community spirit. Consequently I believe these proposals contradict the
commissions own objectives of basing changes on strong, easily identifiable boundaries and do not work in the community's interests. I have
some specific points to illustrate, as stated above.
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Annotation 2: The new Meadows Embankment tram stop has become an
important transport hub for folk living in Hobart / Pitcairn / Wilford Cres West
areas and needs to be within same ward.
Annotation 3: This is the location of the nearest local shop for areas
mentioned at 2. and should be within same ward.
Annotation 4: This is an important pedestrian link between the Old Meadows
(Glapton road area) and the city, as well as between the West side of the New
Meadows and the Embankment. It includes a subway and needs careful
management to prevent antisocial behaviour.
Annotation 5: This is the route of an important bus link (NCT No 11) which
serves both the Old and New Meadows. The area served by this bus, within the
city, needs to be covered by one ward.
Annotation 6: This area of 70s housing is part of the same area in the
neighbourhood, experiencing the same issues and needs to be within the same
ward.
Annotation 7: Arkwright Walk is being extensively redeveloped by the same
developer. It will include new properties that, whilst distinct within the area,
will be the same across the proposed boundary. This doesn't meet the
commissions objective re comm interest.
Annotation 8: These properties are mostly managed by Nottingham City Homes
and experience similar issues in regards to build quality and antisocial
behaviour. They need to fall within the same ward.
Annotation 9:

The plans appear to indicate that only platforms 4-7 at Nottingham Midland
Station fall within the New Meadows area. As a community we are glad to have
at least part of such a prestigious and important facility fall within the
boundary!
Annotation
10:

The light industrial part of the Meadows area around the East
end of Nottingham station needs to fall within a single ward to
aid good planning.

Comment text:
I do not think any ward boundaries should divide the Meadows community (urban village) as we are distinct as a community (both old and
new Meadows together) and have a strong unified sense of community spirit. Consequently I believe these proposals contradict the
commissions own objectives of basing changes on strong, easily identifiable boundaries and do not work in the community's interests. I have
some specific points to illustrate, as stated above.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

City of Nottingham
Personal Details:
Name:

David Shaw

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Feature Annotations

8: These properties are mostly
managed by Nottingham City
Homes and experience similar
issues in regards to build
quality and antisocial behaviour.
They need to fall within the
same ward.
7: Arkwright Walk is being extensively
redeveloped by the same developer.
It will include new properties
that, whilst distinct within
the area, will be the same
across
6: This area of the
70s proposed
housing isboundary.
This
meetinthe
part of thedoesn't
same area
thecommissions
objective
re comm interest.
neighbourhood,
experiencing
the same issues and needs
4: This is an important
5: pedestrian
This is the route
important
toof
bean
within
the same ward.
link between the Old Meadows
bus link (NCT No 11) which
(Glapton road area) and
the both the Old and New
serves
city, as well as between
the
Meadows.
The area served by
West side of the New Meadows
this bus, within the city,
and the Embankment. It needs
includes
to be covered by one
a subway and needs careful
ward.
management to prevent antisocial
behaviour.

adows Embankment
ecome an important
ub for folk living
Pitcairn / Wilford
areas and needs
hin
sameof
ward.
ocation
the
This is a bit of an antisocial
shop for1:areas
hotspot and needs managing
2. and should
within a ward.
same ward.
Contains Ordnance Survey data © Crown copyright and database rights 2013.
Map Features:

Annotation 1:
a ward.

This is a bit of an antisocial hotspot and needs managing within

Annotation 2: The new Meadows Embankment tram stop has become an
important transport hub for folk living in Hobart / Pitcairn / Wilford Cres West
areas and needs to be within same ward.
Annotation 3: This is the location of the nearest local shop for areas
mentioned at 2. and should be within same ward.
Annotation 4: This is an important pedestrian link between the Old Meadows
(Glapton road area) and the city, as well as between the West side of the New
Meadows and the Embankment. It includes a subway and needs careful
management to prevent antisocial behaviour.
Annotation 5: This is the route of an important bus link (NCT No 11) which
serves both the Old and New Meadows. The area served by this bus, within the
city, needs to be covered by one ward.
Annotation 6: This area of 70s housing is part of the same area in the
neighbourhood, experiencing the same issues and needs to be within the same
ward.
Annotation 7: Arkwright Walk is being extensively redeveloped by the same
developer. It will include new properties that, whilst distinct within the area,
will be the same across the proposed boundary. This doesn't meet the
commissions objective re comm interest.
Annotation 8: These properties are mostly managed by Nottingham City Homes
and experience similar issues in regards to build quality and antisocial
behaviour. They need to fall within the same ward.
Annotation 9:

The plans appear to indicate that only platforms 4-7 at Nottingham Midland
Station fall within the New Meadows area. As a community we are glad to have
at least part of such a prestigious and important facility fall within the
boundary!
Annotation
10:

The light industrial part of the Meadows area around the East
end of Nottingham station needs to fall within a single ward to
aid good planning.

Comment text:
I do not think any ward boundaries should divide the Meadows community (urban village) as we are distinct as a community (both old and
new Meadows together) and have a strong unified sense of community spirit. Consequently I believe these proposals contradict the
commissions own objectives of basing changes on strong, easily identifiable boundaries and do not work in the community's interests. I have
some specific points to illustrate, as stated above.
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This is a bit of an antisocial hotspot and needs managing within

Annotation 2: The new Meadows Embankment tram stop has become an
important transport hub for folk living in Hobart / Pitcairn / Wilford Cres West
areas and needs to be within same ward.
Annotation 3: This is the location of the nearest local shop for areas
mentioned at 2. and should be within same ward.
Annotation 4: This is an important pedestrian link between the Old Meadows
(Glapton road area) and the city, as well as between the West side of the New
Meadows and the Embankment. It includes a subway and needs careful
management to prevent antisocial behaviour.
Annotation 5: This is the route of an important bus link (NCT No 11) which
serves both the Old and New Meadows. The area served by this bus, within the
city, needs to be covered by one ward.
Annotation 6: This area of 70s housing is part of the same area in the
neighbourhood, experiencing the same issues and needs to be within the same
ward.
Annotation 7: Arkwright Walk is being extensively redeveloped by the same
developer. It will include new properties that, whilst distinct within the area,
will be the same across the proposed boundary. This doesn't meet the
commissions objective re comm interest.
Annotation 8: These properties are mostly managed by Nottingham City Homes
and experience similar issues in regards to build quality and antisocial
behaviour. They need to fall within the same ward.
Annotation 9:

The plans appear to indicate that only platforms 4-7 at Nottingham Midland
Station fall within the New Meadows area. As a community we are glad to have
at least part of such a prestigious and important facility fall within the
boundary!
Annotation
10:

The light industrial part of the Meadows area around the East
end of Nottingham station needs to fall within a single ward to
aid good planning.

Comment text:
I do not think any ward boundaries should divide the Meadows community (urban village) as we are distinct as a community (both old and
new Meadows together) and have a strong unified sense of community spirit. Consequently I believe these proposals contradict the
commissions own objectives of basing changes on strong, easily identifiable boundaries and do not work in the community's interests. I have
some specific points to illustrate, as stated above.
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Comment text:

I would like to support the proposal regarding the creation of a Park Ward to include the
current Bridge ward. The existing Park and Radford ward covers areas which are different in
character and have different problems and issues for councillors to face. Those councillors
acting for a joint Park and Radford ward will quite reasonably be faced with more urgent
problems arising from the Radford area and to split them allows greater focus for both.
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Carlsson-Hyslop, Dan

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ian Shellard
06 January 2018 22:42
reviews
Nottungham Radford and park Ward Proposal

Dear Commission:

I have today received a letter from my local Councillors, Anne Peach, Liagat Ali and Ilyas Aziz, asking me to pressure
you to change your proposal to create a separate Park Ward in Nottingham in favour of a new “Castle Ward”, once
again subsuming the Park into a bigger urban grouping.
Please do NOT fall for this counter proposal!

It is not impossible that the main motivation for these councillors wanting a new “mega-ward” is that they have
regularly been elected virtually unopposed in a ward where one part dominates the other, and they fear that at
least one of them will lose his/her political “career” if Radford and The Park elect separate councillors directly rather
than collectively.
Rgds

Ian Shellard

Prof. Ian Shellard, PhD, FIOM, FCILT, MInstP, CPhys
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Carlsson-Hyslop, Dan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

15 January 2018 00:24
reviews
Boundary Commission Changes Review

Dear Madam/Sir,
I am very concerned about the Boundary Commission proposals for Nottingham. I believe they will have a major
impact for the representation of local people and effectively disenfranchise residents.
If a ward has a single councillor then what happens when that person is off sick or on holiday or has personal
circumstances to attend to? They have no one to cover for them and cannot appoint a deputy. It puts a huge
amount of pressure on one person and means that local residents risk not having a voice to represent them or
address any issues.
I believe that all wards should be large enough to have at least two councillors. This will firstly deal with the issues
outlined above. It also means that there is more chance of there being diversity, a gender, age and cultural mix. A
woman may feel that she cannot talk to a male councillor. If there is only a single councillor then there is of course
no flexibility re their gender.
A multiple ‐member ward also means that there will be a range of skills, experience and expertise of councillors.
They would be able to share knowledge and information and there would be more chance of work being done in a
number of different areas within any ward and more representation of the ward at a range of events.
The change in ward boundaries seems illogical. Communities are being divided or cut off from each other. Some
residents will end up in a ward with which they have no connection or do not identify with. For example, the
proposed change for the Arboretum will switch some residents to the St Ann’s ward when they have a major main
road (Mansfield Road) providing a geographical barrier between the two areas.
I am lucky in that my ward (The Dales, Nottingham) will not be affected by the changes. However, I believe the
proposals will create inequality in terms of franchise and representation and isolate residents.
I hope the proposals will be withdrawn and thought through with a more democratic and logical outcome.
Regards,
Liz
Liz Silver
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Carlsson-Hyslop, Dan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Carlsson-Hyslop, Dan
22 January 2018 09:54
reviews
FW: Gerrymandering: Mapperley Ward Nottingham

Dan Carlsson-Hyslop
Review Officer
LGBCE
0330 500 1273
From: Gurminder Singh
Sent: 21 January 2018 13:20
To: Carlsson‐Hyslop, Dan <Dan.Carlsson‐Hyslop@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Gerrymandering: Mapperley Ward Nottingham

I am writing to express my disgust at the alterations being made to parts of Nottingham City. Our
current boundaries have been used for well over a decade and I can see no reason for them to be
amended

It feels bizarre that you would want to lessen local democracy by limiting the number of
councillors.
It really isn’t great for that ward or for Nottingham in general.
Gurminder Singh
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Carlsson-Hyslop, Dan

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Peter Smith
22 December 2017 14:30
reviews
Bilborough and Nottingham City Boundary Review

I am writing to you as a resident and therefore a council tax payer who resides in the Bilborough
Ward of Nottingham City Council area. I have lived at my present address for nearly twenty three
years.
Whilst I have no objections to the proposals relating to the Bilborough Ward boundaries, I do have
severe doubts about the other proposals, and in particular that relating to the creation of wards
with only one councillor.
My reason for saying this is to do with the increasing burden placed on councillors due to
increasing use of electronic communication and social media from Residents to Councillors. I
know from talking to local Councillors that this brings with it increased casework. This work is in
addition to casework generated by ward walks,local meetings with, for example, Residents
Associations, advice surgeries and public consultations.
One member wards would mean the loss and lack of supporting Councillors to assist with
increasing work loads. Councillors who had either part time or full time paid employment would
find it very onerous, I feel, and this would be made worse by any absence by that Councillor from
ward work caused by holidays, training courses, sickness( and this includes long term sickness),
resignation or death. This, surely, would put a huge burden on others who would have to cope
with extra workload caused by the absence of a supporting and supportive colleague in the single
member ward in question. Who would help in the circumstances? A Councillor from a
neighbouring ward who may well be a Councillor in a single member ward as well?
Peter H Smith
Sent from my iPad
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09th January 2018.

Dear Sir`/Madam,
I am writing to you regarding your recent proposals to review the local government boundaries
within Nottingham City from the 2019.
As a resident on the Clifton Estate for the past 11 years my concerns relate to the electoral
arrangements currently being considered for the Southern area of the City. I appreciate that in order
to maintain a fair degree of electoral equity for the citizens of Nottingham there must be a broadly
similar number of electors being represented across most of the city’s wards. The proposals however
as they relate to the Clifton, Wilford and Silverdale areas, would do very little to promote
community cohesion. I fear that splitting Clifton North and Clifton South at the boundary of Green
Lane would add to the current confusion already in existence of the estate over which councillor is
responsible for representing resident’s interests to the City Council and other partner agents such as
the police and local heath bodies. I would be in favour of a single 3‐member ward representing the
Clifton Estate as this is more likely to show clearer lines of accountability between electors and
Nottingham City Council.
I believe that it is perfectly feasible for the majority of the 1950’s housing estate to be contained
within one ward. This would match figures relating to electoral equity at around approximately
4,000 per elected member. As much of the housing within this ward is on the Eastern side of Clifton,
it would make sense to title this ward as Clifton East.
I am of the view that an appropriate boundary between the Clifton East ward and any putative
Clifton West Ward should be the A453. A new Clifton West ward would comprise of Clifton Village,
Larhkill and Noble Road in the current Clifton South and The Grove Estate, Silverdale, Ruddington
Lane and Wilford Village in the existing Clifton North.
For a city the size of Nottingham, I am not convinced about the efficacy of single member wards. I
think it is far more effective for councillors to operate and organise themselves in two and three‐
member wards. I am of the view that this encourages a collaborative approach between elected
members and is easier for councillors to cover their duties in the case of illness.
I therefore wish to oppose the current proposal as it stands.
Yours Sincerely,

Philip Spear

Carlsson-Hyslop, Dan

From:
Sent:
Subject:

Margaret Spencer
08 December 2017 23:53
Proposed Ward Boundary Changes

.For the attention of RICHARD BUCK.
Dear Sir,

I wrote to you in early November but have not received any acknowledgement that you received my e.mail, so I am
writing again in case the first one got lost somewhere along the line.
My husband and I were very surprised and dismayed to hear of the proposal to change the ward boundaries in
Nottingham

Why is it necessary to alter the boundary in the Meadows by splitting it in two? You have not taken into
consideration that this is a close knit, multi-cultural, diverse community and not large enough to require changes to
be made. Yes, new houses have been built and old ones are still occupied, but this community stands together in
everything we do. We have one library, one leisure centre, one community centre and one youth club, one shopping
centre and three schools.

Has one person has taken a walk through our district and made this decision? It appears that this is on the basis the
Old and New Meadows appear very different and the City at present is only included because it is geographically
close. This seems to be a very superficial response to looking at different types of housing and assuming different
communities, rather than looking at one community and seeing they live in different types of housing. If it goes
ahead it seems like an attack on the identity of the Meadows. Also we need to know the political undertones - is it a
way of splitting the vote?

On looking at your map on line showing the proposed ward changes throughout the city we note that The Meadows
has one of the least amount of electorate as compared to other areas. Why is it so important to change our boundary
when other wards could be reduced in size? Is there something else on the agenda that we haven’t been informed
about YET? Another worrying effect is that if we have one councillor wards then what appens if one councillor is ill,
or if something even worse occurs leaving a ward without any representation.
I personally have lived in The Meadows all of my life (78 years) and am very proud of my heritage but feel very
aggrieved that someone can come along and decide these things without first consulting residents. Many more
people who I have spoken to are also, rightly, upset. Historically, the Meadows has always been ONE
COMMUNITY with no dividing line between.

To split this area in two makes no sense to us at all. As said before, this is a tight knit community. We live, work
and play together – some in old housing and others in new, but we all love this area and are not happy that you are
trying to make a distinction between two sectors of residents. We ask that you think again on this proposal!

The Embankment will have no shops, no health centre, only one bus, communications is limited to two bus routes
and one school, whereas the New Meadows has got the tram and various bus services. amenities, no community
centre, no shops, no doctors, two schools.

My proposal would be to remove the City from Bridge Ward and leave The Meadows as one ward only, served by the
two councillors as has always been the case. On speaking to other residents I would further propose that this ward be
renamed The Meadows Ward as all other wards are named after their areas, eg. St. Ann's, Bulwell, etc.,
I trust you will consider our objections and proposals and await the pleasure of your reply.
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Yours sincerely,

Margaret and Ken
Spencer,

2

[Type here]

CONSULTATION ON DRAFT RECOMMENDATIONS FOR
NOTTINGHAM CITY COUNCIL
10 January 2017
Dear Commissioners,
I have read your report dated October 2017 on the new electoral arrangements for
Nottingham City Council and I am taking this opportunity to respond to your
consultation. My qualifications for doing so are as follows:




I have lived within the city council boundaries since 2000 in the wards of
Radford and the Park, Wollaton West and, now, Bilborough.
I served as an elected member, and Labour Group Leader, on Eden District
Council between 1995 and 2000 and held that post during the reorganisation
of the Division boundaries of Cumbria County Council.
I hold a BA degree in politics, an MA in political research, and a PhD. I am
particularly interested UK governance arrangements and policy.

General Remarks
I general terms I find nothing to quibble with in your draft proposal and would support
them as drafted. On the projected electorate numbers provided to you by the council,
your proposals achieve your stated goals of good electoral equality, and reflecting
community identity.
Effective and convenient local government would, in my view, be improved by the
council being elected in multi-member wards using the Single Transferable Vote
electoral system but I accept that you have no power to recommend such a change.
In my judgement, your proposals will require the council to review its arrangements
for area and ward working but such a review should not be onerous and, in any
event, regular review should be seen as having some merit in its own right.
Use of single member wards
One significant change in your proposals is the introduction of some single member
wards in your proposed wards of Arboretum, City, Embankment, New Meadows, and
The Park. I understand from reports in the local newspaper, that the Labour Group
are opposed to single member wards on the grounds that they present the possibility
of ‘no councillor cover and no accountability’ (Labour leader Jon Collins in
Nottingham Post online accessed 31 October).
If I may, some remarks in principle. Advocates of the first past the post (FPTP)
electoral system often cite as one of their arguments that a single member means
that everyone knows who their representative is and who is accountable to the local
constituents. Yet, in this case, Mr. Collins suggests that single member wards
present the possibility of no accountability. I do not think that his argument stacks up.
Indeed, on the merits of FPTP as described by its supporters, there is a strong case
for arguing that all local government wards should be single member.
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Multi-member wards elected using FPTP exaggerate the extent of disproportionality
in the result. In fact, I would argue that multi-member wards elected using FPTP is,
by far, the worst electoral system seen in use in the UK. Nevertheless, given our
piecemeal way of developing policy and institutions, perhaps moving to all single
member wards can be thought of as being a step too far at this moment, as well as
burdening you with considerable extra work.
I am aware, too, that the city Labour Party has raised objections to single member
wards. While it is obvious, and perfectly understandable, that it does so for partisan
advantage, let me for a moment consider some of these objections.
One argument is that a councillor may be ill. The consequence of this, it is argued, is
that a ward has no representative. Yes, that is a possibility, but it is also a possibility
for MPs and for the many councillors across the country who serve single member
wards. I am not persuaded that this possibility outweighs the benefits of greater
community identity in areas where you propose single member wards.
Another argument against single member wards has been that multi-member wards
allow for greater diversity by, for example, allowing the election of one man and one
woman or ensuring that ethnic minority groups are properly represented. However, I
cannot see that such considerations are of concern to the Commission. Surely,
under our present electoral system, it is for the political parties to implement such
measures as they deem fit to promote diverse representation? At a parliamentary
level the Labour Party, especially, has made significant progress by using all women
shortlists. It remains open to the local parties to use the same device in single
member wards if they see fit.
Finally, there is the question of councillors working together. I do not see this as
being threatened by single member wards. Area Committees will need to be
adjusted yes, but this hardly prohibits working together. During my time as a
councillor I frequently worked with Liberal and Independent members to advance
causes where we had common ground and which, in our judgement, would be of
benefit to the residents of the district. Nottingham is, certainly, far more party political
than Eden was in my time. Nevertheless, I can see no reason why Labour
councillors should not work together across ward boundaries as well as within a
ward where multi-member wards are retained.
In short, under our electoral system, I can see no persuasive argument in principle
against single member wards.
Given your remit, I accept that where you have proposed single member wards, such
wards do reflect local communities better and I would support your draft proposals as
presented.

Particular Ward Comments
On the particulars of your proposals I wish to make comments on just three of the
single member wards that you propose: the City, The Park, and Arboretum as I do
not consider that I know enough about the other single member wards you propose
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to make informed comment. I will also make a brief comment on my own ward, which
is to retain its three members.
City ward
In the case of your proposed City ward, the arguments that you propose on p. 13 of
your report I find compelling. I agree with your conclusion that the city centre is,
indeed, separate from surrounding communities and thus, under your brief, it justifies
being a ward in itself.
The Park
In the case of The Park, I used to live in the current Radford and the Park ward and it
is apparent that the issues and interests of the park are distinct from those of
Radford. Cleaving the Park from the ward will allow the remaining Radford
councillors to focus on the needs of that community, free from distractions provided
from the more affluent residents of the Park. In my view, both Radford and The Park
derive benefit from your proposals and I would wholeheartedly support them.
Arboretum
I would agree with your assertion (p.14) that Hyson Green is a distinctive area and
quite separate from the arboretum area. When I lived in Radford, Hyson Green was
a frequent trip for shopping and it is clear that it is a particular community. The
arboretum used to have a significant number of student residents, although I cannot
be certain that this remains the case. If Hyson Green is regarded as distinctive, and I
agree with you that it is, then it is sensible for the Arboretum to become a single
member ward in its own right.
Bilborough Ward
Bilborough, the ward where I presently live, sees only very minor changes. I agree
with your proposals for Bilborough and acknowledge that they achieve good electoral
equality and reflect the existing communities within the ward.
Remaining Wards
In respect of the other wards, I agree that you have achieved good electoral equality
and, so far as I am aware, have ensured good community representation. I am
inclined to support them as you have drafted them, confident that you will make such
minor adjustments as seem justified in the light of representations from those local
communities.
Thank you for considering my comments.
Yours sincerely,
Dr. Adam Spencer

Gail Stancliffe (Bulwell Forest)
I have looked in detail at the proposed new ward boundaries for Nottingham City
Council and whilst generally the proposals for “North Nottingham” look good and are
consistent with the communities in that area I don’t agree that this is the case with
Bulwell Forest.
Personally I hoped that the outcome of this Boundary Review would see new wards
created that better reflect some of the different communities and I don’t really believe
that Bulwell Forest achieves this as it appears to cover two completely separate
areas. The Rise Park estate is quite close to Top Valley and the Bestwood estate
and it is clearly a different community from Highbury Vale and Bulwell. Parts of which
have been included in the proposed Bulwell Forest ward. Other wards like “Bulwell”
and “Bestwood” have names which are definitely associated with those communities
however no-one really says that they live in “Bulwell Forest” and I’m guessing that
this ward has only been given this name because it includes a number of very
different areas. The Golf Course is also a massive boundary between the two areas
so I cannot understand why this hasn’t been used as a ward boundary when not only
is it clear on the ground but the communities either side of it are clearly very
different.
I strongly think it would be much better if this proposal was broken down to make two
wards that cover Highbury Vale and Rise Park separately. Rise Park has two
community centres (one on the main estate and one next to the Tesco Supermarket)
as well as plenty of shops; a church and a dentist surgery so it doesn’t really need to
be represented with Highbury Vale as that community has more in common with
Bulwell.
Because areas like Rise Park are on the edge of the city they don’t always get the
representation and community support from the council that they deserve. I strongly
think, therefore, that it would be better being a separate ward instead of the
proposed ward that will see three councillors covering two very different areas.
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Dear Sir,

With treagrd to the proposed boundary changes, I believe that the choice to keep
Mapperley as a triple member seat is enormously positive for the area. Not changing the
boundaries will help to keep this community together for the future. This is positive for
Mapperely and the people who live here. It’s great to have such a strong sense of
community within our area and three councillors to represent us.

Mapperley is an area which such historical significance and should be kept as unchanged as
possible. Please keep Mapperley Mapperley!

I hope you do listen to the views posed by people within each ward.
Yours fiathfully,
Linda Sullivan
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