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INTRODUCTION

1.
On 28 February 1992, we submitted to your predecessor our Report
No. 629, which contained our final proposals for changes to the
administrative boundary between the City of Birmingham and the
District of Bromsgrove (in Hereford & Worcester). We stated that we
intended shortly to publish draft proposals for consequential changes
to electoral arrangements in four areas where a significant number
of electors would be transferred from Bromsgrove to Birmingham:
a.
b.
c.
d.

Kitwell
Frankley
Rubery/Rednal
Walkers Heath

-

some
some
some
some

550 electors
4,750 electors
6,000 electors
4-00 electors

2.
We consulted informally with Birmingham City Council, Bromsgrove
District Council, and Hereford & Worcester County Council as to how
these changes might best be reflected in electoral terms, and the
Councils provided us with estimates of the electorates of the
relevant wards now and in five years' time.
3.
Having considered the implications of the boundary changes we
had proposed, and in view of the requirements of Section 78 of and
Schedule 11 to the 1972 Act, we wrote to the three principal
authorities on 18 May 1992 to announce our draft proposals for
consequential electoral changes and our interim decisions to propose
no changes for certain areas. A copy of this letter is attached at
Annex A to this report. Copies were sent to all those persons and
bodies who had received a copy of our Report No. 629.
4.

The Councils were asked to place copies of the letter and of the
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accompanying maps on deposit for inspection at their main offices for
a period of six weeks. Arrangements were made for notices to be
placed for two successive weeks in the local press, and the Councils
were asked to assist in giving publicity to our draft proposals and
interim decisions by posting copies of the notice at places where
public notices are customarily displayed. Comments were invited by
29 June 1992,
5.
We received responses from the three principal authorities,
Cofton Hackett Parish Council, nine political party groups or
associations, two local councillors and one member of the public.
A.

BROMSGROVE DISTRICT WARDS

Our draft proposals and interim decisions
6.
The effect of our proposed boundary changes would be to reduce
the electorates of four Bromsgrove wards as follows:
Area

Ward

Present
Electorate

Kitwell )
Frankley )
Rubery
Rednal
Walker's Heath

Uffdown

7,195

Waseley
Beacon
Drakes Cross

2,912
3,234
5,584

Reduced
Electorate
1 ,900
30
100
5,184

7.
This would leave Uffdown, Waseley and Beacon Wards grossly overrepresented. We therefore proposed that
a.

the adjacent wards of Uffdown (now with three members) and
Waseley (now with two members) should be merged, to create
a new single-member ward;

b.

the adjacent wards of Beacon (now with two members) and
Barnt Green (now with two members) should be merged,
creating a new two-member ward; and

c.

in consequence, the size of Bromsgrove District Council
should be reduced from 41 members to 35.

8.
Our recommended boundary change in respect of Walkers Heath
would involve only some 400 electors. As this did not appear to be
electorally significant, we made an interim decision to propose no
change to the arrangements for Drakes Cross Ward, from which these
electors would be transferred.
The response to our proposals and interim decision, and our final
proposals
9. Bromsgrove District Council and Cofton Hackett Parish Council
accepted our proposals, although both reiterated their strong
opposition to the boundary changes we had proposed. Hereford &
Worcester County Council did not comment on our proposals for
electoral changes, as it objected in principle to boundary changes
at this time, in advance of the proposed review (by our successors,
the Local Government Commission) of the structure of local government
in England. The Ruberv Branch of Bromsarove Conservative Association
objected to our proposals in principle, regarding them as makeshift,
and reiterated a preference for the status quo. The Bromscrrove
Conservative Association also opposed our proposals in principle,
pointing out that Bromsgrove residents transferred to Birmingham
would be disadvantaged by having a lower standard of electoral
representation than is now available to them in Bromsgrove. However,
the Longbridge Branch Labour Party endorsed our proposals for
Uffdown, Waseley and Beacon Wards.
10. We considered these, views, but concluded that they did not offer
any specific alternatives to the changes we had proposed. It is true
that the elector : councillor ratio in Bromsgrove (at present, 1936
: 1 ) is lower than it is in Birmingham (6284 : 1 ), but similar
discrepancies of this kind exist between most other metropolitan (and
outer London) districts and their neighbouring non-metropolitan
counterparts. Schedule 11 to the 1972 Act requires equality of
representation "as nearly as may be" in every ward of the district
concerned, but does not appear to envisage any comparison between
districts.
11. We have therefore decided to confirm as final our draft
proposals for changes to Offdown and Barnt Green Wards (and hence
that Waseley and Beacon Wards should cease to exist), and our draft
proposal that Bromsgrove District Council should be reduced in size

from 41 members to 35. As we received no comments on our interim
decision not to propose any change to Drakes Cross Ward, we have also
decided to confirm this as final.
B.

BIRMINGHAM WARDS

Our draft proposals and interim decision
12. The effect of our proposed boundary changes would be to increase
the electorates of three Birmingham wards as follows:
Area

Ward

Kitwell

Hartley
Green

17,266

17,816

Longbridge

17,681

28,442

Kings Norton
or Brandswood

17,172
20,527

17,572
20,927

Frankley )
Rubery
)
Rednal
)
Walkers Heath

Present
Electorate

Increased
Electorate

All Birmingham wards have three members.
13. The addition of 550 electors living in Kitwell to the adjoining
Birmingham ward of Bartley Green would not be in our view electorally
significant. We therefore decided to issue an interim decision not
to propose any changes to the electoral arrangements for this area.
14. Our recommendations for minor boundary changes in the vicinity
of Walkers Heath would transfer some 400 electors to Birmingham. We
concluded that they should join King's Norton Ward (this would
slightly improve the standard of representation in that ward), but
decided not to propose any changes to the electoral arrangements.
15.
Our recommendations for Frankley, Rubery and Rednal would
transfer some 10,700 electors into Longbridge Ward, which would
result in gross under-representation if the present electoral
arrangements were not changed.

16. After careful consideration we concluded that the best course
would be
a.

to create a new two-member ward (to be named "Rubery and
Rednal Ward") by separating those parts of the areas of
Rubery and Rednal which are already located in Birmingham
(in Longbridge Ward) and combining them with those parts
of these areas which would be transferred from Bromsgrove;
and

b.

to extend the present Longbridge ward westwards to take in
the part of the Frankley Estate which would be transferred
from Bromsgrove. The resulting reshaped Longbridge Ward
would retain three members.

17. We decided to issue draft proposals to this effect/ and also to
propose that, in consequence, Birmingham City Council should be
enlarged from 117 members to 119.
The response to our proposals and Interim decision, and our final
proposals
18. Birmingham City Council endorsed our proposals for Kitwell and
Walkers Heath, but considered that the proposed new Rubery and Rednal
Ward would be too small and that its boundary with Longbridge Ward
would be ill-defined. It suggested an alternative boundary, running
east-west along the A38. The Council considered that this would more
nearly equalise the electorates and would provide a better-defined
boundary between the two wards, which it described as Longbridge
North and Longbridge South.
19. The City Council also pointed out that Section 6(2)b of the 1972
Act requires that wards in metropolitan areas must return a number
of councillors divisible by three, and suggested that our proposal
in respect of the number of councillors for the proposed new "Rubery
and Rednal" ward was an error. The Longbridge Branch Labour Party,
the Birmingham City Conservative Group, Birmingham Conservative
Association, the Northfield Constituency Conservative Association.
and Councillor Brew considered that a two-member ward amidst all the
others with three members would confuse local electors and would

upset the electoral cycle, and all of them except the Longbridge
Labour Party suggested that a single enlarged Longbridge Ward would
be more satisfactory, as an interim measure pending a further
electoral review of the whole City. The City Conservative Group and
the Birmingham Conservative Association also noted that the proposed
new Rubery and Rednal Ward would be over-represented. They accepted
that an enlarged Longbridge Ward would have the largest electorate
of any Birmingham ward, but considered that the resulting underrepresentation would be acceptable in the short-term.
20. We recognise that our draft proposal for the representation of
the new ward we envisaged would not meet the requirements of the 1972
Act. It appeared to us that four options were available for this
area:
a.

to create a new three-member ward, with the boundary
suggested by Birmingham City Council;

b.

to incorporate all the electors being transferred to
Birmingham into an enlarged Longbridge Ward, which would
retain three members;

c.

to incorporate all the electors being transferred into an
enlarged
Longbridge
Ward,
but
to
increase
the
representation to six members;

d.

to confirm our draft proposal for a new Rubery and Rednal
Ward as final, with an amendment (to meet the requirements
of the 1972 Act) whereby it would have three members, not
two.

21 . We considered these alternatives very carefully. Option (a)
would leave the new ward significantly smaller than the present
smallest City ward, Kingsbury (15,308 electors), while Option (b)
would result in a ward significantly larger than Button New Hall, now
the largest ward. Several representations commented adversely on the
wide disparity under the present arrangements, and either option
would make this worse.
22. We also took the view that the City Council's suggestion would
lead to a slightly lower standard of representation in the two wards

than would result from our draft proposal (as amended to comply with
the Act); one of the two wards would have fewer electors than we had
envisaged so that the degree of over-representation would be worse.
By contrast, an enlarged Longbridge Ward with only three members
would be under-represented to a degree which was unacceptable, in
terms of the 1972 Act, given that alternatives are possible.
.23. For this reason, we considered Option (c), an enlarged ward with
six members. It appeared to us that the consequential overrepresentation would be no worse than that which would result from
either our draft proposal or the City Council's alternative. However,
we concluded that to single out the ward in this way would confuse
local electors, and would be unwieldy.
24. We concluded that, on balance, we should confirm our draft
proposal as final, amending it so that the new Rubery and Rednal Ward
is represented by three members. We recognise that the new boundary
suggested by the City Council has the merit of following a clearly
defined ground feature, and to that extent is a more prominent
boundary than the one we have proposed, but we take the view that
this consideration, although noted in Schedule 11, is ultimately
secondary to the need to ensure, as nearly as may be, equality of
representation.
25. Birmingham Citv Council had no objection to our interim decision
to propose no change in respect of Bartley Green and King's Norton
Wards, and we received no other representations in that connection.
We have therefore decided to confirm our interim-decisions as final,
26. However, several representations drew attention to the wide
disparity between the smallest and the largest ward electorates in
Birmingham. We are aware that, as a result, the standard of
representation across the City as a whole varies considerably, as
each ward is represented by the same number of councillors. We have
already drawn attention to this issue in the context of our review
of the northern boundary of Birmingham, where it is clear that Sutton
Coldfield is under-represented in comparison ^with other parts of the
City. The 1972 Act precludes us from addressing such electoral
imbalances in the course of a boundary review, except on a piecemeal
basis where changes to electoral arrangements are consequential to
recommended boundary changes. We therefore recommend that a further

electoral review of the City should be conducted as soon as possible.
C.

COUNTY ELECTORAL DIVISIONS IN HEREFORD & WORCESTER

Our draft proposals and interim decision
27.
Uffdown district ward, in which the areas of Kitwell and
Frankley lie, is coterminous with Uffdown county electoral division
(ED). Our recommendations for these areas, together with our draft
proposals for Uffdown and Waseley wards, would reduce the number of
electors in Uffdown ED from 7,195 to 1,930. As a result, the standard
of representation would become very significantly worse and the ED
would be grossly over-represented.
28. However,
we
considered
that this imbalance,
although
unsatisfactory, should be improved in the context of an electoral
teview of the county as a whole. We therefore took an interim
decision not to propose any changes to the present electoral
arrangements, but we indicated that we would welcome suggestions,
from the local authorities involved or from local residents, for ways
of improving matters in the interim.
29. As Waseley and Beacon wards are together co-terminous with
Rubery ED, we proposed that the remainder of Waseley Ward should
become part of Uffdown ED, and that the remainder of Beacon Ward
should become part of Barnt Green ED, and that, in consequence,
Rubery ED should cease to exist and the size of Hereford & Worcester
County Council should be reduced from 76 members to 75. However, we
concluded that no changes were needed to the electoral arrangements
for Barnt Green, or to those for Wythall ED {which is only marginally
affected by our recommendation in respect of Walkers Heath).
The response to our proposals and interim decision, and our final
proposals
30. The Bromsgrove Conservative Association agreed with our draft
proposals for Uffdown ED. However, the Hereford and Worcester County
Labour Party, the West Midlands Regional Labour Party, the Bromsgrove
Constituency Labour Party, a district councillor and a member of the
public suggested that those parts of Uffdown and Rubery EDs remaining
in Bromsgrove should be merged with the neighbouring Hagley/Furlongs
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ED. They considered that there were close community ties between the
villages of Romsley and Hunnington (in Uffdown ED) and the villages
of Hagley, Belbroughton, and, in particular, Clent (in Hagley/
Furlongs ED), and noted that the resulting new ED would still only
be the fourth largest in the County. The County Labour Party believed
that a single councillor would be able to represent the larger area.
31.
We have carefully considered the suggestion that Uffdown ED
should be merged with Hagley/Furlongs ED. Two factors appeared to us
to be particularly relevant. We were not convinced that the fact that
other EDs in the county are as large or larger in itself justifies
the creation of another very large ED which we note would be
subdivided by the Clent Hills. However, in our view, the main
consideration should be whether or not a change would materially
^improve matters. It was not clear to us that this would in fact be
the case. We noted that a table listing the 30 EDs with 1989
electorates of 7,000 voters or more, submitted by the Bromsgrove
Constituency
Labour Party, indicated that the standard of
representation across the whole county is poor. Each ED is
represented by a single councillor, yet the largest had (in 1989)
9,407 electors, five others had between 8,280 and 8,930 electors, and
as many as 46 EDs had fewer than 7,000 electors.
32. In view of this, we have concluded that it would be fruitless
to seek to remedy the over-representation of Uffdown ED which would
result from our recommended boundary changes, unsatisfactory though
this would be, when the position appears to be unsatisfactory in so
many other parts of the county. Such widespread imbalances, which we
recognise may in part be explained by topographical or community
factors, can only be addressed by a review of electoral arrangements
across the whole county, and we recommend that such a review should
be conducted at the earliest opportunity. We have therefore decided
to confirm as final our interim decision to propose no changes in
respect of Uffdown ED.
33. As we have received no objections to our draft proposal that
Rubery ED should be divided between Uffdown and Barnt Green Eds and
should therefore cease to exist as a separate entity, and that in
consequence the size of the County Council should be reduced from 76
members to 75, nor to our interim decisions to propose no changes in
respect of Barnt Green or Wythall EDs, we have also decided to

confirm these as final.
PUBLICATION
34. Separate letters are being sent, with copies of this report, to
Birmingham City Council, Hereford & Worcester County Council and
Bromsgrove District Council, who are being asked to place copies of
the report on deposit for inspection at their main offices for a
period of six months. They are also being asked to place notices to
i
that effect on public notice boards. Arrangements have been made for
a similar notice to be inserted in the local press. 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 six weeks
from the date they are submitted to you.
35.
Copies of this report, together with maps illustrating the
proposed changes, are being sent to all those who received our draft
proposals letter of 18 May 1992.
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signed:

K F J ENNALS

- G R PRENTICE

HELEN SARKANY

...C. W SMITH

K YOUNG

R D COMPTON
Commission Secretary
13 August 1992

(Chairman)
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Local Government Boundary Commission
for England
20 Albert Embankment
London SE1 7TJ
Telephone Direct Line 071-238
Switchboard 071-2385000
Fax 071-2385216

Our Ref:

LGBC/J/45/2/8

.The Chief Executive
Birmingham City Council
Council House
Victoria Square
Birmingham B1 IBB
County Secretary and Solicitor
Hereford and Worcester County Council
County Hall
Spetchley Road
Worcester WR5 2NP
Chief Executive Officer
Bromsgrove District Council
The Council House
Burcot Lane
Bromsgrove B60 1AA
18 May 1992

Dear Sirs
LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1972
REVIEW OF THE METROPOLITAN COUNTY OF THE WEST MIDLANDS
CITY OF BIRMINGHAM - BOUNDARY WITH BROMSGROVE (HEREFORD AND WORCESTER)
ELECTORAL CONSEQUENCES OF RECOMMENDED BOUNDARY CHANGES
BACKGROUND

I.
On 28 February 1992, the Commission published its report (no.
629) on its review of the boundary between the City and the district
of
Bromsgrove
(Hereford
and
Worcester).
The
Commission's
recommendations for changes to administrative boundaries in the
vicinity of Frankley, Kitwell, Rubery, Rednal and Walkers Heath
involve the transfer of some 11,700 electors from Bromsgrove to
Birmingham. In view of the requirements of Section 78 of and Schedule
II to the 1972 Act, it has therefore decided to make proposals for
.consequential changes to the electoral arrangements for these areas.
2.

The local authorities

are asked to consider the Commission's

proposals, and to comment on them. The Commission will then consider
the representations made, and publish a final report to the Secretary
of State for the Environment. Representations are also invited from
any other person or body affected.
THE COMMISSION'S DRAFT PROPOSALS
a.

District Wards
i.

Bromsgrove Wards

3.
The Commission's recommendation that the Frankley and Kitwell
estates should be united in Birmingham would reduce the electorate of
Offdown Ward from 7,195 to 1,900. Its recommendation that the built-up
areas of Rubery and Rednal should also be united in Birmingham would
leave Waseley and Beacon Wards with only 30 and 100 electors
respectively, so that the areas concerned would be grossly overrepresented. The Commission therefore proposes that
a.

the adjacent wards of Uffdown (now with three members) and
Waseley (now with two members) should be merged, creating a
new single-member ward;

b.

the adjacent wards of Beacon (now with two members) and
Barnt Green (now with two members) should be merged,
creating a new two-member ward; and

c.

in consequence, the size of Bromsgrove District
should be reduced from 41 members to.35.

Council

4.
The Commission' s recommendation for the area of Walkers Heath
involves only some 400 electors, and does not appear to be electorally
significant. The Commission has therefore taken an interim decision to
propose no change to the district level electoral arrangements for
Drakes Cross ward, from which these electors would be transferred.
ii.

BirminQham Wards

5.
The Commission's recommendation in respect of the Kitwell Estate
would transfer some 550 electors to Bartley Green ward. It believes
that this would not be electorally significant, and has taken an

interim decision to propose no change to the electoral arrangements.
6.
The Commission's recommendations for the Frankley, Rubery and
Rednal areas would transfer some 10,700 electors into Longbridge ward.
This would result in gross under-representation if the present
electoral arrangements were not changed. The Commission therefore
proposes that the present Longbridge ward should be divided and that
a new ward, to be named "Rubery and Rednal", should be created, with
the boundaries shown on the map enclosed with this letter. The
Commission proposes that the new ward should have two members, and
that the new Longbridge ward should retain' three members. The
Commission also proposes that Birmingham City Council should in
consequence be enlarged from 117 members to 119.
7.
The Commission's recommendation in respect of Walkers Heath would
transfer some 400 electors into Birmingham. The Commission takes the
view that they should join King's Norton Ward, but that no changes are
needed to the present electoral arrangements.
b.

County Electoral Divisions

8.
The Commission notes that Uffdown ward, in which the areas of
Kitwell and Frankley lie, is coterminous with Uffdown county electoral
division (ED). The Commission's recommendations for these areas,
together with its draft proposals (outlined above) for Uffdown and
Waseley wards, would reduce the number of electors in Uffdown ED from
7,195 to 1,930. As a result, the standard of representation would vary
significantly from the county average and the ED would be grossly
over-represented, The Commission's provisional view is that this
imbalance, although unsatisfactory, can only be improved in the
context of an electoral review of the county as a whole, and that it
will therefore have to persist until the next full electoral review of
England, which is likely to take place within a few years. It has
taken an interim decision not to propose any changes to the present
electoral arrangements, but it would welcome any suggestions from the
local authorities involved, or from local residents, for ways of
improving matters in the interim.
9.
The Commission also notes that Waseley and Beacon wards are
together coterminous with Rubery ED, and that its recommendations for
these areas would transfer virtually all the electors to Birmingham.

It therefore proposes that Rubery ED should cease to exist and that
Hereford and Worcester County Council should in consequence be reduced
in size from 76 members to 75. It also proposes that the remainder of
Waseley ward should become part of Uffdown ED, and that the remainder
of Beacon ward should become part of Barnt Green ED. It has however
concluded that no changes are needed to the electoral arrangements for
Barnt Green, or to those for Wythall ED (which is only marginally
affected by its recommendation in respect of Walkers Heath).
CONSULTATION AND PUBLICITY
10. The maps at Annex A to this letter illustrate the Commission's
draft proposals set out above, these include overview maps. The
assistance of the local authorities concerned 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.
The consultation period will end on 29 June 1992. Annex C gives
further information about the form and timing of comments, and about
the Commission's subsequent procedure.
ENQUIRIES
11. Any enquiries about this letter should be addressed to Ms Jane
McLauchlan; telephone number 071-238 5028.
Yours faithfully

R D COMPTON
Secretary
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