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INTRODUCTION
1.
On 1 February 1988, we wrote to Birmingham City Council announcing
pur intention to undertake a review of the boundaries of the City of
Birmingham as part of our review of the Metropolitan County of the West
Midlands under Section 48(1) of the Local Government Act 1972. Copies of
our letter were sent to the adjoining Metropolitan District Councils; the
County and District Councils bordering the Metropolitan County; the Local
Authority Associations; Members of Parliament with constituency interests;
and the headquarters of the main political parties. In addition, copies
were sent to those government departments, regional health authorities and
statutory undertakers which might have an interest, and to the English
Tourist Board, the local press, and local television and radio stations
serving the area.
2.
The Metropolitan District Councils were requested, in co-operation
as necessary with the other principal authorities concerned, to assist us
in publicising the start of the review by inserting a notice for two
successive weeks in local newspapers. The Councils were also asked to
ensure that our consultation letter was drawn to the attention of those
involved with services such as the police and the administration of
justice.
3.
A period of seven months from the date of our letter was allowed for
all local authorities and any other persons or bodies interested in the
review to send us their views on whether changes to the boundaries of the
City were desirable and, if so, what those changes should be and how they
would serve the interests of effective and convenient local government,
the criterion laid down in the Act.
OUR STRATEGIC APPROACH TO THE WEST MIDLANDS
4.
Before considering in detail the response to our announcement, we
considered the boundaries 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.
5.
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 during the late
1960s by the Royal Commission on Local Government in England 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
used 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 county area would inevitably
affect the neighbouring counties and shire districts.
6.
We concluded that while it might be appropriate to use completed
stretches of the strategic road network in some places, 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.
7.
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 boundary between the City of Birmingham and the district
of Bromsgrove (in the county of Hereford and Worcester). Reports in
respect of Birmingham's boundaries with Solihull and with the "Black
Country" boroughs of Walsall, Sandwell and Dudley, and with Wolverhampton,
will follow and will address strategic issues directly relevant to those
areas in addition to consideration of possible boundary changes.

THE SUBMISSIONS MADE TO US
8.
In response to our letter launching the review, we received
representations from Birmingham City Council, Bromsgrove District Council,
Hereford and Worcester County Council, the Chief Constable of the West
Midlands, a Member of Parliament, a local councillor, the Parish Councils
of Romsley and Frankley, Frankley Community Council, Northfield
Constituency Conservative Association, and members of the public.
9.
Following the launch of the review, it appears that Bromsgrove
District Council approached Birmingham City Council to ask for details of
the proposals the City intended to make to us. We understand that they did
not obtain the information they sought, and that they decided, in view of
their concern that the City Council would seek to expand its area beyond
the present boundary of the conurbation, to canvas the views of the
residents of the areas they believed to be involved. They therefore
circulated a standard letter to all residents of the area bordered by the
MS and the M42 Motorways. The letter drew attention to our review and to
the timescale for consultations, and suggested that it could lead to the
transfer of the administration of services to residents of areas close to
the boundaries from Bromsgrove to one or other of the neighbouring
metropolitan districts. It stressed the Council's record of controlling
expenditure and thus levying low rates (comparisons with Birmingham and
Dudley were enclosed), and of protecting the Green Belt. The Council
indicated that it and the parish councils in Bromsgrove were preparing a
submission with a view to persuading us that any changes that Birmingham,
Dudley or Solihull might suggest would not be in the interests of
effective and convenient local government and would not be acceptable to
the local people who might be affected, and it invited comments.
10. The District Council subsequently forwarded 9,000 of the replies to
us. However, it transpired that the metropolitan authorities did not wish
to expand as Bromsgrove had feared; most of the letters forwarded to us
by the District Council were therefore from people unaffected by the
suggestions in fact made to us by the City Council. We have nevertheless
noted the points made in such representations.
OUR INITIAL CONCLUSIONS AND DRAFT PROPOSALS FOR BOUNDARY CHANGES
11. We received suggestions for significant boundary changes in the
following areas: (a) the Kitwell and Frankley Estates (including Hartley
and Frankley Reservoirs); (b) Rubery and Rednal; and (c) Walkers Heath.
Minor realignments to the west of Walkers Heath were also suggested.

Kitwell Estate
12. The Kitwell Estate is one of four "North Worcester developments"
built by Birmingham City Council. It comprises some 590 dwellings, of
which 260 are currently in the District of Bromsgrove. The Citv Council
suggested that the estate be unified in Birmingham, with a new boundary
aligned in places to the M5 motorway and to Gannow Green Lane. (This would
also have the effect of unifying the Bartley and Frankley reservoirs and
the Frankley Estate in the City; see paragraphs 17-19 and 20-25 of this
report. An area of open Green Belt land, including Frankley Beeches (owned
by the National Trust) would also be transferred.)
13. The City Council suggested that the residents of the Estate (most of
whom had moved there from the City) have more in common in socio-economic
terms with the City than with the neighbouring areas in Bromsgrove. It
believed that its suggestion would resolve certain differences in service
provision to two parts of the Estate on either side of the boundary, which
caused some confusion among residents.
14. Bromsarove District Council accepted that Kitwell has few links with
the rest of the District, and that it was difficult to service. The
Council therefore agreed that the Estate should be united in Birmingham,
but suggested that the Kitwell substation should be left in Bromsgrove.
Hereford and Worcester County Council supported this idea.
15. The Chief Constable of the West Midlands put forward two options for
change. His preferred option was almost identical to the suggestion
advanced by Birmingham City Council; his alternative was to unite Kitwell
and the reservoirs in the City without altering the boundary in the
Frankley area. The Chief Constable considered that the present boundary,
which divides the estates, adversely affects effective policing of the
area by hindering accurate recording of crimes and other incidents and the
analysis of intelligence information. The Chief Constable of West Mercia
took the view that no changes to the present boundary were needed.
T6. Having considered the submissions, we agreed with the local
authorities that the Kitwell Estate should be united in Birmingham. We did
not however believe that either the realignment suggested by the City
Council or Bromsgrove District Council's suggestion in respect of the
Kitwell substation would provide the best long-term boundary in this area.
We: therefore decided to issue a draft: proposal that the boundary be
redrawn tightly round the edge of the estate, uniting it and the
substation in Birmingham.

Hartley and Franklev Reservoirs
17. The present boundary divides both reservoirs. While Birmingham Citv
Council favoured uniting them within the City, Bromsarove District Council
took the view that in landscape terms they relate to the Green Belt areas
around Frankley Beeches, and suggested a new boundary which would unite
them in Bromsgrove.
18. The Chief Constable of the West Midlands stated that security
arrangements in respect of the water filtering and processing operations
associated with the reservoirs (which involve the use of chlorine gas)
were in his view made more difficult because the facilities were split
between the two police authorities. He suggested that it would be more
effective operationally to unite the reservoirs in Birmingham.
19. We accepted the West Midlands Chief Constable's view that for
security reasons it would be sensible to unite the reservoirs in
Birmingham, and decided to issue a draft proposal to that effect.
Franklev Estate
20. This is the largest of the "North Worcester developments". It
comprises some 3,000 dwellings, of which 2,600 are at present in the
District of Bromsgrove. The estate was built by Birmingham City Council
and most of it (ie more than 2000 houses) remains municipal housing. Both
Birmingham Citv Council and Bromsqrove District Council suggested that
there is some confusion on the Estate as to which authority is responsible
for the provision of which services (a majority of residents pay rent to
Birmingham but Community Charge to Bromsgrove) and that service provision
is less effective than it might be, for this reason.
21. Birmingham Citv Council suggested that the Estate be united in
Birmingham, to resolve the confusion over service provision and to
recognise the area's perceived social and economic links with the City.
However, Bromsarove District Council did not accept that these links were
particularly strong. Believing that the Estate should be allowed to
develop its own community identity within Bromsgrove, the District Council
suggested that the problems caused by dual service provision would be
solved by uniting the estate in Bromsgrove.
22. The Chief Constable of the West Midlands supported Birmingham's
suggestion while Romslev and Franklev Parish Councils agreed with
Bromsgrove. Franklev Community Council (centred on the Estate) suggested
that the Estate should be united under a single authority. Sir Hal Miller

MP believed that a majority of local residents would prefer to remain in
Bromsgrove, while a local councillor and a member of the public (who
submitted a map showing an alternative boundary) favoured uniting the
Estate in Birmingham.
23. Of the 9000 letters referred to in paragraph
90 were from residents of the Frankley Estate. Of
in favour of uniting the Estate in Bromsgrove,
preferred no change or that the Estate be united

10 above, approximately
these, around half were
while the rest either
in Birmingham.

24. We were impressed by the degree of local anxiety about the process
of urbanisation in this area on the fringe of the City. However, while we
noted that the Strategic Guidance issued by the Department of the
Environment sets out specific housing targets which would need to be met
by the responsible authority, whether this was Birmingham or Bromsgrove,
the land beyond the built-up area is classified as Green Belt and there
is therefore a presumption against development.
25. We accepted the view of both principal authorities that the present
boundary is unsatisfactory. However, we did not consider that the evident
confusion in respect of service provision would be lessened by uniting the
estate in Bromsgrove (many more council tenants would have to pay their
rent to one authority and their Community Charge to another) nor that it
was necessary to encroach into the undeveloped Green Belt land as far as
the City Council had suggested. We decided instead to issue a draft
proposal to unite the Frankley Estate in Birmingham by means of a clearly
defined boundary drawn tightly round the built-up area.
Ruberv and Rednal
26. Bromsgrove District Council suggested that those parts of this
predominantly suburban area currently within Birmingham should be
transferred to Bromsgrove, believing that local people see these areas as
separate from the City. It was critical of the standard of service
provision to these areas and of the condition of the municipal housing
owned by the City Council. Birmingham Citv Council rejected the idea that
the areas are regarded as separate, drew attention to the existence of a
local City Council Neighbourhood Office and to extensive redevelopment of
the municipal housing under your Department's "Estate Action" and Urban
Development Grant initiatives, and suggested that no change to the
boundary was needed.
27'. We took the view that Bromsgrove had provided insufficient evidence
to- support their suggestion and that there was no intrinsic difference in

the character of the areas on either side of the boundary, which are
physically part of the conurbation and quite detached from the town of
Bromsgrove. We believed that it was reasonable to assume that the area
looks to the City for employment outlets, and for shopping and leisure
facilities beyond immediate needs, and decided to issue a draft proposal
that it should be united within Birmingham.
Walkers Heath
28. This is the smallest of the "North Worcester developments", and is
divided by the existing boundary, which
cuts through individual
properties. To resolve this, Birmingham Citv Council suggested that the
200 houses now in Bromsgrove should be transferred to the City, along with
playing fields owned and maintained by the City Council, and that a strip
of land should be designated as Green Belt, to act as a screen and a
barrier to further development. Bromsgrove District Council suggested a
smaller change as a tidying-up measure.
29. We agreed with the City Council that Walkers Heath should be united
in the City and adopted its suggested realignment as our draft proposal,
with other minor amendments to the west of Walkers Heath to realign the
boundary. to long-established ground features. These minor amendments
subsumed Bromsgrove District Council's suggested changes in the vicinity
of Redhill Road/Wast Hills Lane; Redhill Farm/Redhill Road; and Lilycroft
Farm/Primrose Hill..
Effects on Bromsarove
'30. In making these draft proposals, we noted that they would together
have the effect of reducing Bromsgrove's population by 16,000. Concern had
been expressed in some representations about the effect on the District
Council. However, we also noted that Bromsgrove would still have a
significantly larger population than three of the other eight districts
in Hereford and Worcester and concluded that the changes we envisaged were
' not on such a scale as to threaten the viability of the District Council.
ANNOUNCEMENT OF OUR DRAFT PROPOSALS
31. Accordingly, a letter (copy at Annex A) announcing our draft
proposals for changes in the Kitwell, Frankley, Rubery, Rednal and Walkers
Heath areas was published on 8 March 1991. Copies were sent to the local
, authorities concerned, and to those bodies and individuals listed in Annex
D to the letter. Birmingham City Council and Bromsgrove District Council
were asked to publish a notice giving details of our proposals, and to

post a copy of it at places where public notices are customarily
displayed. They were also asked to make copies of our letter available for
inspection at their main offices for a period of eight weeks. Comments
were invited by 3 May 1991.
THE RESPONSE TO OUR DRAFT PROPOSALS AND OUR CONCLUSIONS
General
32. In response to our draft proposals letter, we received comments from
Birmingham City Council; Bromsgrove District Council; Hereford and
Worcester County Council; the Parish Councils of Frankley, Rubery, and
Cofton Hackett; the West Mercia Police Authority; Mr Roger King MP and Sir
Hal Miller MP; one county councillor; two district councillors; various
health authorities, councils and committees; wildlife and conservation
groups; local offices of political parties and some 450 members of the
public. A fuller list is given in Annex B to this report. Several
representations criticised the time allowed for replies to our proposals,
and referred to the proximity of the local council elections on 2 May
1991 . In reply, we pointed out that in practice we take account of all
representations received before our next consideration of the review in
question. In the event, this extended the consultation period by several
weeks and those interested had no less time to express their opinions than
is normal in respect of our reviews.
Review of the Structure of Local Government
33. Several representations referred 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 said publicly that we should continue with
our current programme of work, taking decisions on our proposals on their
merits. Accordingly, we have carefully considered all the representations
made to us, as required by Section 60(2) of the Local Government Act 1972.
Our conclusions and final proposals are set out below.
The Green Belt
34. Fears were expressed in many representations about the future of the
Green Belt in the vicinity of the boundary. It is often suggested to us
that boundary changes will also change the status of the Green Belt and
that if land is transferred to another authority (particularly an urban
authority), it is likely to be used for development. We consider that
these fears are groundless. Green Belts are protected for the foreseeable
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future and there is a presumption against inappropriate development within
them. Once a Green Belt has been defined, its status should not be
affected if it is transferred from one authority to another. All local
authorities, urban and rural, endorse this long-standing policy, which is
supported by specific safeguards and reiterated in the Strategic Planning
Policy Guidance for the West Midlands. There is no reason to believe that
Birmingham City Council or any other metropolitan authority would not
respect this policy.
The Education Service
35. Another major concern expressed to us related to the effect of our
draft proposals on education. Concern about the future of particular
schools is understandable, especially where they are in locations on which
communities focus and with which they identify. However, recent decisions
by the courts have established the rights of parents to send their
children to the schools of their choice. In general, parents can still
choose the school that is geographically closest to their homes, even if
it is located in and administered by another local authority. In our view,
therefore, the impact of boundary changes on the provision of education
has been reduced by recent changes in legislation and the administrative
arrangements stemming from these changes.
Poll of Local Residents' Views
36. After the publication of our draft proposals, Bromsgrove District
Council carried out a poll in which households were asked to register
their opposition to the proposal to transfer them into Birmingham. The
poll suggested strong feeling among residents of the areas affected
against the idea of being transferred. Some 4,000 voting slips were
forwarded to us, indicating that around 50% of households on the Frankley
Estate, 83% of households in Rubery and Rednal, and 75% of households at
Walkers Heath, opposed our draft proposals for these areas. However, the
value of this evidence was in our view diminished by the selective nature
of the publicity material that accompanied the voting slips and the way
in which the direction of the initial responses was publicised explicitly
to influence the votes of those who had not at that time responded (in the
Council's own words "nearly half"). In our view, the conduct of this poll
was insufficiently balanced to justify the reliance placed by the Council
on the results. Moreover, it appears that the residents of the Kitwell
Estate were not given an opportunity to express an opinion as to which
authority they would prefer, either in this poll or the poll carried out
soon after the start of the review (paragraph 9 above).
Kitwell Estate (paragraphs 6-12 of the draft proposals letter)

37. We had proposed that this council estate should be united in
Birmingham. Birmingham Citv Council and Bromsgrove District Council both
maintained their support for this part of our draft proposal (which was
also supported by a- Bromsgrove district councillor), although each
suggested an amendment. Bromsgrove reiterated its view that the Kitwell
sub-station should remain in its area, thus maintaining a tight boundary
to the urban area. However, before issuing our draft proposals, we had
concluded that this suggestion offered no improvement to effective and
convenient local government in the area. The City Council suggested that
an area known as Bromwich Wood be retained within the City boundary, as
it considered this to be an important amenity for nearby City residents.
This suggestion was supported by local conservation groups and by Franklev
Parish Council, and we accept it. We have therefore decided to confirm our
draft proposal to unite the Kitwell Estate in Birmingham as final, subject
to an amendment to retain Bromwich Wood in Birmingham.
Hartley and Franklev Reservoirs

(paragraphs 7-12 of the draft
proposals letter)

38. Bromscrrove District Council and' the Chief Constable of West Mercia
suggested that the new boundary we had proposed (to unite these reservoirs
in Birmingham, thus assisting effective maintenance and safety measures)
would not be clear. The Council also expressed the view that the
reservoirs relate in landscape terms to the Green Belt area to the west
and that they should be united in Bromsgrove. The Rector of Franklev
agreed with our proposal to unite the Frankley Estate in Birmingham (see
below) and suggested that his Church (St Leonard's) should be in the same
local authority area as most of its congregation. However, the Franklev
Society and Franklev Parish Council took the view that the Church should
remain in Bromsgrove, as should the adjoining field (the site of Saxon and
medieval villages), and suggested alternative boundary lines.
39. While noting the views of the District Council and of the Chief
Constable, we concluded that the argument for uniting the reservoirs in
Birmingham on safety grounds was more compelling. We also accepted the
Rector's view in respect of St Leonard's Church, concluding that this
outweighed the suggestion that it be retained in Bromsgrove for historical
reasons. We have therefore decided to confirm as final this part of our
draft proposal.
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Franklev Estate (paragraphs 6-12 of our draft proposals letter)
40. Birmingham City Council suggested that two areas of open space, owned
and managed by Bromsgrove District Council should be. transferred to the
City if the Estate is united as we had proposed. The City Council believed
that these open spaces serve the Estate and should be united with it.
Sromsarove District Council supported an alternative boundary suggested
by the Chief Constable of West Mercia, which would have the effect of
uniting the Estate in Bromsgrove. Noting our expressed view about the
confusion in respect of the provision of services to the Estate, the
District Council suggested that it should take over the management of the
municipal housing and that it would probably be able to provide a higher
standard of service than is at present available.
41. Franklev Parish Council drew attention to the fact that our proposal
would have the effect of deparishing almost all the residents of the
present parish. Romslev Parish Council suggested that a new parish should
be established for the Estate. The Worcestershire Nature Conservancy Trust
Limited noted that Balaams Wood (in the centre of the Estate) would be
transferred to the City, but did not oppose our draft proposal. A district
'councillor preferred the realignment to the M5 motorway originally put
forward by Birmingham City Council, suggesting that the boundary we had
proposed might lead to problems in connection with refuse collection and
fire cover and commenting that the District Council had no experience of
administering an estate of this size.

i 42. As noted in paragraph 36 above, the poll conducted by
District Council indicated that around 50% of households on
opposed our draft proposal. We also received letters from local
'seven supporting our proposal (on the grounds that the area
links with the City) and 32 opposing it (contending that
provides better services and that residents prefer being part
district).

Bromsgrove
the Estate
residents:
has strong
Bromsgrove
of a shire

43. We have given careful consideration to all the representations we
received and we recognise the extent of local feeling against our draft
proposal, and the fact that it will deparish the residents affected.
However, we have concluded that the arguments put to us lacked substance,
in that few of the representations addressed the main reason for the
proposed change; to establish a boundary which would put an end to the
longstanding, well-documented and debilitating confusion over service
provision to the Estate.
44.

We are mindful of the longstanding confusion arising from a situation
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whereby tenants pay their rents to one local authority and their community
charge to another, with consequential lack of accountability and confusion
as to which authority is responsible for which services. In our view,
uniting the area in Bromsgrove (the District Council's alternative
suggestion) would not be in the interests of effective and convenient
local government. The confusion would remain, at least in the short term,
and its resolution by means of a large-scale transfer of housing stock
would cause disproportionate further disruption and would thus incur
unnecessary transitional costs. We consider that the boundary we have
proposed satisfactorily encloses the built-up area of this part of
Birmingham and would thereby establish a suitable outer boundary for the
West Midlands conurbation.

i

45. We did not consider that the further suggestion from Birmingham City
Council, namely that two areas of open land attached to the Estate should
also be transferred, had merit. We have therefore decided to confirm our
draft proposal as final, without amendment, in the interests of effective
and convenient local government.
Ruberv/Rednal
46. Our draft proposal to unite these areas in. Birmingham, with a new
boundary drawn tightly round the edge of the built-up area, is set out in
paragraphs 13-16 of our draft proposals letter, further to the
considerations in paragraphs 4-5 of that letter.
47. Birmingham City Council initially supported our proposal, agreeing
with our view that it was in the interests of effective and convenient
local government in the areas concerned and suggesting a minor amendment
to retain an area of housing in the City. However, the City Council
subsequently withdrew its support, in the light of local opposition.
48. Bromsarove District Council opposed the draft proposal, suggesting
that we had failed to observe the criteria for our guidance set out in the
Department of the Environment's Circulars. The District Council reaffirmed
its view that the area is distinct from the conurbation and is a local
centre in its own right with a community spirit which does not exist in
the adjacent areas in Birmingham. The Council pointed out that our
proposal would transfer the Bromsgrove owned "Rednal Visitor Centre" into
Birmingham and proposed an alternative boundary, following a line
suggested by the Chief Constable of the West Mercia Police Force.
49. Hereford and Worcester County Council urged us to take no further
action on this review until we were in a position to issue proposals in
12
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respect of the whole outer boundary of the West Midlands conurbation and
until the Government's proposals for the reform of the structure of local
government had been made. It also stressed the importance of the views of
local residents.
50. The opposition by local school governors. interest groups and
residents was based on a perceived threat to the areas of Green Belt that
would be transferred to Birmingham; the cost involved; the effect on
education; the existence of an independent local shopping centre; and a
general wish to remain part of a shire district rather than become a part
of the metropolitan area. It was claimed that the present boundary is
clearly aligned to a brook that runs through the residential area.
51. We have reassessed our draft proposal in the light of these
representations, but we are not persuaded that they are sufficient to
overturn our original conclusion. We note the opinions expressed that this
'review is untimely and that our conclusion disregards our statutory remit.
The position on the first point is set out in paragraph 33 of this report.
Our primary guideline for this review, in Department of the Environment
Circular 20/86, includes the guidance that changes may be necessary where
boundaries have been overlaid by development. In our view, this is exactly
what has happened at Rubery and Rednal; a situation which no doubt
underlies Bromsgrove District Council's perception (see paragraph 26
above) that these communities should be united in its area.
52. We have already addressed the fears expressed in connection with the
Green Belt (in paragraph 34 above) and the concern about the effect of the
change on education (paragraph 35 above). Several representations
suggested that the boundary here is aligned to a clear physical feature
(a brook). This is not supported by fact. While a stretch of the boundary
runs close to the brook, elsewhere it is not associated with this feature
at all. Moreover, the brook has been culverted in places where it is now
no longer visible on the surface. Thus, for much of its length, the
boundary is not aligned to any ground feature; it also splits individual
properties. In our view, it is totally unsatisfactory as the outer
boundary of a metropolitan area and is an inadequate inter-county
boundary.
•
53. The alternative proposal by Bromsgrove District Council, supported
by several members of the public, that the boundary be realigned to Leach
Green Lane and Cock Hill Lane, would not produce a major improvement in
this respect and also appears to us to be seriously flawed. The area to
be transferred to Bromsgrove would include the (Birmingham-owned) Leach
Green and Cock Hill municipal housing estates. We consider that to follow
13

the District Council's suggestion would be to risk creating, in the short
term, similar confusion to that which already exists on the Frankley
Estate and subsequently exacerbating the disruption that follows a
boundary change of this kind, thus unnecessarily increasing the costs of
transition (see paragraph 44 above). This could not be in the interests
of effective and convenient local government. In view of this and of the
urban character of these areas, we reject Bromsgrove's suggestion.
54. We recognise that many people in the area have expressed the view
that they do not wish to be transferred to Birmingham: many have done so
by writing as individuals, or by signing a petition addressed to us, and
the Commission Secretariat has also received a delegation of local people.
However, while we share the belief of Bromsgrove District Council that the
communities of Rubery and Rednal should be united, the strength of the
community bond which many local residents feel with Bromsgrove is in our
view balanced by the area's strong economic and social ties with the City
of Birmingham. The whole area, including that part now in Birmingham,
appears to us to be essentially urban and thus quite distinct from the
predominantly rural district of Bromsgrove, both in character and in terms
of the problems and servicing issues that are likely to arise. Moreover,
there is no intrinsic difference in the character of the areas on either
side of the present boundary. The built-up area west of the boundary is
clearly a physical continuation of the West Midlands conurbation and there
is a clear distinction in character between it and the countryside beyond.
As we have already noted (paragraph 34 above), this distinction is
supported by established planning policies.
55. To unite the area within the conurbation appears to us to be a more
satisfactory approach than to seek to unite it in Bromsgrove or to leave
unchanged an evidently unsatisfactory boundary. To do so would reflect the
urban character of Rubery and Rednal and recognise local patterns of
community; for example, the link that exists between residential areas and
centres of employment. As at Frankley, we consider it important to provide
a clear, well-defined outer boundary to the metropolitan area.
56. While having full regard to the views of those who would be affected,
we do not consider that the arguments put forward infcresponse to our draft
proposal outweigh the wider considerations which led to it. We have
concluded that our proposed change would be in the interests of effective
and convenient local government in this area and we have therefore decided
to confirm our draft proposal as final.
Walkers Heath (paragraphs 17-20 of our draft proposals letter)
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57. Our draft proposal to unite in Birmingham this built-up area and the
related playing fields on the fringe of the City was supported by the City
Council and by a firm of planning consultants writing on behalf of a local
resident who believes that the present boundary is outdated. Bromsgrove
District Council advocated an alternative small-scale change whereby an
area of open land and a few houses to the east of Walkers Heath Road would
be transferred to its area. The Worcestershire Nature Conservancy Trust
Limited feared that the area known as Red Hill might be developed if it
was transferred to Birmingham. The Kinqsholme Residents Association also
opposed our draft proposal. It feared development of Green Belt areas, and
believed that present arrangements in respect of local government services
are satisfactory. Bromsgrove District .Council's poll showed significant
public opposition to our proposal.
58. We have noted the views expressed in these representations. However,
the District Council's alternative proposal appears unsatisfactory, in
that it would perpetuate the present detachment of properties in the
vicinity of Harbinger Road. Other representations endorsed our view that
the present boundary is anomalous (it splits individual properties) and
that the area has more affinity with Birmingham than with Bromsgrove. We
do not consider the arguments advanced against change to be sufficiently
convincing to outweigh the need to address the boundary anomalies in this
area and have therefore decided to confirm our draft proposal as final.
The Commission has also decided to confirm as final its proposal in
respect of changes in the vicinity of Redhill Road/ Wast Hills Lane;
Redhill Farm/ Redhill Road; and Lilycroft Farm/ Primrose Hill, to the west
of Walkers Heath.
CONCLUSIONS
59. Our final proposals for changes to this boundary are summarised in
Annex C to this report. We believe that they are in the interests of
effective and convenient local government, and commend them to you.
ELECTORAL CONSEQUENTIALS
60. Our proposals for consequential changes to electoral arrangements in
the areas noted in Annex C will be published shortly.
PUBLICATION
61 . Separate letters are being sent to the City of Birmingham and to
Bromsgrove District Council asking them to deposit copies of this report
at their main offices for inspection for a period of six months. They are
15

also being asked to put notices to that effect on public notice boards.
Arrangements have made for similar notices 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. Copies of this report, with the attached 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 R PRENTICE

HELEN SARKANY

C W SMITH

K YOUNG

R D COMPTON
Commission Secretary
(Date)
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Local Government Boundary Commission
for England
20 Albert Embankment
London SET 7TJ
Teleonone Direct Line 071-238
Switchboard 071-2335000
Fax 0 7 1 - 2 2 3 5 2 1 6

Our Ref:

LG3C/J/45 2 (B)

The Chief Executive
Birmingham City Council
Council House
Victoria Square
BIRMINGHAM
Bl IBB
March 1991
Dear Sir
LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1972
REVIEW OF THE METROPOLITAN COUNTY OF THE WEST MIDLANDS
CITY OF BIRMINGHAM : "BOUNDARY WITH BROMSGROVE (HEREFORD & WORCESTER)
THE COMMISSION'S DRAFT PROPOSALS
1.
On 1 February 1988, the Commission wrote to your Council
announcing the commencement 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 has received submissions in ' respect of the
boundary between Birmingham and the district of Bromsgrove from your
Council and from the other local authorities concerned, and also
representations from a Member of Parliament, a local councillor, two
parish councils, two interested organisations and some 9,000 members
of the public.
3.
The Commission has now considered these submissions and has
formulated draft proposals for changes to the relevant boundaries.
Details of these proposals are set out below. The main proposals
relate to : (a) the Frankley and Kitwell Estates and the Bartley and
Frankley Reservoirs; (b) the Rubery/Rednal residential area; and (c)
Walkers Heath. Proposals for minor changes elsewhere are set out in
paragraphs 21 and 22 below.

THE COMMISSION'S OVERALL CONSIDERATION
4. In considering the submissions and representations made to it,
the Commission notes that the present boundary of Birmingham is
constrained in planning terms (a point recognised in the County
Structure Plan), and that there is much Green Belt land close to the
boundary. The Commission is aware that some concern has been
expressed - about the extent of the City's influence beyond its
existing boundaries, leading perhaps to pressure to expand these and
thus to enlarge the authority's population.
The Commission has
however concluded that it should consider proposals made to it for
Birmingham's boundaries on their merits.
5. In formulating its draft proposals, the Commission is aware that,
if implemented, they would reduce the population of the district of
Bromsgrove to around 73,000, and that some concern has been expressed
at the effect this might have on the effectiveness of the District
Council. However, a reduced Bromsgrove would still be significantly
larger in population terms than three of the other eight districts
in Hereford and Worcester.
The Commission has therefore concluded
that, in the absence of any specific evidence to the contrary, its
proposals are unlikely to affect Bromsgrove's viability.
DRAFT PROPOSALS
Frankley and Kitwell Estates
6.
The Frankley and Kitwell Estates of 3,000 and 590 dwellings
respectively both straddle the Birmingham/Bromsgrove boundary, having
been built in the late 1970's to cater for Birmingham's increased
housing needs. Both your Council and Bromsgrove District Council
have suggested that there is a degree of confusion amongst the
residents of these estates as to which authority is responsible for
which services, because many pay rent to the City Council but pay
their Community Charge to the District Council. There is evidence
that the provision of some services is less effective than it might
be for-this reason.
7. Your Council has suggested that both estates should lie wholly
within the City, thereby resolving the confusion over service
provision and seeking to recognise the area's perceived social and
economic links with Birmingham. Your Council proposes using the M5
motorway and Gannow Green Lane as a new boundary.
This proposal
would transfer the estates to Birmingham and unite the Bartley and
Frankley' Reservoirs, and the Kitwell Substation, in the City, and
would also transfer an area of Green Belt into Birmingham.
8. Brpnis_grove_Dis_trict Council (all of whose proposals are supported
by Hereford and Worcester County Council) accepts that the kitwell
Estate has few links with the surrounding area of Bromsgrove and
should be united in Birmingham, brit suggests that the Frankley
Estate, the Bartley and Frankley Reservoirs and Kitwell Substation
should be united in Bromsgrove. The District Council does not accept
that the area has particularly strong links with Birmingham and
thinks that Frankley should be allowed to develop a new community
identity in Bromscrove, where the greater part of the estate lies.

It maintains that any problems in respect: of service provision would
be solved if the estates were united in 3romsgrove.
The District
Council considers that -the Bartley and Frankley Reservoirs relate in
landscape terms to Frankley Beeches, in the Green Belt, and can see
no reason why the Green Belt area between the M5 and the edge of the
estate should be transferred to Birmingham. The Council proposes
uniting the estate in Bromsgrove, with a minor change in the Frogmill
Lane/Tessall Lane area.
9.
The Chief Constable of the West Midlands has proposed two
alternative options for change.
His preferred option is almost
identical to your Council's proposal - it would unite both estates,
the Reservoirs and Kitwell Substation in Birmingham.
The Chief
Constable considers that the division of the estates hinders accurate
recording of crime and analysis of intelligence information, and that
their layout hinders effective policing. Also, security arrangements
in respect of the water filtering and processing operations
associated with Frankley Reservoir, which involve the use of chlorine
gas, are in his view made more difficult because' the facilities are
split between two police authorities. The Chief Constable believes
that it would be more operationally effective if the whole site were
to be united in the West Midlands Police Force area.
His second
option would also unite the Kitwell Estate and the Reservoirs in
Birmingham, but would not alter the boundary in the Frankley area.
The Chief Constable of West Mercia favours no changes to the present
boundaries. Romslev and Franklev Parish Councils suggest that the
Frankley Estate be united in Bromsgrove, while Franklev Community
Council (which is centred on the Frankley Estate) proposes that the
estate be united under one authority. Sir Hal Miller MP believes
that a large number of residents would prefer to stay in Bromsgrove.
A local councillor and one member of the public (who submitted a
mapped proposal) favoured uniting the estate in Birmingham; but
another member of the public (who also submitted a mapped proposal)
has suggested that it should be united in Bromsgrove.
10. The Commission received over 9,000 letters from members of the
public in response to a questionnaire issued by Bromsgrove District
Council - before your Council's suggestions -were published.
The
majority of these were from residents of areas which are not in fact
the subject of any proposal for change. Of the 91 letters sent by
residents of the Frankley Estate, approximately half expressed a wish
that the estate should be united in Bromsgrove, the rest either
wanting no change or preferring the estate to be united in
Birmingham.
11. When considering the representations made in respect of the
north part of Bromsgrove, the Commission has been impressed by the
degree of local anxiety about continuing fringe urbanisation and the
implications of the housing needs -of Birmingham.
The Commission
recalls that strategic guidance prepared by the Department of the
Environment sets out specific housing targets for areas around the
City which would need to be met by'the responsible authority, whether
this was Birmingham, Hereford and Worcester or Bromsgrove. However,
the area in question is classified as Green Belt, so there is in
practice a presumption against development.
12. As regards the particular proposals for the Frankley Estate,

the Commission accepts the view expressed both by your Council and
by 3romsgrove that the existing boundary is not satisfactory.
It
does not consider that the evident confusion.in respect of service
provision would be lessened by uniting both estates in Bromsgrove,
and proposes instead that they should be united in Birmingham, in the
interests of effective and convenient local government generally,
for example to assist effective policing of the area. A boundary
drawn tightly round the built-up area, uniting the Frankley Estate,
the Reservoirs and the Kitwell Substation in Birmingham, would also
have-the advantages of being clearly defined and of meeting the Chief
Constable's points about improved policing of the estates and of
safety at the reservoirs; it would also avoid undue encroachment on
the Green Belt. The Commission therefore proposes the new boundary
illustrated on Maps 1 and 2.

. y
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Ruberv/Rednal
13.
This is a largely suburban area, with a predominance of
privately owned housing, but also some municipal housing.
The
Birmingham/Bromsgrove boundary divides the residential area, but
does not relate to any particular ground feature.
14 . Bromsqrove District Council has proposed that those parts of
Rubery and Rednal currently within Birmingham should be transferred
to Bromsgrove. The Council believes that the area is perceived by
residents as being quite separate from Birmingham, and that they do
not rely on the City for shopping and community facilities.
The
District Council is critical of the way the municipal housing owned
by Birmingham is maintained, and of the standard of service provision
to the areas within the City.
15. Your Council did not accept the claim that the residents of
Rubery/Rednal see themselves as separate from Birmingham, and pointed
to the existence of a City Council local neighbourhood office. Your
Council also brought to the Commission's attention the large scale
redevelopment of the municipal housing estates in the area under the
Department of the Environment's "Estate Action" and Urban Development
• Grant incentives, but proposed no change to existing local authority
boundaries.

v
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16. Having considered the submissions, the Commission has concluded
that the evidence Bromsgrove has provided is not sufficiently
convincing to support their proposal.
The Commission sees no
intrinsic difference in the character of the areas each side of the
current boundary, and notes that they are physically attached to the
conurbation and quite separate from the town of Bromsgrove. The
Commission believes that it is reasonable on present information to
assume that the Rubery/Rednal area looks to Birmingham for shopping
and leisure facilities over and above immediate needs, and for
employment, particularly given the proximity of the Longbridge car
plant (in Birmingham). The Commission has concluded that the whole
of this built-up area should be located within the City, and
therefore proposes the new boundary shown on Map 3, to effect this.

Walkers Heath

17.
The Walters Heath estate is divided by the Birmingham/
Bromsgrove Boundary/ which cuts through individual houses.
18. Your Council has proposed a new boundary which would transfer
the 200 houses now in Bromsgrove to Birmingham, along with the
Walkers Heath playing fields which are owned and maintained by the
City. Your Council proposes to designate a strip of land as Green
Belt, to act SLS a screen and a barrier to further development.
19. Bromsgrove District Council has suggested a smaller change, to
'tidy-up' the boundary. Your Council has pointed out that this would
leave a cul-de-sac divided between the .two authorities.
20. The Commission has concluded that it would be sensible to unite
this fringe built-up area and the related playing fields in
Birmingham.
It therefore proposes the new boundary illustrated on
Map 5.
PROPOSALS FOR MINOR CHANGES

21. Bromsgrove District Council has suggested adjustments where the
boundary passes through buildings or curtilages in the vicinity of:
a)

Redhill Road/Wast Hills Lane (transfer from Birmingham to
Bromsgrove};

b)

Redhill Farm/Redhill Road (transfer from Birmingham to
Bromsgrove);

c)

Lilycroft Farm/Primrose Hill (transfer from Bromsgrove to
Birmingham).

22. Your Council does not object to these proposals. The Commission
has however concluded that a slightly more extensive change,
realigning the boundary in this area along long-established ground
features, would both address the issues raised by Bromsgrove District
Council, and provide a better long-term boundary. The Commission's
proposal is illustrated at Map 4.
CONCLUSION

23. In the Commission's view these proposed changes reflect the
strong socio-economic links between the City and certain residential
areas which currently straddle its boundaries, and are therefore in
the interest of effective and convenient local government in the
areas concerned.
ELECTORAL CONSEQUENCES
24. It is the Commission's intention to publish at a later date a
further letter detailing its draft proposals for consequential
changes to electoral arrangements.

25. The Maps at Annex A to this letter illustrate the proposed new
boundaries.
Larger scale maps suitable for display purposes are
being sent under separate cover. Copies of these are also being sent
to Hereford and Worcester County Council and Bromsgrove District
Council.
CONSULTATION AND PUBLICITY
26.
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.
27.
Copies of this letter (with copies of maps suitable for
exhibition) are being sent to Bromsgrove District 'Council and to
Hereford and Worcester County Council and to the other District
Councils which adjoin Birmingham; Solihull, Dudley, Sandwell and
Walsall, North Warwickshire and Lichfield, and to Warwickshire and
Staffordshire County Councils
Enquiries
.
28. Any enquiries about this letter should be addressed to Ms Jane
Mclauchlan 071 238. 5028.
Yours faithfully

R D COMPTON
Secretary
cc. The Chief Executive
County Council of Hereford & Worcester
Bromsgrove District Council
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ANNEX B

LIST OF THOSE REPLYING TO OUR DRAFT PROPOSALS

Birmingham City Council
Bromsgrove District Council
Hereford and Worcester County Council
West Midlands Regional Health Authority
Birmingham Family Health Services
South Birmingham Health Authority
Hereford and Worcester Family Health Service Authority
Bromsgrove and Redditch Health Authority
Bromsgrove and Redditch Community Health Council
West Mercia Police Authority
Police Federation of England and Wales
Hereford and Worcester Magistrates' Court Committee
The North Worcestershire Clerkship
The Bromsgrove Society
Councillor A Ingram
The Frankley Society
Urban Wildlife Trust
Frankley Parish Council
The Rector of Frankley

Romsley Parish Council
The Worcestershire Nature Conservancy Trust ltd
Waseley Hills High School
Hereford and Worcester Education Department
PTA Beaconside First and Middle School
The Lickey Hills Society
Councillor PM Mcdonald
Councillor S Fretwell
Councillor N Psirides
Martyn Bramwich Associates
Bournville Village Trust
Chesterton Consulting
Kingsholme Residents Association

ANNEX C

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED BOUNDARY CHANGES

BOUNDARY BETWEEN BIRMINGHAM AND BROMSGROVE

Kitwell Estate

Realignment
to
unite a housing
e s t a t e
i n
Birmingham

paragraph 37 Map 1

Bartley
and
F r a n k l e y
Reservoirs

Realignment
to
u n i t e
t h e
reservoirs
in
Birmingham

paragraphs 38 - 39
Map 1

V^ Realignment
to
.unite the housing
e s t a t e
i n
Birmingham

paragraphs 40 - 45
Map 2

Rubery/Rednal area

Realignment
to
unite the area in
Birmingham

paragraphs 46 - 56
Maps 2 and 3

Walkers Heath

Realignment
to
unite the area in
Birmingham

paragraphs 57 - 58
Map 5

Redhill Road/Wast
H i 1 Is
Lane;
Redhill
Farm/
Redhill
Road;
Lilycroft
Farm/
Primrose Hill

minor realignment
to ground features

paragraph 58
Map 4

Frankley Estate
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