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THE RT HON MICHAEL HOWARD QC MP
SECRETARY OF STATE FOR THE ENVIRONMENT
REVIEW OF THE METROPOLITAN COUNTIES - THE WEST MIDLANDS

BOROUGH OF SOLIHULL: BOUNDARIES WITH THE CITY OF BIRMINGHAM AND WITH
THE COUNTIES OF WARWICKSHIRE AND HEREFORD & WORCESTER
INTRODUCTION

1.
This is our final report on the boundaries between Solihull and
its neighbouring local authorities. The most significant issue before
us was whether the National Exhibition Centre (NEC) and Birmingham
International Airport should be transferred to Birmingham from
Solihull. We have decided that the consequences of such a change would
be so far-reaching that it could not be justified at the present time,
and we have reached similar conclusions in respect of suggestions for
major changes to Chelmsley Wood, south-east Birmingham, and areas to
the south of the conurbation, including Wythall, Hollywood, Major's
Green, Tanworth and Earlswood.
2.
We have however decided to recommend small-scale changes to
Solihull's boundaries with Birmingham, Bromsgrove, Stratford-on-Avon,
Warwick and North Warwickshire. These changes are intended to reflect
local affinities and to tidy up anomalies - for example, where
properties are divided between two local authorities.
3.
This report explains how we have arrived at our conclusions,
following public-consultation on our interim decisions and our draft
proposals. Our recommendations are summarised at Annex A.
4.
On 1 February 1988, we announced the start of a review of the
boundaries of the Borough of Solihull 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, County and District Councils; 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.

5.
The principal authorities were asked to assist us in publicising
the start of the review by inserting a notice for two successive weeks
in local newspapers.
They were also asked to ensure that our
consultation letter was drawn to the attention of those services in
respect of which they have a statutory function.
6.
A period of seven months from the date of our letter was allowed
for local authorities and any other persons or bodies interested in
the review to send us their views on whether changes to these
boundaries 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 1972 Act.
THE SUBMISSIONS MADE TO US
7.
In response to our letter launching the review, we received
representations from Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council; Birmingham
City Council; the County Councils of Warwickshire and Hereford &
Worcester; the Borough Council of North Warwickshire; the District
Councils of Bromsgrove, Stratford-on-Avon and Warwick; eight parish
councils; three Members of Parliament; the Chief Constable of the West
Midlands; nine interested bodies; a Birmingham City councillor; and
1,124 members of the public.
OUR INTERIM DECISIONS AND DRAFT PROPOSALS AND THE RESPONSES TO THEM

8.
Further to our initial letter launching the review, -we published
a letter on 21 February 1992 announcing our interim decisions to
propose no changes in certain areas, together with our draft proposals
for boundary changes elsewhere. Copies were sent to all the local
authorities concerned and to the other 'bodies and persons who had
expressed an interest in the review. The principal authorities were
asked to publish a notice advertising our interim decisions and draft
proposals, and to post -copies of this at places where public notices
are customarily displayed. They were also asked to place copies of our
letter on deposit for inspection at their main offices for a period
of six weeks. Comments were invited by 3 April 1992.
9.
Our draft proposals letter attracted responses from Solihull
Borough Council; Birmingham City Council; Warwickshire County Council;
Bromsgrove District Council; Stratford-on-Avon and Warwick District

Councils; the Parish Councils of Castle Bromwich, Tanworth-in-Arden,
Baddesley Clinton and Berkswell; the Earlswood and Forshaw Heath
Residents' Association; the Solihull Ratepayers' Association; Mr Terry
Davis MP and one member of the public.
10. We received suggestions for several major changes to Solihull's
boundaries. Solihull MBC favoured minor changes only, although it
originally envisaged the transfer of Major's Green from Bromsgrove to
Solihull, affecting around 1/000 people. The Council subsequently
withdrew this suggestion.
OUR STRATEGIC APPROACH TO THE WEST MIDLANDS
General .
11.
Before examining in detail the response to our announcement, we
looked at 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, which in some cases
involved major restructuring of the pattern of local government. We
were also mindful' throughout of 'the guidelines given to us in
Department of the Environment 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 changes in
the pattern of development subsequent to the establishment of the
present boundaries. The Circular stressed the Secretary of State's
view that radical changes - eg the creation or abolition of a
principal area - -would be appropriate only where we considered that
present arrangements clearly
failed to provide effective and
convenient local government.
12. We decided to consider the West Midlands in three phases, working
from east to west. We began with Coventry, on which we reported to
your predecessor in February 1992 (Report No. 628), when we also
reported on Birmingham's boundary with Bromsgrove (in Hereford &
Worcester - Report No. 629). As indicated above, this report considers
the boundaries between Solihull and the City of Birmingham, the
Borough of North Warwickshire, and the Districts of Warwick and
Stratford-on-Avon (in Warwickshire) and Bromsgrove (in Hereford and
Worcester). The Solihull/Coventry boundary was considered in our
earlier report mentioned above. Our reports on the remaining

boundaries of Birmingham, and on those of the "Black Country" boroughs
of Walsall, Sandwell, Dudley and Wolverhampton address the strategic
boundary issues directly relevant to those areas as well as our
consideration of possible boundary changes.
Solihull's position in the West Midlands and its relationship with
Birmingham
13. Two major issues presented themselves to us as a result of.the
submissions we received and our view of the boundaries of the West
Midlands authorities. We referred to the definition of the outer
boundary of the conurbation and its relationship to the pattern of
development and to existing and proposed new roads in our reports Nos.
628 and 629..The Borough of Solihull is unlike others in the West
Midlands, because it straddles the edge of the continuous built-up
area and comprises urban, suburban and rural areas and communities.
14. Since 1894, the administrative area of Solihull has evolved from
a rural district to a county borough within Warwickshire, and then to
a unitary metropolitan borough within the West Midlands conurbation.
In 1969, the Royal Commission on% Local Government proposed its
inclusion in the West Midlands Metropolitan area, because of the
strong links between the area and Birmingham. In the event, Birmingham
and Solihull became separate Metropolitan Districts under the local
government reorganisation of 1974. Most of those parts of Meriden and
Stratford-on-Avon which the Commission had envisaged should become
part of Birmingham were instead added to Solihull, along with the
large and densely-populated Birmingham overspill estate of Chelmsley
Wood (which is located to the east of the centre of the City).
15. In 1986, with the abolition of the West Midlands County Council,
Solihull became a unitary authority, responsible for all services
except those provided by the statutory joint authorities. The Borough
contains diverse types of community: the historic town centre, a
suburban residential area, the high-density Chelmsley Wood estate, and
open countryside with villages and scattered dwellings.
In its
submissions to us, the Borough Council expressed the view that a
strong sense of identity had developed between these communities since
1974, and that there is a high level of satisfaction among residents
with the services provided.

16. Solihull is physically attached to Birmingham by continuous urban
development and by roads which link it firmly with the City, whilst
the M42 now provides a major north-south route. There is little or no
room for new development (as distinct from redevelopment) inside the
metropolitan area, except in the "Meriden Corridor" between Solihull
and Coventry. This area is very accessible and is subject to intense
development pressures.-The strategic planning guidance issued in 1988
by your predecessor acknowledged that the housing and industrial needs
of the West Midlands would require the use of land in the surrounding
shire counties, and that parts of Solihull itself would come under
pressure from the need for new dwellings and high technology /light
industrial development. The Borough Council has resisted pressures for
development in the vicinity of the NEC, the Airport, and the M42, but
itself has plans for business parks and offices.
17.
Solihull's boundary with Birmingham is anomalous in several
respects. The south-western part of the Borough is physically
inseparable from Birmingham, and Solihull town centre is as close to
the City centre as it is to Meriden and Berkswell in the rural eastern
part of the borough. The northern area, between Chelmsley Wood and
Castle Bromwich, forms an oddly-shaped salient comprising mainly
residential estates spilling over from Birmingham. It is physically
separated from the rest of the Borough by the Airport and the NEC.
The relative size of Solihull and Birmingham
18. The second major issue is the disparity in population size
between Solihull and Birmingham. The City has by some way the largest
population of any local authority district in England. By contrast,
Solihull is one of the smallest metropolitan authorities. Several of
the suggestions made to us implied major shifts of population between
these and other local authorities in the area. We therefore considered
whether the evidence before us justified a consideration of the size
of individual authorities as part of the review.
19. However, we were conscious that neither the 1972 Act nor Circular
20/86 addresses the question of the optimum size of a local authority,
nor whether there should be any limit to the size of an authority. The
Circular states that should substantial changes be found to be
necessary, the authorities affected should be left with an adequate
population base for the efficient and cost-effective discharge of
their functions.

20. While it recognises that it is one of the smallest metropolitan
districts in terms of population, the Borough Council believes that
this enables it to offer advantages in terms of accessibility and
response to consumer demand. It also considers that it provides costeffective services.
21 . The submissi6ns we received raised several questions about the
size, shape and boundaries of Solihull and its relationship with
Birmingham. However, after careful consideration, we have concluded
that this review should not be the occasion for structural change in
the West Midlands, and that the present pattern of administrative
units should be retained. Further investigation would have taken the
review beyond the guidance which your predecessors had given to us,
and we have decided that we should not seek to pursue major changes
in the configuration of the authorities in this area.
22. Similarly, we considered that, while there is no obvious optimum
size for a local authority, there may a size below which operating
difficulties may be experienced, depending on the functions that local
authorities are required to perform. While we could not discern any
clear upper limit, we were conscious that our guidelines refer to "a
sense of separation from other areas" as a factor in identifying the
pattern of community life in an area. We therefore concluded that the
question of size in itself should not form part of our consideration
in this review, but that we should consider each of the issues raised
on its merits, having regard to the representations made to us.
SUGGESTIONS FOR MAJOR BOUNDARY CHANGES
A.

The National Exhibition Centre (NEC) and Birmingham International
Airport

23. Birmingham City Council suggested that the NEC, the Airport, and
land nearby (a total of some 530 hectares) should be transferred from
Solihull to the City. The Solihull Ratepayers' Association agreed, but
Solihull MBC, two parish councils, a Member of Parliament, a local
councillor, the Clerk to Birmingham Magistrates' Court and 15 members
of the public all strongly opposed the suggestion.
24. We considered these submissions, and took an initial view that
such a major change would have significant effects not only on the
immediate vicinity but also on the densely-populated northern part of

Solihull (Chelmsley Wood, Fordbridge, Kingshurst, Smith's Wood, and
Castle Bromwich), which would be almost severed from the rest of the
borough. We therefore sought further information on the provision of
services to the NEC, the Airport and the surrounding areas from
Birmingham, Solihull, the Chief Executive of the NEC and the
Operations Director of the Airport.
25. The two local authorities and NEC Limited responded. We also
received additional representations from four parish councils; Mr Iain
Mills MP; Solihull Health Authority; the Central England Training and
Enterprise Council (CENTEC); four residents' associations; and 30
members of the public.
26. Birmingham Citv Council said that it owned the land and buildings
at the NEC and had played a major role in the promotion, funding,
development and management of the facility. It owned 50% of the equity
of the management company, NEC Limited, and nominated four directors,
as did the Birmingham Chamber of Commerce, which owned the remaining
equity. The Council stated that capital investment to date exceeds
£100m. It believed that European Community funding might be more
easily obtainable if the NEC was within the City, and emphasised the
strategic link between the NEC, the International Convention Centre
and the National Indoor Arena in the City centre, which are both
managed by NEC Ltd.
27. The Council also pointed out that 44% of the NEC's workforce on
the site (some 660 permanent employees) live in Birmingham, and drew
attention to the time spent by City councillors and officers on local
infrastructure issues (eg on roads) and in respect of capital
expenditure at the NEC. It recognised that less staff time had been
committed to the Airport (which was in its view widely regarded as the
gateway to the City), but stated that there was still considerable
City Council involvement.
28. The City Council believed that the future development of the NEC
would be impeded by the development control policies adopted by
•Solihull. It drew attention to a proposal in Solihull's Unitary
Development Plan that the surrounding area should be designated as
Green Belt; in its view, the implied constraint on development in this
area was unduly restrictive. It stressed the special role conferred
on the City Council by the NEC and Birmingham Municipal Bank Act 1976,
whereby it is the local authority and highway authority for the
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Centre. The Council considered that the suggested change was a logical
and sensible consequence to these provisions.
29. Birmingham outlined what in its view were administrative problems
which derived from the different approaches of the two authorities to
planning policy and development control, public safety and consumer
protection, and the regulation of taxi services.
30. The City Council accepted that the transfer of the NEC and the
Airport would virtually sever Chelmsley Wood and the areas to the
north from the rest of Solihull. It indicated that it would support
any suggested realignment of Solihull's outer boundary (which in its
view now follows no particular logical line) to the north or the east
to compensate for this, although it did not consider how this might
be effected on the ground, nor how it might affect the Borough of
North Warwickshire or local residents.
31. Solihull considered that Birmingham's suggestion breached the
criteria for major change laid down by the 1972 Act. It rejected the
implication that Birmingham's position as owner of the NEC justified
change. The Borough Council stressed.that it had provided services to
the NEC and Airport areas for fifteen years without attracting any
criticism. It added that no evidence had been provided to the
contrary, and suggested that a boundary change would not solve any
service provision problems as, for example, consumer protection is a
matter for the two management companies.
32. The Borough .Council considered that its planning, road and
transportation policies served the development of the area, which
related to the West Midlands as a whole, and that these policies had
not hindered the development of the NEC or the Airport. However, it
suggested that the needs of surrounding areas must also be taken into
account, and drew attention to the Marston Green Action Plan, prepared
ahead of the UDP, which aimed to protect the Green Belt while still
allowing the NEC and the Airport to expand.
33. Solihull was particularly concerned at the effect of the
suggested change on the northern part of the borough, from Chelmsley
Wood to Castle Bromwich, much of which had been developed as overspill
housing for Birmingham. It stressed that great efforts had been made
to integrate the area into the Borough (particularly in terms of
education, social and housing services), and that local residents now

felt strong ties with Solihull. Noting that most of the Airport is now
in Solihull, the Borough Council suggested a small realignment of the
present boundary, which splits the runway.
34. The Chief Executive of the NEC drew attention to the long-term
involvement of the City Council in the facility and the strategic
links between the NEC and the complementary International Convention
Centre and National Indoor Arena in the City centre. He accepted that
Solihull's Unitary Development Plan provides for expansion of the NEC,
but believed that the priorities of the two principal authorities
differed and that the commitment of Solihull and of the parish
councils to the Centre since 1970 had tended to be lukewarm. He noted
that, under the present arrangements, each phase of the development
had to be justified to Solihull in great detail.
35.
Bickenhill and Castle Bromwich Parish Councils objected to
Birmingham's suggestion on the grounds that local residents were
overwhelmingly opposed to it. Castle Bromwich Parish Council
considered that it was more likely that the interests of local people
would be taken into account in assessing future development proposals
if the Airport and the NEC remained, in Solihull, and that there was
no evidence that Solihull had failed to provide effective services.
Hockley Heath and Meriden Parish Councils also objected. Mr Iain
Mills, Member of Parliament for Meriden, opposed the change, as local
residents were against it and, in his view, they identified with
Solihull. A Birmingham City councillor also objected.
36. The Solihull Ratepayers' Association advocated the transfer of
the NEC and the Airport to Birmingham, both to recognise the leading
role of the City Council in developing these facilities and in view
of the wider considerations set out in paragraph 53 below. It also
believed that Middle Bickenhill (the area bounded by the M42, A45 and
A452) should become part of Warwickshire.
37. The Clerk to Birmingham Magistrates Court feared that change
could increase the Court's workload. Solihull Health Authority noted
that its boundary was coterminous with that of the local authority.
It believed that any significant change in the size or distribution
of Solihull's population could affect the delivery of integrated
services, with possible consequential effects on the provision of
Health Service facilities. The Chief Executive of the Central England
Training and Enterprise Council. (CENTEC) was not convinced that any
10

boundary changes would improve the economic growth of the area.
38. We received letters from the Residents' Associations of Balsall
Common, Olton, Catherine de Barnes, and Cheswick Green, all opposing
the idea that the NEC and the Airport should be transferred to
Birmingham. Some 40 members of the public also wrote to oppose such
a change. They expressed satisfaction with the present boundary and
with the services they received from Solihull, in particular regarding
the Borough Council as being committed to preserving the Green Belt,
and stated that they had no affinity with Birmingham. They also
identified what they considered to be the risk that the change would
create pressure for Chelmsley Wood and the areas to the north to
become part of the City, which in their view was too large.
Our interim decision
39. We considered all these representations very carefully. In our
view, there was no evidence that the development of the NEC or of the
Airport had been impeded to any serious degree by the involvement of
two local authorities, or that this would cause any such difficulties
in future. Nor were we persuaded tha,t the balance of responsibilities
set out in the 1976 Act should be changed, bearing in mind that any
development or activity at the NEC will inevitably affect residents
of areas (in Solihull) to the east and the south which lie well
outside the present boundaries of the City and would not be brought
within it even if Birmingham's suggestion was implemented. While we
accepted that the NEC has strong links with the City and that these
may be strengthened by the development of the National Indoor Arena,
the International Convention Centre, and (in due course) of the
proposed Metro rapid transit system, we concluded that none of the
evidence before us demonstrated that the present boundary had
compromised these links or would do so in the future.
40. It appeared to us possible that the transfer of the NEC to
Birmingham might lead to some minor improvements in the day-to-day
provision of some local government services to the facility. However,
we found no evidence that such services have not been provided
effectively under the present arrangements, and we considered that any
potential minor improvements would be heavily outweighed by the
considerable adverse effects of the transfer on the northern part of
Solihull.
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41. The northern area would be for practical purposes detached from
the rest of the Borough, and this would create strong pressure for it
to become part of Birmingham. No evidence has been provided that this
would be in the interests of effective and convenient.local government
in these areas, or that local residents (some 60,000 people) would
welcome this. Indeed the representations we received suggested
strongly that residents are satisfied with the services they receive
from Solihull and feel closer affinities with that borough than with
the City. We recognised the efforts made by the Borough Council to
ensure the effective provision of services to these areas and the
experience the Council has developed in that respect. We did not
consider that an upheaval on such a scale could be justified unless
it was part of a much wider restructuring of the pattern of the
metropolitan districts in the West Midlands.
42. We also concluded that it would be impossible to transfer the NEC
without also transferring the Airport, which lies between the NEC and
the City. We could see no justification, in the context of this
review, for such a change. The Airport is jointly owned by the seven
West Midlands Metropolitan District Councils and we considered it to
be a regional facility which serves the whole conurbation and, by
virtue of its excellent rail and motorway links, most parts of the
surrounding shire counties.
43. We therefore decided to issue an interim decision to propose no
major changes in this area at this time. However, we noted that the
Airport is divided by the present boundary. It is our long-held view
that, wherever possible, such facilities should be united in a single
authority, and we therefore decided to issue a draft proposal uniting
the Airport in Solihull (one of a number of draft proposals for minor
boundary changes set out later in this report).
The response to our interim decision and draft proposal, and bur
final proposal
44. Birmingham City Council was disappointed by our interim decision.
In its view, we had to an extent acknowledged the strength of its case
but ha.d been diverted by what it considered to be unnecessary concern
for the northern part of Solihull. The Council considered that we had
underestimated its role in promoting, funding, developing and managing
the NEC. It again stressed its view that the facility is closely
associated with the City in the minds of many people, and claimed that
12

the change would lead to substantial improvements in the provision of
local government services.
45. The Council noted that, in our recent Report No. 628, we had
recommended that Coventry Airport should be transferred into Coventry
because a close relationship existed between it and the City. In
Birmingham's view, the same was true in respect of Birmingham
International Airport. It also challenged the view that a major restructuring of northern Solihull would be needed if the NEC and BIA
were transferred, suggesting that service provision need not be
affected, as only one road between the two parts of the Borough
(Bickenhill Lane, a public highway) would be transferred. The Council
maintained that the change we had proposed in the vicinity of the
A452/A45 near Coleshill (see paragraph 102 below) would slightly widen
the area linking the two parts of Solihull. While it accepted that the
resulting boundary would be unusual, it considered that this should
not be held to preclude the larger-scale change in respect of the NEC
and the Airport, which in its view would not affect the delivery of
services and would be in the interests of effective and convenient
local government.
46.
Solihull endorsed our interim decision, but expressed great
concern at our view (which it professed not to understand) that such
a transfer might lead to some improvements in terms of effective and
convenient local government. The Borough Council considered that there
was no evidence that it could not provide effective and convenient
local government in the area, or that Birmingham would administer the
NEC better. The Cpuncil pointed out that a MORI poll conducted on its
behalf in October 1991 had indicated that local residents had no
desire for change.
47. Berkswell and Castle Bromwich Parish
Solihull, as did a member of the public.

Councils

agreed

with

48. While we recognise and acknowledge the central role of Birmingham
City Council in the creation and development of the NEC, we are unable
to accept its view that the NEC and the Airport could be transferred
to its area without any significant effects on the northern part of
Solihull, or that our proposal to rectify minor boundary anomalies in
the vicinity of the A452 would address the difficulties which this
would cause. The Council had itself accepted in its earlier
representations that the change it advocated would virtually sever
13

Chelmsley Wood and the areas to the north from the rest of Solihull.
The result would be a large salient of Birmingham (containing the NEC
itself, the nearby business parks, and the Airport) located between
the residents of these areas and their own local authority (Solihull).
We do not consider that this would be in the interests of effective
and convenient local government..
49. We did not accept that a direct comparison could be drawn between
our earlier recommendation for Coventry Airport and our view in
respect of Birmingham International Airport. As our Report No. 628
noted, both the relevant Local Plan and the approved Warwickshire
Structure Plan acknowledge that existing and planned development at
Coventry Airport will serve the employment needs of Coventry, and that
it therefore looks to the City. Moreover, Coventry Airport has a very
limited air passenger transport role. Birmingham International Airport
is a large-scale facility serving an area which extends far beyond the
City. Its main function is to provide this area with national and
international air transport links, and its role in meeting the City's
employment needs (bearing in mind the many other employment
opportunities within the City's boundaries) is in our view peripheral
to this. We concluded that there is jio compelling reason for it to be
within the City.
50.
Having considered all the submissions made to us, we have
concluded that Birmingham has provided no new arguments in support of
the radical changes which it advocates. Moreover, in our view there
is no evidence that, when its wider effects are taken into account,
such change would be in the interests of effective•and convenient
local government (our primary criterion); or indeed that present
arrangements fail to provide effective and convenient
local
government, (the criterion that must be met if more radical changes
are to be justified). We have therefore decided to confirm as final
our interim decision not to propose any manor changes in this area.
51 . The only objection to our draft proposal for a minor boundary
change to unite the Airport in Solihull came from Birmingham Citv
Council, on the grounds that the Airport should be in Birmingham.
While we have already concluded that such a radical change cannot be
justified, we believe that it would be in the interests of effective
and convenient local government for the Airport to lie within a single
local authority area, and we have therefore decided to confirm our
draft proposal as final.
14

B.

Other suggestions for manor boundary changes

52. In addition to suggesting that the NEC and the Airport should be
transferred to Birmingham (paragraph 36 above), the Solihull
Ratepayers' Association advocated
a.

that the northern part of Solihull- (Chelmsley Wood/
Kingshurst/Smith's Wood/Marston Green/Fordbridge and Castle
Bromwich) should become a shire district in Warwickshire,
to be known as Chelmhurst;

b.

that an extensive area of south-east Birmingham (including
parts of South Yardley and Hall Green, Yardley Wood,
Highters Heath and Billesley Common) should be transferred
to Solihull; and

c.

that part of Hereford & Worcester (an area including
Wythall, Drakes Cross, Major's Green, Tanner's Green and
Hollywood) should also be transferred to Solihull.

53. The Association stated that its aim was to correct what it
considered to be the imbalance between the population of Birmingham
and those of the other Metropolitan authorities in the West Midlands;
to recognise the role of the City Council in respect of the Airport,
the NEC and Birmingham Business Park; to solve what it regarded as the
problem of the isolation of the northern part of Solihull; to prevent
urban sprawl and encourage urban regeneration; and to enlarge the
population of Warwickshire, in order to make it more viable.
54. Solihull MBC regarded these suggestions as lacking any basis in
fact and as having no regard for the purposes of such boundary
reviews, as stated in the Local Government Act of 1972 and in the
guidelines issued to us by the Secretary of State. In its view, they
could not be justified. Castle Bromwich Parish Council rejected the
suggestions. Wythall Parish Council opposed any change. We also
received a petition (with 1,012 signatures) on behalf of the residents
of Kingshurst, who did not wish to be transferred to Birmingham and
expressed their satisfaction with the services provided by Solihull.
55. The Solihull Metropolitan District Labour Party endorsed the
Ratepayers' Association's suggestions in respect of Hereford &
Worcester, taking the view that Major1s Green and parts of Drake's
15

Cross and South Wythall east of the A435 (now in
be transferred to Solihull, together with Tanworth
in Stratford--on-Avon} . It considered that these
close affinities with the Borough, which it noted
the Metropolitan Districts in the West Midlands.

Bromsgrove) should
and Earlswood (now
areas already had
is the smallest of

56.Mr Alan Howarth MP wrote enclosing letters and a petition from
residents of Earlswood opposing such a change. Tanworth-in-Arden
Parish Council stated that there was a strong feeling in the parish
against any move to Solihull, as the area had no special affinity with
Solihull. It noted that Tanworth was still a rural area, although many
residents commute to work in Birmingham, and that the services
provided by Stratford-on-Avon District Council and Warwickshire County
Council were good. The Parish Council considered that the area was
part of a Green Belt buffer between Redditch, Birmingham and Solihull
and should remain so. Similar points were made by the Tanworth-inArden Residents' Association and the Tanworth-in-Arden Women's
Institute. The Stratford and South Warwickshire Conservative
Association objected on the grounds that Tanworth was a village
community and that there was no evidence that change was necessary.
We also received representations against change from 1,089 local
residents of Tanworth, Earlswood and Forshaw Heath, under the auspices
of a Joint Residents Action Committee.
57. Three suggestions were received from three members of the public.
These were
a.
that Castle. Bromwich and Chelmsley Wood
should be
transferred to Birmingham, farther "to the City Council's
suggestion in respect of the NEC and BIA, with a new
boundary running along
the A45 Coventry road, and
northwards along the M42 to its junction with the M6 to
rejoin the present boundary;
b.

that the northern part of Solihull (Castle Bromwich,
Chelmsley Wood) should be transferred to Birmingham, while
the southern part (the town of Solihull and the adjoining
rural areas) should become part of Warwickshire, because
much of the Borough had more in common with Warwickshire
than with the conurbation;

c.

that Solihull should be replaced by a new, smaller,
district, because the present borough was too large.
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58. It appeared to us that these suggestions represented an attempt
to rationalise what they implicitly identified as the artificial
entity of Solihull. While we recognised that there might be something
in this view, we noted that the suggestions were not supported by any
evidence that Solihull MBC does not provide effective and convenient
local government in its area and had been opposed by many residents
of areas that would be affected. We therefore decided not to pursue
what would in practice amount to a major restructuring of the pattern
of local government in the south-eastern part of the West Midlands,
and to issue an interim decision to propose no changes of this kind.
59. The Solihull Ratepayers Association accepted our view that now
was not the time for major change, but considered that restructuring
should be reconsidered at some time in the future. We received no
other comments on our interim decision not to propose any major
boundary changes, and we decided to confirm them as final.
SUGGESTIONS FOR MINOR CHANGE
SOLIHULL/BIRMINGHAM BOUNDARY
*

i.

Retail Store at Chester Road/Hurst Lane. Castle Bromwich

60. The present boundary divides the site of a retail food store.
Solihull suggested that it should be realigned to the perimeter.
Birmingham and Castle Bromwich Parish Council agreed. We considered
that the proposed change, which was minimal, made sense and decided
to issue a draft proposal accordingly.
61 . Shard End Ward Sub-Committee and Mr Terry Davis MP feared that
the City Council would lose its influence in terms of planning
control, apparently considering that Solihull might pay less attention
to enforcing conditions attached to the redevelopment by the City
Council to safeguard the interests of local Birmingham residents.
62. However, there appears to be no reason to believe that Solihull
are any less likely to enforce these conditions than are Birmingham,
and we have decided to confirm our draft proposal as final.
ii.

Cooks Lane/Babbs Hill Recreation Ground

63.

Council housing has been built in an area between Cooks Lane and
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the River Cole in Kingshurst. The present boundary isolates three
houses at the end of Foxglove Crescent in Birmingham; the other
properties in the crescent are in Solihull. The boundary passes
through the front gardens of these three houses and through the rear
gardens of eight other properties, while to the north it severs a
small area of Babbs Hill Jubilee Park (created and maintained by
Solihull) and the lake in it from the rest of the borough.
64. Solihull suggested that the council development and parkland
should be united in Solihull. Birmingham City Council had no
objection. We concluded that the Borough Council's suggestion would
improve the provision of local government services, and we decided to
adopt it as our draft proposal, with a minor technical amendment to
improve an anomalous stretch of boundary.
65. We received no comments in response
have decided to confirm it as final.

to our draft proposal and

iii. Lambourne Grove, Tile Cross
66. Lambourne Grove is situated in Solihull, except for thirteen
houses to the rear of the cul-de-sac. The residents of these houses
have indicated a wish to be in Solihull, pointing out that the present
boundary is anomalous. Solihull suggested a minor boundary change to
eliminate the anomaly. Birmingham had no objection, and we decided
to adopt Solihull's suggestion as our draft proposal, with a minor
technical amendment to align part of the boundary to detail.
67. We received no comments on our draft" proposal and have decided
to confirm it as final.
iv.

The Glade

68. Six houses in this residential cul-de-sac were transferred to
Birmingham in 1988, following a principal area boundary review which
was the subject of our Report No 524. A local resident, writing on
behalf of himself and his neighbours, suggested that the houses should
be transferred back, as the residents' community links are with
Solihull. He complained that they had not been consulted about the
move, but we could find no evidence that the usual consultation
procedures had not been followed.
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69. We took the view that it would not be sensible to revert to the
pre-1988 boundary, which had clearly been anomalous. To do so would
leave The Glade, which is a single development, split between two
authorities, while the six properties would then be accessible only
from Birmingham, as they would be if The Glade was united in Solihull.
We decided to issue an interim decision to propose no change.
70. We received no comments in response to our interim decision and
have decided to confirm it as final.
f
v.

Navenby Close/Gednev Close, Solihull Lodge

71.
Solihull suggested that these residential closes in Birmingham
are in fact extensions of the development in Pear Tree Crescent,
Solihull Lodge, Shirley (in Solihull). No. 1 Gedney Close {half of
a semi-detached pair of houses) was in Solihull but the rest of the
close is in Birmingham, which has to provide services via roads in
Solihull. The Borough Council suggested that those houses which had
frontages on to Navenby and Gedney Close should be transferred to its
area, but that the other houses in Yardley Wood Road should remain in
Birmingham. It believed that Birmingham City Council opposed such a
change, and indicated that it would withdraw its suggestion if local
residents objected, but subsequently claimed that most residents
supported its suggestion. Birmingham did not object, because the
residents favoured change.
72. We noted that the only direct access to these properties was via
Solihull, and decided to adopt Solihull*s suggestion as our draft
proposal, subject to a minor technical amendment to align the boundary
to detail along part of the Stratford-on-Avon Canal.'
73. Birmingham had no objection to our draft proposal, but pointed
out that the area proposed for transfer to Solihull included a strip
of land beside the canal at the rear of 3a Gedney Close. The Council
stated that this was not part of the property and could see no reason
to transfer this small site when the rest of the canal-side area was
to remain in Birmingham.
74. We understand that the site is in fact rented by the owner from
British Waterways, and is therefore not part of his property. We
received no other comments on our draft proposal and we have decided
to confirm it as final, subject to a minor amendment, suggested by
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Birmingham, whereby the new boundary would follow the ends of the
gardens of the houses on Gedney Close.
SOLIHULL/BROMSGROVE
i.

BOUNDARY

Manor's Green

75. Solihull initially suggested that Major's Green should be
transferred from Bromsgrove to its area, on the grounds that the area'
had a community of interest with the borough, and was isolated from
the centre of Bromsgrove yet had good road and rail connections with
Solihull. It added that a MORI poll had shown that Solihull schools
were popular with parents in Major's Green. However, the Borough
Council subsequently withdrew this suggestion, in the face of
opposition from Hereford & Worcester County Council, Bromsarove
District Council, Wvthall Parish Council, and of local residents.
76. The District Council and the County Council noted that the area
had been transferred to Bromsgrove in the mid-1960s because the then
Boundary Commission had considered that it had little in common with
the conurbation. They took the view that there had been no change
since that time sufficient to justify the transfer suggested by
Solihull. The Parish Council and 31 local residents also objected/ on
'the grounds
that the services
provided by Bromsgrove
were
satisfactory, and that change might increase the pressure on the Green
Belt in the area. One local resident supported the change. He
considered that the threat to the Green Belt was exaggerated and that
there had been problems with street lighting and pavement maintenance,
and "inappropriate" development.
77. We took the view that there was no reason to transfer any part
of Major's Green to Solihull.
Although its rail links are with
Birmingham and Warwickshire, it has good road communications with
Bromsgrove, and (as Solihull had admitted) is an area with a high
level of car ownership. As we had received no evidence of any problems
with the delivery of services, we decided to make no proposal for
major change in the area, but to issue a draft proposal that a stretch
of undefined boundary should be improved by realigning it along the
edge of a sports field.
78. We have received no comments on our interim decision or on our
draft proposal and we have decided to confirm them as final.
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ii.

River Cole

79. Bromsgrove and Hereford & Worcester suggested that the boundary
should be realigned to the new line of the River Cole. We decided to
adopt this suggestion, with minor technical amendments, as our draft
proposal. As we have received no comments on this proposal, we have
decided to confirm it as final.
SOLIHULL/STRATFORD-ON-AVON BOUNDARY
i.

Earlswood - Vallev Road

80. The present boundary cuts across the entrance to an area used by
commercial undertakings. Solihull suggested a minor change to rectify
this, which was supported by Warwickshire County Council and by
Hocklev Heath Parish Council. Stratford-on-Avon District Council had
no comments. We decided to adopt this suggestion as our draft proposal
with a minor technical amendment to improve the boundary to the rear
of development taking place at West Brook.
81. In response, Tanworth-in-Avon -Parish Council and the Earlswood
and Forshaw Heath Residents Association suggested a slightly more
significant change, whereby a rather larger area would be transferred
to Stratford-on-Avon to provide what they regarded as a more logical
boundary. Warwickshire and Stratford-^on-Avon supported the idea, but
Solihull considered that it was unnecessary.
82. We understand that behind this response lie local fears that the
change might increase development pressures in the area. However, it
is within the designated Green Belt, and there is thus a presumption
against development, a policy restated in the Strategic Guidance for
the West Midlands issued by the Department of the Environment. There
is no reason to believe that metropolitan authorities will have any
less regard for this policy than their neighbours outside the
conurbation, and we consider that any fears are misplaced. We have
therefore decided to confirm our draft proposal as final.
ii.

Earlswood Station

83. The present boundary cuts across the station complex. Solihull
suggested a realignment, which had been agreed with Warwickshire
County Council and was supported by Hockley Heath Parish Council and
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Tanworth-in-Arden Parish Council. Stratford-on-Avon District Council
considered that any change should ensure that a proposed new car park
at the station is united with it in a single district.
84. Various new boundary alignments were possible, but
that, while change was desirable in principle, it would
to seek to identify a new alignment until the site of the
been finalised. We therefore decided to issue an interim
to propose any change.

we concluded
be premature
car-park had
decision not

85. In response, Stratford-on-Avon reserved its position pending a
decision on the proposed station car park. We received no other
representations. Given that the siting of the car park still appears
to be under discussion, we have decided to confirm our interim
decision as final.
BOUNDARIES BETWEEN SOLIHULL AND STRATFORD-ON-AVON AND WARWICK
Hocklev Heath
86. The Chief Constable of the West Midlands noted that the village
of Hockley Heath was divided between Solihull and Stratford-on-Avon,
but had affinities with both districts. While some crimes and
incidents were recorded at Stratford, most were handled by the
Solihull division of the West Midlands Force. He considered that this
hampered initiatives between the police and the community, and caused
confusion (with a risk of delay).
87. The Chief Constable suggested a new boundary to the north of the
village, uniting it in Warwickshire, but also put forward an
alternative whereby an area to the east of Hockley Heath and another
around Baker's Lane would be transferred to Solihull.
88. Solihulj. noted that Hockley Heath had been part of Solihull since
1974 and considered that its links with Stratford-on-Avon were more
tenuous. It was closer to Solihull town centre, and residents looked
to the Borough Council for most services. Having sought the views of
local residents, the local authorities concerned had decided not to
seek any boundary changes, even to rectify minor anomalies. The
Council suggested that there was no evidence that local residents
considered that local police cover was inadequate, as no complaints
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had been received by the authorities.
89. Warwickshire County Council objected to the Chief Constable's
second option, on the grounds that the areas concerned were almost
entirely rural, and had little affinity with Hockley Heath. The
Council added that the Chief Constable of Warwickshire considered this
option to be the least desirable, although he did not object to the
idea of uniting the village in Warwickshire. Hockley Heath Parish
Council saw no advantage for residents in the change, and claimed that
neither residents nor their elected representatives had been
consulted. It suggested that some houses on the south side of
Aylesbury Road should be transferred into the parish, and thus into
the metropolitan area.
90. Lapworth Parish Council objected to-the second option. It had held
a public meeting to discuss this and had conducted a referendum. 248
residents of the affected areas had voted against going into Solihull,
while 35 had voted in favour. The Parish Council considered that
residents wished to preserve the rural character of Lapworth. A
resident of Hocklev Heath opposed any boundary changes, considering
that they could not be justified and that the West Midlands was
already too large.
91. We noted that none of the local authorities concerned supported
change, and took the view that the alternative suggested by Hockley
Heath Parish Council would create a salient westwards along Aylesbury
Road that would all but sever the area to the north from the rest of
Warwick. We concluded that there was no local support for change even
though the boundary in the vicinity of Hockley Heath was not
particularly satisfactory, and that any potential improvements in
policing were insufficient to justify this change. We decided to issue
an interim decision to propose no change.
92. Warwick District Council supported our interim decision. As we
received no other comments, we have decided to confirm it as final.
SOLIHULL/WARWICK BOUNDARY
i.

Chadwick End/Baddesley Clinton

93. The

village of Chadwick End
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is split between Solihull

and

Warwickshire, although most of it is within the conurbation. Solihull
suggested that the village was too small to support many shops and
therefore looked to Solihull, with which it was linked by a main road
(the A41 ) and a regular bus service. In its view, Chadwick End was now
a commuter village rather than a rural farming community. It noted
that the present boundary divided property, but that, although local
residents had been consulted on possible boundary changes, no clear
view had emerged. The Borough Council suggested that the boundary
should be realigned to the north-eastern side of the A41 , a view
shared by Warwickshire County Council and Warwick District Council.
94. Sir Dudley Smith MP opposed any major boundary changes affecting
mid-Warwickshire, and considered that the wishes of the residents of
Baddesley Clinton and Chadwick End should be respected. Balsall Parish
Council considered that the boundary anomalies had been created
following local government re-organisation in 1974. The parish
councils had recently carried out a referendum, asking residents which
of three options they preferred: (a) that Baddesley Clinton should be
united in Solihull; (b) that Chadwick End should be united in
Warwickshire; or (c) that the present boundary should be retained,
with minor adjustments. Some 54% of the residents had preferred the
third option, of in effect maintaining the status quo.
95. •« considered that the boundary here was clearly unsatisfactory.
It :;i:osses and recrosses the road, divides properties and splits both
villages. However, the villages are not joined by development and
there is no evidence that they are a single community- or that there
are significant difficulties with service provision. We therefore
decided to adopt as our draft proposal the minor change suggested by
the principal authorities.
96. We received only one response, from Baddeslev Clinton Parish
Council. It noted that the draft proposal would reduce the population
of the parish and suggested that Bedlams End should be transferred
from Solihull into Warwickshire, on the grounds to that this would
improve its viability.
97. We have considered the Parish Council' s views, but we have
concluded that any fears about its viability are exaggerated, as our
draft proposal would affect very few properties. Moreover, it has not
illustrated the new boundary which it appears to have in mind. We have
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therefore decided to confirm our draft proposal as final.
ii.

The Hilltop Area and Honiley Airport

98. The existing boundary crosses the disused Honiley airfield, now
a vehicle proving area, but is not aligned to any ground features.
Solihull suggested that the airfield should be united in Warwick. The
Borough Council originally suggested that Wroxall Cottages, Hill Top
Close and part of Aldwick Lane, whose only access was via Solihull
should be transferred to its area, but withdrew this suggestion when
local residents objected.
99. Warwickshire County Council and Warwick District Council agreed
with the proposal for Honiley Airport, as did Balsall Parish Council.
The Parish Council also believed that most .residents of Hill Top Close
and Wroxall Cottages wished to transfer into Solihull.
100. We considered that it would be sensible to unite the Airport in
Warwickshire, and decided to issue a draft proposal to that effect,
amending the Borough Council's suggestion in order to define a new
boundary between the parishes of Honiley and.Wroxall, which is also
a district ward boundary. However, the position in respect of Wroxall
Cottages and Hill Top Close was less clear-cut. There appeared to be
arguments on access and maintenance grounds for transferring these
properties to Solihull, but there was no evidence of any problems in
practice. The local authorities were against change, while the views
of the residents appeared to be unclear. We concluded that, on
balance, change could not be justified,, and we decided to issue an
interim decision to that effect.
101. We received only one response, from Warwick District Council,
agreeing with both our draft proposal for the Airport and with our
interim decision in respect of the Hilltop area. We have therefore
decided to confirm these as final.
SOLIHULL/NORTH WARWICKSHIRE BOUNDARY
i.

The A452/A45 near Coleshill Brackenlands Farm and
Melbick Nurseries

102. The present boundary cuts across the junction between the A452
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and A446 at Denbigh Corner. The A452 is mainly in Solihull, but the
southbound carriageway is in Warwickshire. The boundary also splits
the Northway and Coleshill Heath Road islands, and a triangle of land
beside the latter, bounded by Coleshill Heath Road, Chester Road
(A452) and the M42. This area is in Warwickshire but can only be
reached from Solihull. Brackenlands Farm and Melbick Nurseries are
also divided by the boundary.
103. Solihull, Meriden Parish Council and the owners of Brackenlands
Farm suggested that the boundary should be realigned to the northeastern side of the A452/A446 between Stonebridge Roundabout and the
roundabout near Brackenlands Farm. The Warwickshire authorities
suggested that the Farm and the Nurseries should be united in
Warwickshire. A member of the public suggested minor alterations near
the Farm and the Nurseries, as did the North Warwickshire Conservative
Association.
104. We agreed that the boundary was unsatisfactory and decided to
adopt as our draft proposal Warwickshire's suggestion that the
boundary should be realigned to the eastern side of the A452 between
Stonebridge roundabout and the roundabout west of Brackenlands Farm.
As this would leave a stretch of the parish boundary between Little
Packington and Great Packington undefined, we also proposed that this
should follow the River Blythe and the dismantled railway. Finally,
we decided to adopt Solihull's suggestion that the boundary to the
north of the Brackenlands roundabout should be realigned along the M42
motorway and its sliproad. In our view, these changes would create a
clearly identifiable and lasting boundary in this area between the
conurbation and the neighbouring shire county.
105. We received no comments in response to these draft proposals and
we have decided to confirm them as final.
ii.

Geary's Heath

106. The Chief Constable of the West Midlands suggested that the
boundary in the vicinity of Geary's Heath should be realigned to the
A45, so that the road would be entirely within the West Midlands. At
present, stretches of the road are in Warwickshire, but are often
policed by the West Midlands force. He stated that this had resulted
in operational difficulties when dealing with accidents and with
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incidents in laybys and in the public toilets near Stonebridge Island,
and in enforcing traffic law.
107. Splihull stated that it had also considered such a change, but
had decided not to pursue it when local residents indicated that they
wished to stay in Warwickshire. The Council considered that any
difficulties could be resolved by means of an administrative agreement
between the two police forces. Warwickshire County Council noted that
a poll of local residents had indicated unanimous opposition to
change, and that the Chief Constable of Warwickshire considered that
the policing problems were in practice insignificant. It added that
the toilets at Stonebridge were to be demolished. North Warwickshire
Borough Council opposed the change, but Meriden Parish Council
considered that it would be geographically logical and improve the
provision of services.
108. While we recognised that the suggested realignment would be more
logical than the present boundary, we noted that the. change was
opposed by the principal authorities concerned and by local residents,
and was not supported by the Warwickshire police. We decided to issue
an interim decision to propose no change.
109. We received no responses to our interim decision and have decided
to confirm it as final.
ELECTORAL CONSEQUENTIALS

110. None of our recommendations for boundary changes- would have
significant effects on the electoral arrangements for the areas
concerned. We wish however to draw attention to the unsatisfactory
standard of electoral representation in Solihull at present. Of the
17 wards, three vary from the borough average by 24%, 31% and 43%
respectively, and three more vary by between 10% and 11%. We take the
view that such imbalances can only be addressed by means of an
electoral review of the borough as a whole, in due course.
CONCLUSION

111. We have carefully considered all the representations made to us
in connection with this review, as Section 60(2) of the Local
Government Act 1972 requires. We believe that our final proposals,
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which are summarised in Annex A to this report, are in the interests
of effective and convenient local government in the areas concerned
and we commend them to you.
PUBLICATION
112, A separate letter is being sent to Solihull Borough Council,
Birmingham City Council, Hereford & Worcester County Council,
Warwickshire County Council, North Warwickshire Borough Council, and
the District Councils of Bromsgrove, Stratford-on-Avon and Warwick,
asking them to place copies of this report on deposit for inspection
at their main offices for a period of six months. They are also being
asked to put notices to that effect on public notice boards.
Arrangements have been made for similar notices to be inserted in the
local press. The notices 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 our proposals if you think fit,
though not earlier than six weeks from the date on which they are
submitted to you.
113. Copies of this report, with* the maps attached at Annex B
illustrating the proposed changes, are being sent to all those who
received copies of our earlier letter of 21 February 1992, setting
out our proposals, and to those who made written representations to
us.
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signed:

K F J ENNALS

* G R PRENTICE

c
HELEN SARKANY

C W SMITH

K YOUNG

R D COMPTON
Commission Secre t airy
13 August 1992

(Chairman)
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SUMMARY OF PROPOSALS
SOLIHULL'S BOUNDARY WITH BIRMINGHAM
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.

PROPOSAL

PARAGRAPHS/MAPS

B i r m i n g h a m
International Airport

Unite
Airport
Solihull

in

43, 51, Map 5

Retail
Store
at
Chester
Road/Hurst
Lane, Castle Bromwich

Unite
Store
Solihull

in

60-62, Map 1

Cooks
Mill
Ground

Lane,
Babbs
Recreation

Unite
Council
development and park
land in Solihull

63-65, Maps 2-3

Lambourne Grove, Tile
Cross

Unite Lamboyr.ne Grove
in Solihull

66-67, Map 4

Navenby Close, Gedney
Close, Solihull Lodge

Unite
these
residential closes in
Solihull

71-74, Map 6

SOLIHULL'S BOUNDARY WITH BROMSGROVE

Major's Green

Realign

boundary

77-78, Map 7

along edge of sports
field
River Cole

Realign boundary to
new course of River
Cole

79, Maps 8-10

SOLIHULL'S BOUNDARY WITH STRATFORD-ON-AVON
Earlswood
Road

-

Valley

Rectify an anomalous
stretch of boundary

80-82, Map 11

SOLIHULL'S BOUNDARY WITH WARWICK

C h a d w i c k
End/Baddesley Clinton

Realign the boundary
to the A41

93-97, Map 12

Hilltop Area, Honiley
Airport

Unite
Airport
Warwick

98-101, Map 13

in

SOLIHULL'S BOUNDARY WITH NORTH WARWICKSHIRE

A452/A45
near
C o l e s h i l l ,

Realign t h e boundary
t o A452/A446 a n d M 4 2

Brackenlands Farm and

and Stip Road

Melbick Nurseries

102-105, M a p 1 4
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CONSEQUENTIAL CHANGES
MAP AREA
NUMBER REF.

A
C

A
B
D

B

8

FROM:

TO:

City of Birmingham
Non-parish Area
Sharp End Ward

Soli hull MB
Castle Bromwrich CP
Castle Bromwiich Ward

City of Birmingham
Non-parish Area
Sharp End Ward

Soli hull MB
Kingshurst CP
Kingshurst Ward

Soli hull MB
Kingshurst CP
Kingshurst Ward

City of Birmingham
Non-parish Area
Sharp End Ward

Soli hull MB
Kingshurst CP
Kingshurst Ward

City of Birmingham
Non-parish Area
Sharp End Ward

City of Birmingham
Non-parish Area
Sharp End Ward

Soli hull MB
Kingshurst CP
Kingshurst Ward

City of Birmingham
Non-parish Area
Sharp End Ward

Soli hull MB
Fordbridge CP
Fordbrldge Ward

City of Birmingham
Non-parish Area
Sheldon Ward

Sollhull MB
Bickenhill CP
Bickenhlll Ward

Sollhull MB
Bickenhill CP
Bickenhlll Ward

City of Birmingham
Non-parish Area
Sheldon Ward

City of Birmingham
Non-parish Area
Billesley Ward

Sollhull MB
Non-parish Area
Shirley West Ward

West Midlands County
Soli hull MB
Non-parish Area
Shirley West Ward

Hereford and Worcester County
Bromsgrove District
Wythall CP
Majors Green Ward
Wythall ED

West Midlands County
Sollhull MB
Hockley Heath CP
Packwood Ward

Hereford and Worcester County
Bromsgrove District
Wythall CP
Majors Green Ward
Wythall ED

MAP AREA
NUMBER REF.

B

6

C

cont

E

TO:

FROM:

Hereford and Worcester County West Midlands County
Bromsgrove District
Soli hull MB
Hockley Heath CP
Wythall CP
Majors Green Ward
Packwood Ward
Wythall ED
..
West Midlands County
Hereford and?Worcester County
Soli hull MB
Bromsgrove District
Hockley Heath CP
Wythall CP
Packwood Ward

South Wythall Ward

Alvechurch ED

D

Hereford and Worcester County
Bromsgrove District
Wythall CP

South Wythall Ward

West Midlands County
Soli hull MB

Hockley Heath CP
Packwood Ward

Alvechurch ED

West Midlands County
A-H

Soli hull MB
Hockley Heath CP

Hereford and Worcester County
Bromsgrove District
Wythall CP

Packwood Ward

South Wythall Ward
Alvechurch ED

Hereford and Worcester County
Bromsgrove District
Wythall CP
South Wythall Ward
Alvechurch ED

West Midlands County
Soli hull MB

West Midlands County
Soli hull MB
Hockley Heath CP

Hereford and Worcester County
Bromsgrove District

9

I-R

10

A

Packwood Ward

Hockley Heath CP
Packwood Ward

Wythall CP
South Wythall Ward
Alvechurch ED

A
C

B

Warwickshire County
Stratford-on-Avon District
Tanworth-in-Arden CP
Tanworth Earlswood Ward
Henley-in-Arden ED

West Midlands County

West Midlands County
Soli hull MB
Hockley Heath CP

Warwickshire County
Stratford-on-Avon District

Packwood Ward

Soli hull MB
Hockley Heath CP

Packwood Ward

Tanworth-in-Arden CP
Tanworth Earlswood Ward
Henley-1n-Arden ED

MAP AREA
NUMBER REF.

12

TO:

FROM:

West Midlands County

Warwickshire County

A
C

Soli hull MB
Balsall CP
MeMden Ward

Warwick District

B

Warwickshire County
Warwick District
Baddesley Clinton CP

West Midlands County
Soli hull MB

D

Uapworth Ward

Baddesley Clinton CP
Lapworth Ward
Rowington ED

Balsall CP
Meriden Ward

Rowington ED

E

A

Warwickshire County
Warwick District
Wroxall CP
Lapworth Ward
Rowington ED

West Midlands County

West Midlands County

Warwickshire County

Solihull MB
Balsall CP

Warwick District

Meriden Ward

B

Solihull MB
Balsall CP

Meriden Ward

Wroxall CP
Lapworth Ward

Rowington ED

West Midlands County
Solihull MB

Warwickshire County

Balsall CP

Honiley CP

Warwick District

Meriden Ward

Leek Wootton Ward
Rowington ED

Warwick District
Wroxall CP

Warwick District
Honiley CP

1I Q
O

C

Lapworth Ward
Rowington ED

D

Warwick District
Honiley CP
Leek Wootton Ward
Rowington ED

14

A

Warwickshire County
North Warwickshire Borough
ColesMll CP
Coleshlll South Ward

Coleshill ED

Leek Wootton Ward
Rowington. ED
Warwick District

Wroxall CP
Lapworth Ward
Rowington ED
West Midlands County
Solihull MB

Bickenhill CP
Bickenhill Ward

MAP AREA
NUMBER REF.

West Midlands County
B

TO:

FROM:

Soil hull MB
Bickenhill CP

Bickenhill Ward

Warwickshire County
North Warwickshire Borough
Little Packington CP
Coleshill South Ward

Coleshill ED
Warwickshire County
North Warwickshire Borough
14

C

Little Packington CP
Coleshill South Ward

West Midlands County
Soli hull MB
Bickenhill CP
BlckenMll Ward

Coleshill ED

West Midlands County
D

E

Soli hull MB
Bickenhill CP

Warwickshire County
North Warwickshire Borough
Little Packington CP

Bickenhill Ward

Coleshill South Ward
Coleshill ED

West Midlands County
Soli hull MB
Bickenhill CP
Bickenhill Ward

Warwickshire County
North Warwickshire Borough
Great Packington CP
Coleshill South Ward

Coleshill ED
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CITY OF BIRMINGHAM!

c) Crown Copyright 1992

/CITY OF BIRMINGHAM

c) Crown Copyright 1992

[CITY OF BIRMINGHAM
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CITY OF BIRMINGHAM

c) Crown Copyright 1992

BROMSGROVE DISTRICT

SOLIHULL MB|

BROMSGROVE DISTRICT
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Crown Copyright 1992

BROMSGROVE DISTRICTl

Area M f

JAreo D|

SOLIHULL MB

BROMSGROVE DISTRICT

STRATFORD-ON-AVON DISTRICT

£) Crown Copyright 1992

SOLIHULL MB

I STRATFORD-ON-AVON DISTRICT |
Earlswood Lakes

'

c) Crown Copyright 1992

Chadwick End
\

ISOLIHULL MB|

WARWICK DISTRICT

: Baddesley

c) Crown Copyright 1992

Clinton

WARWICK DISTRICT)

NORTH WARWICKSHIRE BOROUGH
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