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OUR STRATEGIC APPROACH TO THE WEST MIDLANDS

5.
Before considering in detail the response to our announcement, we
conducted an overview of the West Midlands metropolitan area as a whole.
This informed our subsequent consideration of the suggestions submitted
to us for large-scale boundary changes involving in some cases major
restructuring of the pattern of local government.
6.
A major issue, in our view, is the constricting outer boundary of
the metropolitan area. The conurbation's influence, particularly in terms
of housing need and planning policy, clearly extends beyond the present
boundary into the surrounding shire counties (a fact noted by the Royal
Commission on Local Government in England in the late 1960s and, more
recently, in the Government's Strategic Planning Policy Guidance for the
West Midlands). In places, continuous development spreads over the
boundary, while completed and planned roads encircle Birmingham and the
Black Country. We considered whether this strategic road network might
be adopted as an outer boundary for West Midlands authorities, as several
representations had suggested. In doing so, we recognised that the
consequential expansion of the metropolitan area would materially affect
the neighbouring shire districts.
7.
We concluded that it might be appropriate to use completed stretches
of the strategic road network in some places, but that to pursue such an
approach generally would be premature, as other stretches (eg the Western
.Orbital Route and the Birmingham Northern Relief Road) are still being
planned. We were also mindful of the need to balance recognition of the
continuing pressure exerted by the conurbation on areas beyond its
present boundaries with the principle, noted in the guidelines given to
us by the Department's Circular 20/86, that this review should for the
most part examine the need for boundary changes to overcome specific
problems arising from historic anomalies, or from subsequent changes in
the pattern of development. The Circular notes that special care is
needed in respect of the outer boundaries of conurbations in view of the
differing distribution of local authority functions, but suggests that
changes may be necessary where boundaries have been overlaid by
development.
8.
In the absence of a single clear line for the outer boundary, and
our further conclusion that in general it seemed impracticable to do
other than retain the present pattern of administrative units, we took
the view that we should consider the West Midlands in three phases,

working from east to west. We therefore began with Coventry; this report
is concerned solely with the boundaries of that City. Reports in respect
of Birmingham, Solihull, and the "Black Country" boroughs (Walsall,
Sandwell and Dudley) and Wolverhampton will follow and will address
strategic issues directly relevant to those areas in addition to their
consideration of possible boundary changes.
THE SUBMISSIONS MADE TO US

9.
In response to our letter launching 'the review, we received
representations in respect of Coventry and its boundaries from Coventry
City Council; Warwickshire County Council; Warwick District Council;
Rugby Borough Council; Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council; Mr Iain
Mills MP;' Mr James Pawsey MP; the parish councils of Allesley, Baginton,
Binley Woods, Corley, Fillongley, Meriden, and Stoneleigh & Ashow;/
Kenilworth Town Council; the Chief Constable of the West Midlands; the
Conservative Civic Group; the Conservative Associations for North-East.,.
Nprth-West, South-East and South-West Coventry; the Rugby and Kenilworth
Conservative-Association; the Residents' Associations of Burton Green,
Millisons Wood, arid the Triumph Estate; the Family Practitioners'
Committees of Coventry and Solihull; a Solihull borough councillor; and
six members of the public.
10. The representations included suggestions for boundary changes in the
vicinity of the following: the Eastern Bypass; the M6 motorway; Coventry
Airport; Roman Way, Baginton; Finham Park School; the Triumph Estate; and
Burton Green. We received no representations in favour of major or
structural change, with the exception of a single suggestion that
Coventry should again become part of Warwickshire.
COVENTRY'S POSITION IN THE WEST MIDLANDS

11. We began our review of Coventry by considering the City as part of
the West Midlands and the question whether there was a case to be made
for including 'it in Warwickshire. We noted that although the Royal
Commission in 1969 had included Coventry in its recommended West Midlands
"Province", it had seen the City as the centre of a separate "unit" to
the east of the conurbation proper, linked with industrial towns such as
Rugby and Nuneaton, and with centres such as Stratford-upon-Avon, Warwick
and Leamington Spa. Coventry is today separated from the main body of the
conurbation by the Green Belt and a move into Warwickshire would
strengthen that county in terms of population and financial resource;

would alleviate its anomalous shape (the district of North Warwickshire
is largely cut off from the south of the County); and would recognise
Coventry's past links with Warwickshire.
12. Against this, however, we decided that the communications network
binds Coventry into the infrastructure of the West Midlands and noted
that such a change would leave the City as the dominant element in a
predominantly rural county. Under present legislation, it would be
necessary for Coventry to become a non-Metropolitan District Council, a
change of status which in our view would not be conducive to effective
and convenient local government. Moreover, we had received only a single
representation in favour of placing Coventry in Warwickshire.
13. We concluded therefore that change on such a scale could not be
justified and that, taken as a whole, the present administrative unit of
Coventry is suitable for securing effective and convenient local
government. Hence, it is our view that Coventry should remain a part of
the West Midlands conurbation for administrative purposes, and we have
accordingly decided not to propose any major changes to its boundaries.
Our proposals are therefore limited to comparatively minor changes only.
OUR DRAFT PROPOSALS FOR BOUNDARY CHANGES
The Eastern Bypass and the M6 Motorway
14. Coventry Citv Council .suggested that the eastern boundary of the
City should be realigned eastwards, to follow the western side of the
Eastern Bypass. It noted that the new road largely cuts off areas to the
west from the rest of the Borough of Rugby and that development in such
areas would look to the City. The Council's suggestion was supported by
the Conservative Civic Group and by the North-East and South-East
Coventry Conservative Associations. The Chief Constable of the West
Midlands agreed, but also suggested (a) that the boundary at the northern
end of the Bypass should be realigned to the M6 motorway, severing the
Lenton's Lane/ Hawkesbury area from the City; and (b) that at the
southern end of the Bypass, the boundary should continue along the new
road to Tollbar End. However, these additional suggestions were opposed
by the City Council, which believed that the areas in question are
closely linked to the City, and pointed out that its only official gypsy
site is at Tollbar End.
15.

The idea of realigning the boundary to the Bypass was opposed by

Warwickshire County Council: Rugby Borough Council: Binlev Woods Parish
Council: Mr James Pawsev MP; and four members of the public.
16. We accepted the City Council's arguments i'n favour of using the new
Bypass. However, we concluded that the benefits to policing that might
follow from the Chief Constable's suggested realignment to the M6
motorway were not sufficient to outweigh the objections of some of the
principal authorities, and the consequent transfer of nearly 700 electors
to a district with which they have no demonstrable links. We noted that
the motorway is in practice a less formidable barrier than the map
suggests. In respect of the Chief Constable's suggestion for the Tollbar
End area, we took the view that the local residents relate to Coventry
rather than to anywhere in Warwickshire and concluded that the suggested
change would not be in the interests of effective and convenient local
government.
'
17. We therefore decided to issue a draft proposal that the boundary in
this area should be realigned to the west side of the Bypass, between
Junction 2 of the M6 and a point just north of Tollbar End.
18. Further to our conclusion (noted in paragraph 7 above) in respect
of the strategic road network, we also considered whether the line of the
M6 north of the City would provide a suitable long-term county boundary
west of the Lenton's Lane area. We concluded that the stretch of boundary
at Keresley, Ash Green and Neals Green was anomalous, as it divides
properties {eg the Coventry Colliery), but that major change, which would
involve the transfer to Coventry of some 1600 electors from a mainly
rural area, was not the best solution. We considered various alternative
minor changes in respect of the Colliery and its surroundings, an<L,
decided to issue a draft proposal that the boundary be realigned to the
west side of Bennetts Road North.
19. There appeared to be no evidence that Ash Green or Neals Green
relate to the City and we noted that the nearby residential school for
handicapped children is the only such facility in Warwickshire (although
it appeared to accommodate children from outside that county). We took
the view that large-scale boundary change in this area would not be
justified, and decided to issue draft proposals to. realign the boundary
to ground detail along a mineral railway and north-east to Wilson's Lane
at Woodshire's Green, and to unite in Coventry a hotel and a ware-house
at Woodshire's Green which are divided by the present boundary.

Coventry Airport
20. Coventry Citv Council suggested that the Airport should be
transferred to the City, as it owns and runs the site which, in its view,
has little affinity with Warwick and is remote from the centre of that
district. This idea was opposed by Warwickshire County Council, which
pointed out that development of the site, desired by the City Council,
could be secured by means of agreements between the local planning
authorities concerned and that such co-operation had taken place in the
past. Baainton Parish Council, the Conservative Civic Group and the
Coventry South-East Conservative Association also objected. The Parish
Council feared for the future of the parish and of the Green Belt in this
area should the site be transferred. The view was expressed that
ownership of the site was not relevant to its administration.
21 . We concluded that the main issue was the future development of the
site, noting that various alternative proposals were at that time under
consideration and recognising that if we issued a draft proposal for
change, this could be taken as intervening in the planning process.
•However, we believed that it would be impracticable
to defer
consideration of the boundary issue until all the planning issues had
been resolved. We took the view that the industrial estate relates to
Coventry (parts of it, near Tollbar End, are already within the City
boundary) and decided on balance to issue a draft proposal that the site
should be transferred.
Baginton

22. The village of Baginton borders Coventry Airport and the new
boundary suggested by the City Council and endorsed :by us would tightly
skirt the rear curtilages of properties in the village. We therefore
considered whether to propose that the village should also be transferred
to the City. However, we concluded that while the new boundary was not
an ideal county boundary, Baginton was a community distinct from suburban
Coventry. We therefore decided not to propose the transfer of Baginton,
but we invited the views of local residents.
Roman Way
23. Coventry Citv Council suggested that this small residential area
south of the A45 should be transferred into the conurbation, as it was
physically part of the urban area. This idea was however opposed in other
representations. Warwickshire County Council pointed out-that the estate
had good road links to the village of Baginton and that local residents

felt themselves to be part of the parish community. Baginton Parish
Council (several of whose Members lived on the estate) agreed, expressing
concern over future maintenance of various open spaces. The Conservative
Civic Group noted the effect on neighbouring wards of transferring around
160 electors, while the Rugby and Kenilworth Conservative Association saw
no problems arising from the remoteness of the estate from the centre of
the district, and feared for the viability of the parish if those
residents were transferred and that Baginton itself might become no more
than a suburb of Coventry. The Coventry South-West ' Conservative
Association believed that change on such a scale was inappropriate.
24. While noting these views, we concluded that the Roman Way Estate
appeared to be a more recent development - unlike the village in
character, physically separate from it, and appearing to have more
affinity with the neighbouring Coventry suburb of Finham. We decided to
issue a draft proposal that the area should be transferred to the City.
Finham Park School and Finham Primary School
25. Coventry City Council, which owned and administered Finham Park
School, suggested that it should be transferred to the City to improve
the delivery of services to it. This suggestion was however opposed.'
Warwickshire County Council feared that the site (including the
surrounding open areas) might be developed should the City Council decide
to close the School. Stoneleioh and Ashow Parish Council, the
Conservative Civic Group, and the Coventry South-West Conservative
Association argued that land ownership should not necessarily determine
boundary issues; the Parish Council also believed that the present
boundary was well-defined whereas the proposed new one was not.
26. We considered, however, that to transfer the School would permit
rationalisation of service provision and recognise its community links
with Finham (in Coventry). We noted that Finham Primary School, to the
south, is also owned and administered by the City Council, and draws its
pupils (most of whom subsequently go to Finham Park School) mainly from
Finham. We-concluded that the reasons for transferring Finham Park School
applied with equal validity to the primary school and decided to issue
a draft proposal that the area containing both schools should be
transferred to Coventry.
Burton Green

27. Both Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council and Warwickshire County
Council drew attention to the anomalous boundary which divides this
extended linear community, and suggested that Burton Green should be
united, in Solihull and in Warwickshire respectively, to rationalise the
provision of services. The Borough Council was supported by a borough
councillor, but both its suggestion and that of the County Council were
opposed by Stoneleigh and Ashow Parish Council and by the Burton Green
Residents Association, who indicated that local residents wished to
retain the status quo. The County .Council was supported by Kenilworth
Town Council. We received no comment from Coventry City Council.
28. Although Burton Green appears to be an extension of Coventry, we
rejected the idea of uniting it within the City. The resulting narrow
salient would be undesirable in itself and the change would deparish
local residents. We concluded that the community should be united, in the
interests of .effective service provision, but recognised that the
question of whether this should be in Solihull or in Warwickshire wa.s
finely balanced. However, we decided that since most of the settlement
was already in Warwickshire, it would be appropriate to issue a draft
proposal that it should be united in that county.
The Triumph Estate
29. Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council suggested that this estate
(154 houses on the former site of a motorcycle factory) should be
-transferred to. Solihull from Coventry, because the residents had
requested this and it would resolve anomalies in service provision. The
estate was held to be isolated from the City and had strong affinities
with Meriden (in Solihull). The Council put forward two alternative new
boundaries: one drawn tightly round the built-up area, the other
involving the transfer with the estate of large open areas to the north,
east and south.
30. Solihull's suggestion was supported in principle by Coventry City
Council: the Parish Councils of Allesley and Meriden; and the Residents'
Associations of Millison's Wood and the Triumph Estate. There appeared
to be a preference for small-scale change, although the Triumph Estate
Residents' Association suggested that an area intended for residential
development should also be transferred, to avoid the possibility of a
divided community in future. Solihull's idea was also supported by two
members of the public, one of whom suggested that three nearby properties'
should also be transferred.

31. Solihull's suggestion that the estate be transferred was however
opposed by the Conservative Associations of Meriden and Coventry Northwest. The latter considered that local residents had strong links with
Coventry and were concerned at the effect on Bablake ward (Coventry) of
the loss of some 300 electors.
32. We took the view that it would be logical to transfer the Estate,
for the reasons advanced by Solihull. However, we concluded that the
larger area identified by the Triumph Estate Residents' Association
should remain in Coventry. The City Council indicated that this area was
intended for commercial development, not for housing. We were unable to
identify a suitable boundary that would permit the transfer of the three
properties identified by the member of the public without also
transferring the proposed development area, so our draft proposal was
limited to the built-up area of the Triumph Estate itself.
University of Warwick
33. No representations were received in respect .of this area, but we
.noted that the University complex is at present divided between Coventry
and Warwickshire. In response to our enquiries, the University indicated
that it was developing land which it owns outside the conurbation and
that no problems had arisen in respect of the present boundary. The City
Council agreed, but noted that problems might arise in future, as the
development in Warwickshire would be served by Coventry's highway and
sewerage systems. We concluded that, on balance, the University site
should be united in Coventry and issued a draft proposal to that effect.
Minor Boundary Amendments
34.

We also proposed minor boundary changes in the following areas:
a.

Rough Close (boundary with the Parish of Berkswell) - because
the present boundary splits a factory;

b.

Corley Moor - because the present boundary is defaced and
divides curtilages; our intention, was, however, to avoid moving
whole properties for purely technical reasons.

Other Representations Received
35.

The Coventry Family Practitioner Committee supported generally the

/'

views of the City Council. The Solihull Family Practitioner Committee
opposed changes to the boundary of that Borough, noting that its area and
those of the Borough Council and of the District Health Authority were
coterminous and suggesting that any changes would have adverse effects.
ANNOUNCEMENT OF OUR DRAFT PROPOSALS

36. We set out our draft proposals in a letter to Coventry City Council,
dated 8 March 1991 . A copy of this letter is at Annex A. Copies were sent
to all the local authorities concerned, and to all organisations and
persons interested in the review. The local authorities were asked to
publish a notice giving details of our draft proposals, and to post
copies of it at places where public notices are customarily displayed.
They were also asked to place our letter on deposit for inspection at,,._
/'•* •
their main offices for a period of eight weeks. We invited comments by
3 May 1991.
RESPONSE TO OUR DRAFT PROPOSALS

37. We received responses from Coventry City Council; Warwickshire
County Council; Warwick District Council; Rugby Borough Council; Solihull
Metropolitan Borough Council; the parish councils of Ansty, Corley,
Fillongley, Stoneleigh & Ashow, and Baginton; Kenilworth Town Council;
the Chief Constable of the West Midlands; the Police Federation; Sir
Dudley Smith MP; Mr Lewis Stevens MP; and Mr James Pawsey MP. The City
of Coventry Conservative Association and the West Midlands Area Branch
of Conservative Central Office both indicated concern at what they saw
as the short deadline for replies (in response, it was pointed out that
we had allowed no less time than is usual for consultations of this kind), but did not otherwise comment. Some 85 letters were received from
members of the public, most of which concerned the Baginton and Roman Way
proposals.
.
38. Several representations drew attention to your (then) recent
announcement of the Government's intention to review the structure of
local government, and suggested that, in these circumstances, our
boundary review should be postponed. However, you have stated publicly
that we should continue with our current programme of work, with
decisions on our proposals being taken on their merits. We have therefore
carefully considered all the representations made to us, as required by
Section 60(2) of the Local Government Act 1972. Our final proposal's"are
set out below, and are illustrated on the attached maps.
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The Eastern Bypass (paragraphs 9-13 of our draft proposals letter)
39. Warwickshire County Council objected to our draft proposal to
realign stretches of the City boundary to the western edge of the Bypass.
The Council stressed the need to protect the Green Belt against urban
sprawl and considered that the transfer of-large areas to Coventry might
encourage development in Green Belt areas. The construction of the Bypass
was not, in the Council' s view, a reason to move the boundary. The
Council considered that if West Midlands towns and cities bordering
Warwickshire (eg Coventry, Solihull and Birmingham) were to expand,
service provision by the County Council would be adversely affected. The
Council also questioned the need for change, given the impending review
of local government structure.
40. The County Council noted that the land to the west of the Bypass is
not severed from its area, pointing out that access to Warwickshire is
available from the area to the north and south of the A428 Coventry-Rugby
rpad (which is most likely to be developed) and via several roundabouts.
However, the Council took the view that if the boundary was to be
realigned as proposed, it should follow the western edge to ensure that
the road remains the responsibility of the Warwickshire Police and
emergency services, and that it continues to be part of the current
winter maintenance circuit (using the Warwick and Kenilworth bypasses,
the M69 and the M6), operated by the County Council.
41. Warwick District Council supported our draft proposal, but suggested
that the boundary should continue along the Bypass as far as Tollbar End.
(We had however already considered and rejected such a change, see
paragraphs 10-12 of Annex A.) The Council were also particularly
concerned that development should not extend into the Green Belt between
the City and Warwickshire, believing that it and the County Council were
better guardians of the Green Belt than Coventry City Council.
42. Coventry Citv Council supported our draft proposal. It accepted that
if Warwickshire lost responsibility for the Bypass, this would prejudice
the efficient maintenance of the other routes on the winter maintenance
circuit. The Council hac originally argued that the boundary should run
along the western" edge of the Bypass, on the grounds that the strip of
land to the west of the road will henceforward be separated from the rest
of the Borough of Rugby and will look to Coventry.
43...

Ruabv Borough Council objected to our draft proposal, arguing that
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local planning policies require that some of Coventry's future employment
and housing needs should be met in Warwickshire. In its view, to change
the boundary would remove its ability to determine precisely the use of
the land to the east of the Bypass which may be the subject of planning
applications. However, the Borough Council requested that if the boundary
was realigned along the Bypass, it should follow the eastern edge of the
road so that responsibility for cleaning the road passed to Coventry.
44. The Chief Constable of the West Midlands endorsed our draft
proposal. The Police Federation regretted that we had decided not to
recommend that Coventry should be returned to Warwickshire but had no
objections to the Eastern Bypass proposal.. Sir Dudley Smith MP agreed
with Warwick District Council, while Mr Lewis Stevens MP supported the
views of Rugby Borough Council. Mr James Pawsev MP expressed concern
about the Green Belt and what he believed to be the territorial ambitions
of Coventry. The Managing Director of George Fischer (Great Britain)
Limited supported the proposed change, believing that it would enable his
company to deal with one local authority rather than several, assist
policing and provide a more logical boundary. A Ruabv district councillor
objected, on the grounds that the narrow strip of Green Belt land on
either side of the A46 is a very sensitive area, under strong development
pressure. Noting that the land on either side at present provided a
valuable buffer between Coventry and Rugby, the councillor considered
that Rugby Borough Council would be a better guardian of the Green Belt
than would Coventry City Council.
45. We have considered these representations. We are unable to accept
Warwickshire's arguments against the draft proposal. There appear to be
no reasons why its operations should be weakened by the transfer of these
small, mainly rural, areas to Coventry. In community terms, the Bypass
is likely to become an impediment, if not a barrier, even though there
is road access from Warwickshire to the areas west of it. Nor do we
accept Rugby's comment about planning control of the land to the east of
the road in relation to other development in the vicinity. The fears
expressed about the Green Belt appear to us to be unfounded. All local
authorities, urban and rural, endorse the longstanding policy, supported
by specific safeguards and recently reiterated in the Government's
Strategic Guidance for the West Midlands, that there is a presumption
against development in Green Belt areas. There is no reason to believe
that Coventry City Council would not'respect this policy, Rugby's reasons
for wanting the boundary aligned to the eastern edge of the road do not
seem to outweigh the winter maintenance reasons for using the western
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side. We have therefore decided to confirm our draft proposal as final.

The M6 Motorway (paragraphs 14-18 of our draft proposals letter)
46. We had proposed minor boundary realignments in the vicinity of
Woodshire's Green. A member of the public suggested that a piece of land
(owned by him) at Neal's Green should be transferred to Coventry using
the M6 and the A444 as a boundary, on the grounds that the roads would
provide a more logical long-term boundary and that the intended
commercial development of the site would assist the regeneration of the
northern side of Coventry. Anstv Parish Council objected to our proposal
to transfer the Ansty Triangle/Lodge Farm area to Coventry, claiming that
would .have a major impact both visually and on local traffic. The Council
saw the area as one of Warwickshire' s major industrial sites and
considered that, if it became part of Coventry, Warwickshire might have
to release more Green Belt land to ensure economic regeneration of th~
area. The Council rejected the suggestion that the area would be better
served by Coventry, or that it is isolated from Ansty, and feared that
Ansty itself would eventually be swallowed up by Coventry if the area was
transferred. The Ash Green Residents' Association considered that
Coventry has no need of any more industrial land and identified a need
to protect the Green Belt.
47. There were no objections to our draft proposals for minor
realignments at Bennetts Road North, Neals Green and Woodshire's Green.
48. We cannot of course endorse representations that turn on the merits
of development proposals that have yet to be determined by the local
planning authorities concerned; to do so would be to interfere in the
planning process. Ansty Parish Council's wish to have a say in the Ansty
Triangle development is understandable but this does not in our view
outweigh the reasons- for our draft proposal, which has otherwise
attracted no objections. Our view of the special status of the Green Belt
is set out in paragraph 45 above. We have therefore decided to confirm
our draft proposals for this area as final.
Coventry Airport (paragraphs 19-21 of our draft proposals letter)
49. We had proposed to transfer the Airport to the City. Warwickshire
County Council expressed concern about the principle which, it believed,
underlay our proposal, considering it inappropriately influenced by
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future plans for development. In the County Council's view, Coventry City
Council should not be able to give planning permission for development
on land which it owns; moreover, the County Council rejected what it
considered to be the implication that the Warwickshire planning
authorities are incapable of arriving at planning decisions that
recognise the needs of the City. The County Council also drew attention
to the role of the Airport in local emergency planning arrangements and
referred to local opposition to the proposal, in particular, by Baginton
Parish Council. Warwick District Council agreed with these views,
claiming that it . had dealt with "reasonable and proper" planning
applications on their merits. The Council also expressed concern about
future development in the Green Belt.
50. Coventry City Council reiterated its view that the Airport should
be transferred, on the grounds that the site both relates to and has its
main access from the City. The Council denied that its real motive was
to acquire the ability to exercise direct control over development of the
site in future, and stated that the special status of the Green Belt was
understood by all local authorities. The Council acknowledged that there
had been some tension in this respect between itself and Baginton Parish
Council. The Chief Constable of the West Midlands supported our proposal.
51. Baginton Parish Council opposed our draft proposal, endorsing the
views of the Warwickshire authorities. It expressed concern that, if the
proposal was implemented, it would no longer have the right to be
consulted over planning matters at the Airport. The Council also
considered that the county boundary should be aligned to something more
definite than the curtilages of properties. It had organised a petition,
signed by 80% of the electors of the parish, against the proposal. We
also received 12 letters from members of the public expressing concern
that if the Airport was transferred, the City Council would later claim
Baginton village.
52. We have carefully considered these representations. We take the view
that the objections expressed to our draft proposal do not address the
argument that the industrial estate at the Airport relates primarily to
Coventry. We note that there is strong .local feeling that the City
Council has tended to have more regard for the development of the site
than for the effects of this on the surrounding area. However, for the
reasons set out in paragraph 45 above, we can see no grounds for thinking
that a transfer of the area from Warwick District to the City Council
would endanger the Green Belt.
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53. The Airport is being modernised as an air transport facility, and
development for commercial and industrial purposes is envisaged. As for
the suggestion that it is undesirable for a local authority to exercise
planning control over its own development proposals for sites in its
ownership, we note that these procedures are long-established and that
they are currently under review.
54. We have seen no evidence that decisions by the Warwickshire planning
authorities are delaying or restricting development at the Airport;
indeed, we are aware that the existing Warwick District Council local
plan makes provision for further development both at the Airport and its
environs, and acknowledges that such developments will assist in meeting
the needs of Coventry, rather than those of Warwickshire. However, we
take the view that the proposed boundary change is an appropriate
recognition of the Airport's close relationship with the City and have
therefore decided to confirm our draft proposal as final.
Baginton (paragraphs 22-24 of our draft proposals letter)
55. As indicated in paragraph 22 above, we had sought local views on the
possibility of transferring the village of Baginton to Coventry. Baginton
Parish Council was concerned that this idea had been even tentatively
mooted, fearing that it would remain in the background, awaiting revival,
were the Airport to be transferred. Warwickshire County Council noted the
strong local opposition to such a change and suggested using the A45 as
the boundary, from the junction with the B4115 to Tollbar End. In its
view, this would be more efficient and logical than the boundary we had
proposed. However, Coventry Citv Council opposed this suggestion, noting
that it had been recognised in the 1960s that the physical situation on
the ground made such an approach inappropriate, and taking the view that
the Commission's draft proposal updated that conclusion.
56. Apart from letters from residents of Roman Way (see paragraph 59
below), we received 28 letters opposing the idea of transferring the
village. Most of these expressed-anxiety about encroachment on the Green
Belt and loss of the local "village atmosphere", and a fear that services
would deteriorate in quality and cost more.
57. As we had expected, there is no local support for the idea of
transferring Baginton to Coventry. Moreover, the lack of suitable ground
features means that it would be difficult to identify a suitably robust
county boundary to run through the area immediately south of the village.
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Accordingly, we have decided to confirm our interim decision to propose
no change in this respect.
Roman Way (paragraphs 25-26 of our draft proposals letter)
58. We had proposed that this small residential area should be
transferred to the City. Warwickshire County Council and Warwick District
Council took the view that while the Roman Way Estate has road links with
Finham and that there are transport and shopping links to Coventry, it
was physically part of Baginton. They also noted that the residents of
the estate had expressed opposition to our proposal. The Citv Council
pointed out that Roman Way was constructed much later than the main A46
road, that the estate was part of Coventry, and that service provision
would be easier if it were transferred to the City.
59. We have carefully considered the views expressed in the 20 letters
we received from local residents. However, we have concluded that Roman
Way has more in common with the urban area of Finham (in Coventry) than
with the village of Baginton. There is no perceptible physical separation
between the Roman Way Estate and Finham; while its residents have links
with both Finham and with Baginton, they look to the City for major
facilities and employment. We have therefore concluded that, on balance,
our draft proposal is in the best interests of effective and convenient
local government and have decided to confirm it as final.
Finham Park School and Finham Primary School (paragraphs 27-28 of our
draft proposals letter)
60. We had proposed that the area containing both schools should be
transferred to the City. Warwickshire County Council, Warwick District
Council, and Stoneleiah & Ashow Parish Council all objected, on the
grounds that the present boundary is well established and that land
ownership patterns do not in themselves justify boundary changes. The
Parish Council suggested that the proposed boundary would cause problems
by "isolating" two houses in Stoneleigh but did not explain why. Coventry
Citv Council agreed with our proposal. The West Midlands Chief Constable
stated that by mutual arrangement with the Warwickshire Police, his force
already deals with the two areas concerned.
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61 . We do not consider that the objections we have received outweigh the
community links which exist between the schools and the neighbouring
residential areas, and we have therefore decided to confirm our draft
proposal as final.
Burton Green (paragraphs 29-31 of our draft proposals letter)
62. We had proposed that this community, which is at present divided
between Solihull (in the West Midlands) and the District of Warwick
should be united and that, on balance, it should be located in
Warwickshire. The two Warwickshire authorities agreed in principle.
However, the County Council believed that the Commission should be guided
by the views of local residents and stated that there were at present no
problems with service provision. Solihull MBC believed that local
residents were "overwhelmingly" in favour of retaining the status quo and
in this sense were a united rather than a divided community, and
suggested that this should be given greater weight by the Commission-.
However, the Council believed that if this argument was not accepted, the
community should be united in Solihull.
63. The Burton Green Residents' Association could not reconcile the
Commission's view that the Coventry/Burton Green boundary is anomalous
with its proposal to change the Solihull/Warwickshire boundary, pointing
out that two properties in Coventry would then be accessible only from
Warwickshire. The Association also suggested that the existence of the
village school might be threatened and that the neighbouring councils
could
achieve greater
efficiency if they each undertook
sole
responsibility for certain services. We received four letters from local
residents supporting the status quo.
64. We recognise that none of the local authorities is in favour of
change against the wishes of local people. On the other hand, the fact
that the county boundary runs down the middle of the village street, so
that properties on one side of the road receive services from one.
authority while those on the other side, members of the same community,
are served by a different authority, suggests that the overall provision
of services to the community and the pattern of local government
generally are not as effective or convenient as they might be.
65. We consider that our original reason for proposing this change,
namely that most of Burton Green is already in Warwickshire, remains
valid and that it would be unsatisfactory to leave unchanged a situation
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in which a county boundary runs down the middle of a village street. We
have-therefore decided to confirm our draft proposal to unite the village
of Burton Green in Warwickshire as final, subject to two amendments:
a.

to unite in Warwickshire two areas of land owned by a member
of the public, who had pointed out that they would be divided
by the new boundary we had proposed;

b.

to give access from Coventry to two properties already in the
City which under our proposal could not be reached directly
from there without going through Warwickshire.

The Triumph Estate (paragraphs 32-34 of our draft proposals letter)
66. Our proposal to transfer the Estate from Coventry to Solihull was
supported by the Chief Constable of the West Midlands and by Solihull
MBC. The only objections received were from two City councillors who
suggested that the Estate should remain within Coventry for historical
reasons; that such a move could seriously damage the character and size
of Bablake District Ward; and that residents looked to Coventry for
amenities. They considered it vital to the prosperity of Coventry for the
City to retain valuable areas on its perimeter and argued that change
would be premature in view of the proposed programme of "area reviews"
by the new Local Government Commission.
67. We have however concluded that these objections do not outweigh the
reasons for change expressed in our draft proposals letter, and have
decided to confirm our draft proposal as final.
University of Warwick (paragraphs 35-36 of our draft proposals letter)
68. Coventry Citv Council supported our proposal to unite the University
complex in the City, pointing out that the access roads to the site are
in Coventry. The Council considered that the historic links which the
District and County Councils have with the University are not relevant
to . the provision of services. However, Warwickshire County Council
strongly objected to the proposal, considering that it took no account
of the way in which the University related to the area as a whole, whence
it gained much of its identity. There was no evidence that the division
of the site had in the past caused any problems in respect of the
provision of services and the County Council was not convinced that any
were likely to arise in future if the University developed its land

18

outside the conurbation, pointing out that such problems could be taken
into account by the planning process.
69.. Warwick District Council considered
that the proposal was
unnecessary,
stating
that
the
University
had
experienced
no
administrative difficulties in connection with the present boundary and
did not expect problems over future development. It stressed that the
County Council and the City Council were equally committed to the
University. The West Midlands Chief Constable stated that his force
already policed the entire University complex and considered that it was
inappropriate to have a boundary running through the middle of a site
which was clearly a single entity. Kenilworth Town Council and the
Council for the Protection of Rural England were against the proposal.
70. The Vice-Chancellor stated that the University had enjoyed g.ood
relationships with all the local authorities and that there had been no
administrative difficulties.
There might be some administrative
convenience in dealing with a single authority, but the University would
be most reluctant to lose its connection with Warwickshire. Since the
only effect would be to transfer Green Belt land from one local authority
to another, he questioned whether our draft proposal was justified.
71. Our initial consideration of this area had led us to conclude that
change might on balance be justified to avoid problems arising in the
future. However, while we note the point made by the Chief Constable in
respect of policing the University complex, we have concluded that this
is, on balance, outweighed by the fact that two of the three local
authorities involved are against our proposal and, more particularly,
that the University itself clearly wishes to retain a presence in
Warwickshire. As the present boundary does not appear in .practice to be
causing any problems, we have decided to withdraw our draft proposal.
Minor Boundary Changes

(paragraphs 37-39 of our draft proposals letter)

72. Coventry City Council supported our draft proposals for minor
changes in the Rough Close and Corley Moor areas. Warwickshire County
Council agreed with our interim decision to propose no large scale
changes. We have received no objections in respect of our draft proposal
to realign the boundary near Rough Close to the perimeter of a sports
field and confirm this as final.
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73. Fillonglev Parish Council objected to our proposal to transfer land
at Wall Hill Road, Corley Moor, from Warwickshire to Coventry. They
stated that existing land management and road agency agreements with
Warwickshire have worked well. A local resident suggested uniting Corley
Moor village in Warwickshire, on the grounds that the present boundary
splits the community. However, we . have concluded that the resulting
county boundary, tied to field boundaries rather than to roadsides as we
proposed, would be unsatisfactory. There appears to be no reason why land
management and road agency agreements of the kind operated by
Warwickshire cannot be reached with Coventry. As there have been no other
objections and there is no indication of any local support for the larger
alternative, we. have decided to confirm our draft proposal as final.
Electoral Conseouentials
74. We envisage that all but three o£ our final proposals will have an
insignificant effect on local electoral arrangements.- The three
exceptions are our proposals for:
a.

Roman Way, Baginton;

b.

Burton Green; and

c.

The Triumph Estate.

and we intend to publish draft proposals for consequential
electoral arrangements in these areas shortly.

changes to

CONCLUSIONS
75. We believe that our final proposals, which are summarised in Annex
B, are in the interests of effective and convenient local government, and
we commend them to you accordingly.
PUBLICATION

*

76. A separate letter is being sent to Coventry City Council, the
Metropolitan Borough of Solihull, Warwickshire County Council, the
Borough Councils of North Warwickshire, Nuneaton and Bedworth, and Rugby,
and Warwick District Council; asking them to deposit copies of 'this
report at their main offices for inspection for a period of six months.
They are also being asked to place notices to that effect on public
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notice boards. Arrangements have been made for a similar notice to be
inserted in the local press. The text of the notice will explain that the
•Commission has fulfilled its statutory role in this matter, and that it
now falls to you to make an order implementing the proposals, if you
think fit, though not-earlier than a period of six weeks from the date
our final proposals are submitted to you.
77. Copies of this report", together with maps illustrating the proposed
changes, are being sent to all those who received our draft proposals
letter of 8 March 1991.

-*•»
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Signed:

G J Ellerton

Chairman

K F J Ennals

G Prentice

Helen Sarkany

C W Smith

K Young

R D Compton

Secretary

23 January 1992
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Local Government Boundary Commission
for England
20 Albert Embankment
London SE1 7TJ
Telephone Direct Line 071-238
Switchboard 071-2385000
Fax 071-2385216

The Chief Executive
Coventry Metropolitan City Council
Council House and New Council Offices
Coventry
CV1 5RR
March 1991
Dear Sir
LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1972
REVIEW OF THE METROPOLITAN COUNTY OF THE WEST MIDLANDS
CITY OF COVENTRY: BOUNDARIES WITH SOLIHULL AND WARWICKSHIRE

COMMISSION'S DRAFT PROPOSALS
INTRODUCTION
1.
On 1 February 1988, the Commission wrote to Coventry City
Council, Solihull District Council and Warwickshire County
Council, announcing the start of a review of the Metropolitan
County of the West Midlands and of its constituent Districts,
as part of the programme of reviews it is required to undertake
by virtue of section 48(1) of the Local Government Act 1972.
2.
The Commission subsequently decided to deal with the review
in three phases, working from east to west. It has therefore
begun by considering the City of Coventry, both in its strategic
context, as part of the West Midlands, and as regards its
detailed boundaries with neighbouring authorities.
3.
In response to its letter of 1 February 1988, the
Commission received submissions in respect of Coventry's
boundaries from your Council and other local authorities
concerned, local Members of Parliament,
various interested
bodies, persons and organisations, and also from six members of
the public.
4. The Commission has now considered the submissions made to
it and has formulated draft proposals for alterations to several
parts of the relevant boundaries. The Commission has also taken
interim decisions to make no proposals in respect of certain
other areas for which-changes had been suggested. Details of its
draft proposals and interim decisions are set out below.

SUMMARY OF SUGGESTIONS AND REPRESENTATIONS RECEIVED

5.
The main suggestions for changes made to the Commission were
(a) the extension of the City eastwards to a new boundary aligned
on the recently completed eastern bypass; (b) the incorporation
in Coventry of Coventry Airport; (c) the inclusion in Coventry
of a small residential area at Roman Way near Baginton; and (d)
the inclusion within the City of Finham Park School, on the
southern edge of Coventry.
These changes would involve the
transfer to Coventry of areas currently in Warwickshire. Other
suggested changes would involve transfers of land from Coventry
to Solihull or vice versa. These include: (i) the transfer of
a residential area known as the Triumph Estate from Coventry's
western fringe to Solihull; (ii) a realignment of Coventry's
northern boundary to the line of the M6 motorway (as an extension
of the proposal involving the eastern bypass); and (iii) a minor
boundary adjustment at Tollbar End, at the southern end of the
eastern bypass. The unification of the settlement of Burton Green
in either Solihull or Warwickshire was also proposed (it is
currently divided between these two authorities). Since Burton
Green also has a boundary with Coventry, the Commission has
decided to consider this issue as part of the Coventry review.
6.
The changes suggested are all minor in terms of the area
of land involved and of the number of electors who would be
affected. There have been no suggestions for radical alterations
to the City's boundary, but the Commission has received one
representation, from a member of the public, advocating the
transfer of the City to Warwickshire. No reasons were, however,
given as to why this would be beneficial in terms of effective
and convenient local government.
THE COMMISSION'S CONCLUSIONS AND DRAFT PROPOSALS
(A)

Coventry's Position in the West Midlands

7.
The Commission has considered whether there is a strong
case to be made for including Coventry in Warwickshire.
The
Commission believes that such a move would have some advantages.
It would strengthen Warwickshire; would improve the anomalous
shape of that county (which it is reasonable to assume has some
effect on the provision of local services); and would recognise
Coventry's links with Nuneaton and Kenilworth (and Leicester
further to the east) and its separation from Birmingham by the
Green Belt. Against this, however, the Commission notes that the
motorway network binds Coventry into the West Midlands
infrastructure; that there is no public pressure for such a
change, which would under present circumstances involve the loss
of metropolitan district status and powers;
and that
Warwickshire, a largely rural County, might have difficulty in
assimilating a former metropolitan district with its large, urban
population..

8.
The Commission therefore concluded that the pursuit of
radical change in this area would not be justified. It has
decided instead to concentrate on suggestions for individual
boundary changes (ie those described in paragraph 5 above), and
on further minor amendments which it feels are needed to resolve
obvious anomalies.
(B)

The Eastern Bypagff

•

9 . Your Council suggests that the eastern boundary of the City
be realigned to follow the western side of the Eastern Bypass,
on the grounds that the land between the road and the City is now
largely cut off from the rest of the Borough of Rugby, in
Warwickshire, and that development taking place within the area
would look to the City. The Commission accepts these reasons for
change and agrees that the Bypass would make a good long term
boundary for Coventry.
10. The Commission notes that the Chief Constable of the West
Midlands has put forward a very similar change, with the aim of
facilitating policing of the roads in question. However, his
suggested change extends further: (a) at the northern end of. the
Bypass, where he suggests aligning a new boundary for the City
along the M6, severing the Lenton's Lane/Hawkesbury area from
Coventry; and (b) at the southern end of the Bypass, where he
suggests that the boundary should follow the new road through
Tollbar End, thus transferring Tollbar End to Warwickshire.
11. The Commission concluded that although the M6 would be a
good boundary technically, and that to use the motorway might
improve local policing arrangements, these are not sufficient
reasons for it to propose a change which is opposed by both your
Council and by Warwickshire County Council and which would
involve transferring nearly 700 electors into a district
(Nuneaton and Bedworth) with which they have no demonstrable
links. In addition, it considers that the motorway is a less
formidable barrier than the map suggests; several roads from
Coventry pass under the M6 and the Lenton's Lane area is not,
therefore, cut off from the City. The Commission has therefore
decided to make no proposal for change at Lenton' s Lane.
12. The Commission considers that the residential area at
Tollbar End relates to Coventry rather than to more distant
communities in Warwickshire.
It also notes that the City
Council's only public gypsy site is located in this area. The
Commission concluded that there would be insufficient benefit,
in terms of effective and convenient local government, to be
gained from adopting the Chief Constable's suggestion in respect
of Tollbar End.
13. The Commission has therefore decided to issue a draft
proposal to realign the eastern boundary of Coventry to the west
side of the Eastern Bypass, from Junction 2 of the M6 to a point
just short of Tollbar End. The proposed new boundary is shown
on Map 1, areas A-C, Map 2, areas A-D.and Map 3, areas A-G.

(C) The M6 Motorway
14.
In examining the use of major roads, such as the
Eastern Bypass, as suitable new boundaries for the City of
Coventry, the Commission has also considered whether the line of
the M6 motorway to the north of the City would provide an
appropriate long term and easily identifiable boundary, either
in whole or in part (from Junction 2 to the vicinity of Corley).
While rejecting the use of the M6 as the new county boundary in
the Lenton's Lane area (paragraph 11 above), the Commission has
considered whether the motorway might be used as a new county
boundary further west, in the vicinity of Keresley, Ash Green and
Neals Green.
15. The Commission believes that the existing boundary in this
area is anomalous, as it divides property (notably the Coventry
Colliery). It is not, however, convinced that a major change is
the best solution, since this would mean transferring into the
City a large, mainly rural, area by no means homogeneous in
character and containing 1600 electors.
16. The Commission has therefore considered instead options for
minor changes to the boundary to remove obvious anomalies. It has
considered whether Coventry Colliery should be united in Coventry
or in Warwickshire, and also whether the Keresley estate (to the
north of the pit) and the development to the west of the Colliery
(at Thompson's Road and Keresley village) should be transferred
with it. The Commission has concluded that there is no clear-cut
best option; each of these possible changes has the disadvantage
that it would leave part of the built-up area divided from the
rest. The Commission does, however, consider that a minor change
in the vicinity of Bennetts Road North would be appropriate, to
eliminate a stretch of the existing boundary which currently
divides properties. It has therefore decided to issue a draft
proposal to realign the boundary to the west side of Bennetts
Road North, as shown on Map 18, areas A-C
17. The Commission notes that there is no evidence that Ash
Green or Neal's Green relate to Coventry rather than to
Warwickshire.
In addition, the area contains a residential
school for handicapped children which is Warwickshire's only
facility of this kind (although it also accommodates children
from outside the county, including from Coventry, and thus
appears to be a sub-regional, rather than simply a county
facility).
18.
The Commission has concluded that there would be no
obvious benefit in proposing any large-scale change in this area.
It has therefore decided to issue draft proposals (a) to realign
the boundary to ground detail along the Mineral Railway and then
north-east to Wilson's Lane (at Woodshire's Green), and (b) to
unite in Coventry a hotel and a warehouse at Woodshire's Green
which are, at present, split by the boundary.
These draft
proposals are shown on Map 19, areas A-D, Map 20, areas A-D, Map
21, areas A-C, and Map 22, areas A and B.

(D) Coventry Airport
19. Your Council suggests transferring the Airport to the City
on the grounds that it owns and runs the site, which in its view
relates to the City rather than to Warwickshire* Warwickshire
County Council and Baainton Parish Council, amongst others,
object to the proposal.
20.
The Commission takes the view that future industrial
development on the Airport site appears to be the main issue
rather than the Airport itself. Your Council has sought planning
permission to redevelop the Coventry Trading Estate at the
Airport, but Warwickshire County Council has decided to refuse
such permission. The Commission understands that alternative
plans have been under consideration. It recognises, therefore,
that if it issues a draft proposal for change it may appear to
be taking a view on current proposals for development and thus
intervening in the planning process.
21. The Commission believes, however, that it would be
impracticable to defer its consideration of your Council's
suggestion for the Airport until the planning situation is
resolved. It takes the view that the industrial estate relates
to Coventry - some of the works in the vicinity ( at Tollbar End)
are, in fact, already in the City - and it notes that the main
. \
access to the site (Siskin Drive) is from Coventry.
It has /-> •
\^
therefore decided that, on balance, it should issue a draft \J^\
proposal to transfer the Airport site to Coventry,as shown on Mapv^
4, areas A and B, and Map 5, area A.
_—
<E)

Baainton

22. The Commission notes that the village of Baginton borders
the Airport and that the new boundary envisaged in your Council's
proposal to transfer the Airport would tightly skirt the rear
curtilages of properties in the village. The Commission has
therefore considered whether the village should also be
transferred to Coventry.
23. The Commission considers that the new boundary proposed by
the City would not be ideal as a county boundary. The change
would remove the village from the Parish of Baginton and thus
deprive the residents of their right to be consulted on
development proposals for the Airport. On the. other hand, the
Commission accepts that Baginton is in. character a village
community, distinct from suburban Coventry.
24. The Commission concludes that there is no compelling case
in favour of moving Baginton inco Coventry. It has therefore
reached an interim decision to make no proposal to move the
village, but it would welcome the views of local residents.

(F) Roman Wav
25 . Your Council suggests that a small residential area known
as Roman Way (south of the A45, between the A46 and a minor road)
should be transferred to the City because it is physically part
of the urban, area.
Warwickshire County Council and Baointon
Parish Council (amongst others) object, arguing that the Roman
Way Estate is part of the village of Baginton.
26. However, Roman Way appears to the Commission to be a more
recent development: unlike the village in character, physically
separate from it, and appearing to have more in common with
Finhara (a Coventry suburb). The Commission concluded that Roman
Way is part of the urban area, and has decided to issue a draft
proposal that it should be transferred to the City, as shown on
Map 5, areas B-E.
(G)

Finham Park School an<^ g-inham Primary

27. Your Council suggests that Finham Park School (on Green
Lane), which it owns and administers but which is currently in
Warwickshire, should be transferred to the City, to improve the
provision of. services.
Warwickshire County Council objects,
fearing that, should the school ever close, the site might be
developed. The Commission, however, considers that it would be
logical to place the school in Coventry. This should enable some
rationalisation of service provision, and would reflect the
school's community links with Finham (in Coventry).
28. The Commission notes that Finham Primary School, situated
further south along Green lane, is also owned and run by your
Council, that it draws its pupils mainly from Finham, and that
most of them subsequently go to Finham Park School.
Your
Council has not suggested the transfer of this school. However,
the Commission believes that the reasons for transferring Finham
Park School to the City apply equally to Finham Primary School,
and that the shape of the resulting boundary would not cause any
difficulties. It has therefore decided to adopt your Council's
suggestion for Finham Park School and also to propose the
transfer of the Primary School.
Its draft proposals for this
area are shown on Map 6, area A, and Map 7, areas A and B.
(H) Burton Green
29.
The community of Burton Green is divided between Solihull
and Warwickshire, both of which have made proposals to unite it
in their area and Coventry.
The Commission notes that the
boundary with Coventry appears to be anomalous, in that it seems
to divide the settlement at its northern end. Despite this split
between three local authority areas, the residents of Burton
Green have indicated that they would prefer the retention of the
existing boundary.

30.
Al though Burton Green appears, from the map, to be a
linear development extending from Coventry, the Commission
believes that to transfer it to the City would create an
undesirably narrow salient that would form a wedge between
Solihull and Warwickshire.
It would also deparish the local
residents. The Commission takes the view that the boundary with
Coventry is not ideal, but that it is acceptable as it does not
divide properties.
31 . The Commission concludes that the question of whether Burton
Green should be united in Solihull or in Warwickshire is very
finely balanced, but that the division of the community should
not continue.
Since the greater part of the settlement is
already in Warwickshire, the Commission has decided to propose
that it should be united in that County, and thus to adopt
Warwickshire County Council's suggestion as its draft proposal
Map 10, area A and Map 11, areas A and B.
(I) The Triumph Estate
32. Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council suggests that the
Triumph Estate, on the edge of Coventry, should be transferred
to its area, because: (a) the residents have requested this; (b)
it would resolve anomalies in service provision;
and (c) it
would reflect community ties more closely. Your Council has not
objected.
33. The Triumph Estate Residents Association, however, suggest
that a larger area, extending beyond the estate and including a
works site, should also be transferred to Solihull.
The
Association believe that the works site is to be redeveloped for
housing.
Your Council has indicated, however, that any
redevelopment will be for business purposes.
The Commission
agrees that there is a prima facie case for the estate to go into
Solihull, but has concluded that the works site should remain in
Coventry.
34. Three residents of houses on the works site state that they
also wish to go to Solihull, but the Commission takes the view
that these properties should remain where they are as there
appears to be no suitable boundary which would enable the
transfer of the properties in question without also moving the
works site. The Commission has decided, therefore, to issue a
draft proposal to transfer only the Triumph Estate to Solihull.
This is shown on Map 14, area A.
(J) Warwick University
35. The Commission notes, from the map, that the University
complex is divided by the county boundary. No representations
on this have, however, been received.
The University has
indicated that it is developing the land which it owns in
Warwickshire and that it has experienced no administrative
difficulties in connection with the present boundary.
Your
Council agrees that, at present, there are no serious
administrative difficulties, but that such difficulties might

arise in the future as the University's expansion plans would
mean that development on the Warwickshire part of the site would
be served by Coventry's highway and sewerage systems.
36.
The Commission takes the view that, on balance, the
University should be united in Coventry. It has decided to issue
a draft proposal to this effect, as shown on Map 8, area A and
Map 9, area A.
(K) Minor Boundary Amendments
37. From the map, the Commission has identified two areas where
the county boundary is anomalous, because it does not relate to
any feature on the ground or because it divides properties.
38. The existing boundary runs through part of a factory on a
works area near Rough Close. The Commission believes that this
anomaly could be rectified by realigning the boundary to follow
the perimeter of the adjacent sports field. It has therefore
decided to issue a draft proposal, shown on Map 12, areas A-D,
and Map 13, areas A-C, to improve the definition of the boundary,
39.
The Commission notes that the existing boundary in the
vicinity of Corley Moor is defaced and divides curtilages. The
Commission is, however, concerned to avoid moving properties for
purely technical reasons. It has decided to issue a draft
proposal for minor changes to align the boundary to roadsides and
to detail and to unite presently divided properties, as shown on
Map 15, areas A and B, Mapp 16, area A, and Map 17, area A.
ELECTORAL CONSEQUENTIALS
40. It is the Commission's intention to issue at a later date
a further letter detailing its draft proposals for consequential
changes to electoral arrangements.
ANNEXES AND MAPS
41 . The maps at Annex A to this letter illustrate the proposed
new boundaries.
A map illustrating all the proposals and
suitable for display purposes is also enclosed. Copies of this
letter and of all the maps are also being sent to Solihull
Metropolitan District Council; Warwickshire County Council; the
Borough Councils of North Warwickshire, Nuneaton and Bedworth,
and Rugby; and Warwick District Council.
CONSULTATION AND PUBLICITY
42. The assistance of the relevant councils is sought in giving
publicity to the Commission's draft proposals. Annex B sets out
the requirements placed on the Commission by Section 60 of the
Local Government Act 1972, and the steps the councils are asked
to take. Comments on these draft proposals are invited from any
persons or bodies interested. Annex C gives further information
about the form and timing of comments and about the Commission's
subsequent procedure.
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43.
Annex D lists the other organisations and individuals to
whom copies of this letter are also being sent (without
exhibition maps) because they may be interested in the boundary
issues or have expressed an interest.
In addition, copies of
this letter are being sent to those who have made representations
to the Commission.
Should any other person or body require a
copy, it may be obtained from the address at the head of this
letter.
ENQUIRIES
44. Any enquiries about this letter should be addressed to Mrs
F G Shortt, telephone number: 071 238 5010.
Yours faithfully

R D COMPTON
Secretary
Enclosures:

Annex
Annex
Annex
Annex
Annex

A
B
C
D
E

Maps illustrating proposed changes
Consultation and publicity arrangements
Further procedures
Distribution lists
Text of public notices

ANNEX B

CONSULTATION AND PUBLICITY
BT. Section 60(2) of the Local Government Act 1972 requires the
Commission to consult (i) the council of any local government
area affected by a review; (ii) any bodies representative of
staff employed by local authorities who have asked to be
consulted; and (iii) such other persons or bodies as it thinks
fit; to take such steps as it thinks fit for securing that
persons who may be interested are informed of any draft proposal
or any interim decision not to make proposals and of the place
where these proposals can be inspected; to deposit copies of
those proposals or, the decision for inspection over a specified
period at the offices of any principal council whose area may be
affected; and to take into consideration any representations made
to it during that period.
B2. Copies of this letter are accordingly being sent to the
Chief Executive Coventry City Council and to the persons and
bodies listed in Annex D. Coventry City Council are asked to
place a copy of the letter announcing the Commission' s draft
proposal and of the accompanying map on deposit for inspection
at their main offices for a period of six weeks. Further copies
of the letter may if necessary be obtained from the address at
the head of the letter. Copies will be supplied on request to
any body representative of staff employed by the authorities.
B3.
The Commission requests the assistance of the District
Council in giving wider publicity to its further draft proposals.
It will itself arrange for publication of a notice in the form
of Annex E for two successive weeks in the Coventry Citizen. The
District Council is asked to place a copy of the notice suitably
completed on display at places where public notices are
customarily displayed.
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ANNEX C
COMMENTS ON FURTHER DRAFT PROPOSALS
C1.
The Commission invites comments on its further draft
proposals. Any persons or body wishing to make comments is asked
to observe the following points:a. it is helpful to the Commission to have reasons why its
further draft proposals are being either supported or
opposed;
b.
if the reasons are already contained in earlier
documents in the possession of the Commission, it will be
sufficient to refer to these, although additional material
can of course be included with the letter. Otherwise the
letter should put forward a fully reasoned argument;
c. if comments take the form of suggestions for an amended
or alternative boundary line, they should if possible be
illustrated by a map or diagram, and the relevant figures
of any electorate affected given wherever possible.
REASSESSMENT OF FURTHER DRAFT PROPOSALS
C2. The
light of
it will,
views of
then has

Commission will reassess its draft proposals in the
all the written representations it receives, on which
if need be, by way of further consultation, seek the
the local authorities involved. If it finds that it
sufficient information to reach a conclusion, it will

announce this in the form of a letter to the Secretary of State
for the Environment.
If it considers that additional
consultations are required, it may first arrange for a local
meeting to be held to discuss either the existing boundaries in

11

general or particular aspects of them.

In that event, it will

arrange for all the relevant representations about the draft
proposals to be placed on deposit beforehand for inspection at
the offices of the principal councils.
EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION

C3.
Principal authorities and the parish councils listed, in
Annex D are asked to send copies of their comments to those other
local authorities with an interest in the particular proposals.
CLOSING DATE FOR COMMENTS
C4. The Commission asks that all comments should be forwarded
to it at the above address as soon as possible and in any case
not later than 3 May 1991.
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ANNEX D

List of persons and bodies to whom copies of this letter are
being sent
The Chief Executives of Warwickshire County Council, Solihull
Metropolitan District Council, the Borough Councils of North
Warwickshire, Nuneaton and Bedworth, and Rugby, and Warwick
District Council.
The Clerks to the Parish or Town Council, or Chairman of the
Parish Meeting - all parishes affected in Warwickshire
Members of Parliament with a constituency interest
Headquarters of the main political parties
Department of

Education and Science

West Midlands Regional office. Departments of the Environment and
Transport
The Senior Principal Medical Officer, Department of Health and
Social Security
The Regional
Authority

Administrator,

West

Midlands

The Regional
affected •

Administrator,

Family

Regional

Practitioner

Health

Committees

Headquarters, British Telecom
The Secretary, Midlands Electricity Board
The Secretary, South Western and West Midlands Gas Board
The Chief Executive, Severn-Trent Water Authority
The English Tourist Board
The Heart of England Tourist Board
Editors, Municipal Journal and Local Government Chronicle
Local television and Radio stations serving the area
The Secretary, National Association of Local Councils
The Secretary, County Association of Local Councils
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The Secretary, Association of Chief Police Officers for England
and Wales
The Secretary, Police Superintendents1 Association for England
and Wales
The Secretary, Police Federation for England and Wales.

14

ANNEX E

LOCAL GOVERNMENT BOUNDARY COMMISSION FOR ENGLAND
REVIEW

OF THE BOUNDARY BETWEEN CONVENTRY, WARWICKSHIRE AND

SOLIHULL
NOTICE OF DRAFT PROPOSALS FOR CHANGE

NOTICE IS GIVEN that the Local Government Boundary Commission for
England has reviewed the boundaries of Coventry's boundaries with
Solihull and Warwickshire.

It has published draft proposals to

align the boundary along the Eastern Bypass, and has also made
minor proposals to tidy up the Boundary in other areas.
A copy of the Commission's consultation letter announcing

its

draft proposals can be inspected, together with maps illustrating
the changes, during office hours at the office of Coventry City
Council at:Council House and New Council Houses
Coventry

CV1 5RR
Copies of the letter
illustrating

the

(which incorporates

change)

have

also

been

a small scale map
sent

to

Solihull

Metropolitan District Council; Warwickshire County Council; the
Borough Councils of North Warwickshire, Nuneaton and Bednorth,
and Rugby, and Warwick District Council.
letter

are

available
on

from

Further copies of the

the Commission's

below).

Comments

invited.

They should be made, in writing, to:-

office

(address

the Commission's draft proposals
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are

The Secretary
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
Room 116
20 Albert Embankment
LONDON
SE1 7JT

quoting reference LBGC/J/45O) so as to arrive not later than
3 May 1991.

R D COMPTON
Secretary
V

Local Government Boundary Commission
g March 1991
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ANNEX B
SUMMARY OF PROPOSED BOUNDARY CHANGES
Boundary between Coventry and Warwickshire
paragraphs/maps

name

proposal

Eastern Bypass

to realign boundary to
Western edge of Bypass
from M6\A446 junction
south to just east of
Tollbar End

M6 Motorway

to make minor
realignments at:
Bennetts Road North
Neal's Green
Woodshire's Green

46-48:

Coventry Airport

to transfer the
airport to Coventry

49-54, maps 4-5

Baginton

decision to propose no
change confirmed

55-57, no map

Roman Way

to transfer a
residential area to
Coventry

58-59, map 5

Finham Park
School and
Finham Primary
School

to transfer both
schools to Coventry

60-61, maps 6-7

Burton Green

to unite Burton Green
in Warwickshire subject
to two amendments (see
paragraph 65)

62-65, maps 8-9

39-45, maps 1-3

map 1 6
maps 17-19
map 20

Boundary between Coventry and Solihull
The Triumph
Estate

to transfer the estate
to Solihull

66-67, map 12

University of
Warwick

Commissions proposal
withdrawn, decision to
propose no change

68-71, no map

Rough Close

minor change

72, maps 10-11

Wall Hill Road
Corley Moor

minor change

73, maps 13-15

RNNBX C
LOCAL GOVERNMENT BOUNDARY COMMISSION FOR ENGLAND
METROPOLITAN BOUNDARY REVIEW

COVENTRY CITY MB
AFFECTING SOLIHULL MB AND WARWICKSHIRE COUNTY

FINAL PROPOSALS

Existing Boundary
Proposed Boundary
Other boundary divisions

._—^^__
_ _ ^ ^
—.

Produced by Ordnance Survey for the
Local Government Boundary Commission for England

LOCATION DIAGRAM

Map 16

Mdp 14

Map 20

Map 13

Map 12

CD

COVENTRY CITY MB
I
_J

o
00

Map 6

Map 9

IANSTY CP

WARWICKSHIRE COUNTY

COVENTRY CITY MB

ICOMBE FIELDS CPTO

Sec Map 2

See Mop I

WARWICKSHIRE COUNTY
[COVENTRY CITY MB

RUGBY DISTRICT

^O7>T ^ ^g^lps
f
P^^%l
«pt'
S.:^.^^,Si^i^g2/?

See Mop

S«« Mcp 2

•' LBINLEY WOODS

X

^COVENTRY CITY MB

',

O-i

u jAre

F|
IWARWiCKSHIRE
RUGBY DISTRICTI
(BRANDON AND BRETFORO

COVENTRY

,.'

Coventry Airport

BAGINTONCPL.

WARWICKSHIRE COUNTY
WARWICK DISTRICT/
Pi573
Cr«*n Cowrtghl B9O

BUBBENHALL CP

V;Map 5
---

"

^ '

COVENTRY CITY

:ft ISTONELEIGH CP|
N\

Co"««i'T Coll Court*

[BAG1NTON CPI

IWARWICKSHIRE

COUNTY]

(WARWICK DISTRICT

,

Crown Copyright 1990

COVENTRY CITY
Non-parish Area

IWARWICKSHiRE COUNTYI
WARWICK DISTRICT
ISTONELEIGH CPI

[COVENTRY CITYMBt

FWiom Pork
Comprehensive
School

[Area Al

WARWICKSHIRE CQUNTYl
WARWICK DiSTRICTI
STONELEIGH"CR

COVENTRY CITY MB
-T&7 Non-parish Area

SOL1HULL
BERKSWELL CP|

Burton Green

WARWICKSHIRE COUNTY

lArea BkJ

SOLIHULL MBI

IWARWICKSHIRE COUNTY!
[WARWICK DISTRICT] fi

COVENTRY CITY MB

ISOLIHULL MB

I

.-•*'

\

"\\Engineeru
..'. \ (Michlnc

-

'

COVENTRY CITY MB
Non-parish

£----4sOLIHULL MBb "'•"

^_

JBERKSWELL CPl
8_

0 Q, .;.-'•'

ICOVENTRY CITY MBI

9f2*91
C) Crown Copyriait B90

INQRTH WARWICKSHIRE DISTRICTI
IFILLONGLEY CPI

1

lAreo Al

COVENTRY CITY MBI
IALLESLEY CPJ

SOLIHULL MB
IMERIDEN CPI

IFILLONGLEYCPKWARWICKSHIRE COUNTY
WARWICKSHIRE DISTRICT

WARWICKSHIRE COUNTY
NORTH WARWICKSHIRE DISTRICT
ICORLEY CP]

[COVENTRY CITY MB
IALLESLEY CPl

SP1&04
c) Crown Copyright (990

Newtind
County Junior Schoo

Area PI [WARWICKSHIRE COUNTY
INUNEATON AND BEDWORTH DISTRICT
Non-parish Area

COVENTRY CITY MB

KERESLEY CP|

[WARWICKSHIRE COUNTY I

SNUNEATON

BEDWORTH DISTRICT!
Non-parish Area

rrlArea At

-iArea PI
ICOVENTRY
Non-parish AreaWIIII

[WARWICKSHIRE
COUNTYl
j^j 1'J".1 l*^*!
'^
•
I'

*-^ir ^-:...-

!

1

NUNEATON AND BEDWORTH DISTRIC

riArea D|

COVENTRY CITY

IWARWICKSHIRE COUNTY
NUNEATON AND BEDWORTH DISTRICT
Non-parish Area

JArea A

COVENTRY CITY MB
Non-parish Area

>.

.; [Map 20

Nfe;v^ X

\^%%S
^.^mm
'- \'.f/ff yam ^t

NUNEATONAND BED WORTH DISTRICT! J
v'

jtJArea Bl

OVENTRY CITY MB

''////*.?.b/>//,^.

^w*x**'^r-^/ //

,

f

,/

H ^> ^
f^!

^f.tf

CONSEQUENTIAL CHANGES
Map
No.

1

2

Area
Ref.

To

From
Warwickshire County
Rugby District
Combe Fields CP
Fosse Ward
Fosse ED

West Midlands County
Coventry City MB
Non-parish Area
Henley Ward

B

Warwickshire County
Rugby District
Ansty CP
Fosse Ward
Fosse ED

West Midlands County
Coventry City MS
Non-parish Area
Henley Ward
-

C

West Midlands County
Coventry City MB
Non-parish Area
Henley Ward
-

Warwickshire County
Rugby* District
Ansty CP
Fosse Ward
Fosse ED

B

West Midlands County
Coventry City MB
Non-parish Area
Wyken Ward
_

Warwickshire County
Rugby District
Combe Fields CP
Fosse Ward
Fosse ED

C

Warwickshire County
Rugbjj District
Combe Fields CP
Fosse Ward
Fosse ED

West Midlands County
Coventry City MB
Non-parish Area
Wyken Ward
-

Warwickshire County
Rugby District
Binley Woods CP
Earl Craven Ward
Earl Craven ED

West Midlands County
Coventry City MB
Non-parish Area
Binley and Willenhall Ward
—

A

Ii

i

F^*0

2

2
3

-

1

B

Warwickshire County
Rugby District
Brandon and Bretford CP
Earl Craven Ward
. Earl Craven ED

E

West Midlands County
Coventry City MB
Non-parish Area
Binley and Willenhall Ward
-

Warwickshire County
Rugby District
Binley Woods CP
Earl Craven Ward
Earl Craven ED

West Midlands County
Coventry City MB
Non-parish Area
Binley and Willenhall Ward
-

Warwickshire County
Rugby District
Brandon and Bretford CP
Earl Craven Ward
Earl Craven ED

Warwickshire County
Warwick District
Baglnton CP
Stoneleigh Ward
Kenilworth Stoneleigh ED

West Midlands County
Coventry City MB
Non-parish Area
Cheylesmore Ward
-

A
M

F

i 4
• 5

A

West Midlands County
Coventry City MB
Non-parish Area
Binley and Willenhall Ward
-

CONSEQUENTIAL CHANGES
Map
No.

4

Area
Ref.

From
Warwickshire County
Warwick District
Baginton CP
Stoneleigh Ward
Kenilworth Stoneleigh ED

No change
Rugby District
Ryton-on-Dunsmore CP
Ryton-on-Dunsmore Ward
Earl Craven ED

Warwickshire County
Warwick District
Stoneleigh CP
Stoneleigh Ward
Kenilworth Stoneleigh ED

West Midlands County
Coventry City MB
Non-parish Area
Cheylesmore Ward
-

West Midlands County
Coventry City MB
Non-parish Area
Cheylesmore Ward
-

Warwickshire County
Warwick District
Stoneleiqh CP
Stoneleiqh Ward
Kenilworth Stoneleigh ED

A

Warwickshire County
Warwick District
Stoneleigh CP
Stoneleigh Ward
Kenilworth Stoneleigh ED

West Midlands County
Coventry City MB
Non-parish Area
Wainbody Ward
-

B

West Midlands County
Coventry City MB
Non-parish Area
Wainsbody Word
-

Warwickshire County
Warwick District
Stoneleigh CP
Stoneleigh Ward
Kenilworth Stoneleigh ED

A

West Midlands County
Solihult MB
Berkswel! CP
Meriden Ward
-

Warwickshire County
Warwick District
Stoneleigh CP
Stoneletgh Ward
Kenilworth Stoneleigh ED

B

West Midlands County
Sollhull MB
Berkswell CP
Meriden Ward

West Midlands County
Coventry City MB
Non-parish Area
Westwood Ward

West Midlands County
Solihull MB
Berkswell CP
Meriden Ward
-

Warwickshire County
Warwick District
Kenilworth CP
Abbey Ward
Kenilworth Abbey ED

West Midlands County
Coventry City MB
Non-parish Area
Woodlands Ward

No change
Solihull MB
Berkswell CP
Meriden Word

B

•
•C

B
D

1

5
C

6

7

To

-

A
B

A

M

~^

, 10
R
LJ

r
w

West Midlands County
Sollhull MB
Berkswel! CP
Meriden Ward

No change
Coventry City MB
Non-parish Area •
Westwood Ward

CONSEQUENTIAL CHANGES
Map
No.

Area
Ref.

To

From
West Midlands County
Coventry City MB
Non-parish Area
Westwood Word

No change
Solihull MB
Berkswell CP
Meriden Ward

West Midlands County
Solihull MB
Berkswell CP
Meriden Ward

No change
Coventry City MB
Non-parish Area
Woodlands Ward

West Midlands County
Coventry City MB
Non-parish Area
Woodlands Ward

No change
Solihull MS
BerksweH CP
Meriden Ward

West Midlands County
Coventry City MB
Allesley CP
Bablake Word

No change
Solihull MB
Meriden CP
Meriden Ward

13

West Midlands County
Solihull MB
Meriden CP
Meriden Word

No change
Coventry City MB
Allesley CP
BobJoke Word

14

Warwickshire County
North Warwickshire District
Corley CP
Fillongley Word
Arley ED

West Midlands County
Coventry City MB
Allesley CP
Bablake Ward

West Midlands County
Coventry City MB
Allesley CP
Bablake Ward
-

Warwickshire County
North Warwickshire District
Corley CP
Fillongley Ward
Artey ED

West Midlands County
Coventry. City MB
Keresley CP
Holbrook Ward
-

Warwickshire County
Nuneaton and Bedworth District
Non-parish Area
Exholl Ward
Bedworth Exhail ED

Warwickshire County
Nuneaton and Bedworth District
Non-parish Area
Exhail Word
Sedworth Exhall ED

West Midlands County
Coventry City MB
Keresley CP
Holbrook Ward
-

West Midlands County
Coventry City MB
Non-parish Area
Holbrook Ward
-

Warwickshire County
Nuneaton and Bedworth District
Non-parish Area
Exhail" Ward
Bedworth Exholl ED

10 .

cont.
A
M

11
i
i
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10
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, 13

15

A

A

A
B
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16

C
D
1

117
1
18
*i 19
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A
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CONSEQUENTIAL
Map
No.

Area
Ref.

\f
IP
10

C

19

To

Warwickshire County
Nuneolon and Bedworth District
Non-parish Areo
Exhall Ward
Bedworth Exhal! ED

West Midlands County
Coventry City MB
Non-parish Area
Holbrook Ward
-

C

Warwickshire County
Nuneaton and Bedworth District
Non-parish Area
Exhall Ward
Bedworth Exhall ED

West Midlands County
Coventry City MB
" Non-parish Area
Holbrook Ward
-

A

West Midlands County
Coventry City MB
Non-parish Area
Holbrook Ward
-

Warwickshire County
Nuneaton and Bedworth District
Non-parish Area
Exhall Ward
Bedworth Exhall ED

B

Warwickshire County
Nuneaton and Bedworth District
Non-parish Area
Exhall Ward
Bedworth Exhall ED

West Midlands County
Coventry City MB
Non-parish Area
Holbrook Word
-

20

.

From

CHANGES

