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1.

We, the Local Government Boundary Commission for England, having

carried out our initial review of the electoral arrangements for the city of
Birmingham in accordance with the requirements of section 63 of, and Schedule 9
to, the Local Government Act 1972, present our proposals for the future
electoral arrangements for that district.

2.

In accordance with the procedure laid down in section 60(1)

and (2)

of the 1972 Act, notice was given on 8 August 1975 that we were to undertake
this review.

This was incorporated in a consultation letter addressed to

the Birmingham City Council, copies of which were circulated to the West
Midlands County Council, the Members of Parliament for the constituencies
concerned, and the headquarters of the main political parties.

Copies were

also sent to the editors of local newspapers circulating in the area and of
the local government press.

Notices inserted in the local press announced the

start of the review and invited comments from members of the public and from
interested bodies.
3-

Birmingham City Council were invited to prepare a draft scheme of

representation for our consideration.

In doing so, they were asked to observe

the rules laid down in Schedule 11 to the Local Government Act 1972 and the
guidelines which we set out in our Report No 6 about the proposed size of the
council and the proposed number of councillors for each ward.

They were asked

to take into account views expressed to them following their consultation with
local interests.

We therefore asked that they should publish details of their

provisional proposals about a month before they submitted their draft scheme to
us, thus allowing an opportunity for local comment.

4»

Section 7(3) of the Local Government Act 1972 requires that in metropolitan

districts there shall be elections "by thirds.

Section 6(2)(b) of the Act

requires that every metropolitan district shall be divided into wards each returning
a number of councillors divisible by 3«
5. Birmingham City Council prepared a draft scheme which they submitted to us
on 22 October 1976, providing for the establishment of 39 wards, each returning
3 members to give a total of 117 members.
6.

V/e considered the draft scheme, the comments made by two political

organisations and the 'Vest Midlands County Council, together with the alternative
schemes for the City they had each submitted, and 23 other comments, including
2 petitions submitted by organisations and residents, most of which related to
the Council's suggestions for specific wards.
7.

We considered the alternative scheme submitted "by one -of the political

organisations to be preferable to the•Council!s scheme in terms of both
standard :of representation and boundaries, though we thought it could be improved
by varying one proposed boundary in the Vesey ward.

This involved using? Chester

Road instead of the existing ward boundary, a change which would in some degree
improve the numerical balance but also appeared to provide a more satisfactory
boundary that the existing one, V/e were aware that a change on the lines we
had in mind had been suggested earlier and had met with local opposition.
8.

V/e decided that the alternative scheme, with the amendment we had in mind,

could form a reasonable basis for new electoral arrangements for the City and vie
formulated our draft proposals accordingly,
9.

On 10 Hay 1977

we

issued our draft proposals and these were sent to all who

had received our consultation letter.

The City Council were asked to make these

draft proposals, and the accompanying map which defined the proposed ward boundaries,
available for ins -jection at their main offices,, Representations on our draft
proposals wore invited from those to whom they were circulated and, by public

notices, from the public and interested bodies.
reach us by 8 July

We asked for comments to

1977.

''O. Th« City Council opposed our draft proposals; we also received adverse
responses from individuals, organisations and local 'political parties and associations, including a petition from the Save Northfield Campaign'signed by soie 5,500
electors. Many of the responses pressed for the adoption of the City Council's
draft scheme.

1.1.

One local .political organisation submitted a scheme which provided for

^2 three-member wards to give a council of 126.

No ward in this scheme was

coterminous with any ward in our draft proposals.

12.

A Member of Parliament for one of the constituencies concerned, supported

by several councillors and residents, and 2 petitions bearing some 2,8UO
signatures, objected to the proposed changes in the Suttori Coldfield area.

The

objections referred to the division of long-standing communities by the
proposed boundaries, and stressed the lack of social affinity between the wards
in Sutton Coldfield and those within the area of the former Birmingham county
borough.

13.

A local political organisation, two local bodies representing residents,

and a County Councillor all made representations about the division of the
town centre area of Sutton Coldfield by our proposed boundary between Four Oaks
and Walmley wards.

The political organisation proposed an amended boundary,

the bther two bodies asked that existing ward boundaries be retained and also
that the name Sutton Coldfield should figure in any new ward names.
they were supported by the County Councillor.

In this

One of the local bodies did

however suggest that a small adjustment affecting Upper Clifton Road and King
Edward Square might be justified, and also preferred the name New Hall to
Walmley, as did the Councillor.

The other local body considered that our

proposed Four Oaks ward was too large, and both also associated themselves with
the objections.to the proposed ward boundaries along the Chester Road.

1*f.

Several associations and councillors, as well as petitions signed by some

825 residents, objected to our proposed Cannon Hill and adjacent wards and the
effect on the existing wards.

15-

There were also objections from several local associations to our proposal

to transfer from the present C^uinton ward to Harborne ward, the area bounded
by Balden Road, Court Oak Road, Longswood Road and the City boundary.

Alternative

boundaries, all of which figures in the City Council's draft scheme, were suggested;
one association regretted that the draft scheme had not been adopted by us since it
kept disturbance of existing boundaries in this area to a minimum.

16.

Several local residents, supported by a petition bearing 419 names, objected

to our proposed Castle Vale/Erdington wards and suggested amendments which
corresponded to features of the City Council's scheme.

One local resident asked

that Castle Vale ward be named Tyburn.
17.

A local resident and a local councillor objected to our proposed Northfield

ward, fearing a disruption of the recognisable community of Northfield.
suggested amendments to the ward and the proposed Northfield/Longbridge

18.

They
boundary.

A local property Trust suggested an amendment to the proposed Bartley Green/

Weoley ward to ensure that the area of their Trust Scheme was included within two
wards rather than three.
19-

A local political association objected to our proposed Handsworth, Sandwell,

Vauxhall, Ladywood and Aston wards on the grounds that they broke up existing
communities.

The Association preferred the City Council's draft scheme which

made changes of a lesser order to the existing arrangements.
20.

A local Councillor advocated the transfer, from the Moseley ward to the

Billesley ward, of the area bounded by Brook Lane, Coldbath Road and Yardley Wood
Road because of local services.

21 . In view of these comments we decided that we needed further information to
enable us to reach a conclusion.

Therefore, in accordance with section 65(2)

of the 1972 Act, Mr T Foord was appointed an Assistant Commissioner at our request.
He was asked to hold a local meeting and to report to us,
22. The Assistant Commissioner held the meeting at Birmingham on 24 January 1978
and reconvened it, in response to a number of requests, on the evening of
26 January 1978.

He made a general inspection of the area beforehand and

afterwards visited areas which were the subject of particular comment. A copy
of his report is attached a Schedule 1 to this report,
23. The Assistant Commissioner considered that the City Council's draft scheme
should be adopted in preference to our draft proposals, subject to some
modifications.

In his view the numerical and boundary advantages of the draft

proposals were outweighed by their demonstrated unaccsptubility from a
•community point of view,
24,. He 'suggested . that the Sutton Coldfield wards migjit, be renamed Button
Vesey, Sutton few Hall., and Sutton Four Oaks; and recommended that the boundary of
the City's proposed 'West Heath ward be altered .to bring N0rthfield Parish Church
.and the surrounding area into the ward.
25. He also recommended that the boundary between Moseley ward and Billesley
ward should run along Coldbath Road; and that the existing boundaries in the
town centre area of Sutton Coldf ieldi>e retained with the exception that the
Upper Clifton Road/King Edward Square area be brought into New Hall ward.

26.

Having carefully considered the Assistant Commissioner's report and

all the views expressed at the public meeting and in writing, we concluded
that it would be desirable in the interests of effective and convenient local
government that we should accept the Assistant Commissioner's recommendations
in general, but that they should be modified in respect of one area of the City,
27<>.

We noted the extent to which his recommendations, taken as a whole,

would result an uneven, level 'of representation in several wards.

We found however

that the balance could be considerably improved by the adoption of a modified scheme
'for the south western area of the City submitted by the ''Save Northfield Campaign1, to
which reference was made at the public meeting and which wae supported by the petition
signed by about 5,5^0 electors referred to in paragraph 1Q» This scheme involved
a modification of the Longbridge, Northfield and Bournville wards recommended
. by the Assistant Commissioner, with certain consequential amendments in the
•neighbouring wards of Brandwoodj King's Norton,..Moseley and Sparkbrook. TCe .
(j
considered that these changes should be made in the interests of greater
. equality of representation.
28.

We also noted that the Assistant Commissioner's proposals would result in

under-representation of the three wards of Sutton Four Oaks, Sutton New Hall and
Button Vesey. Our own draft proposals would have given a better standard of
representation in only one of the Sutton Coldfield wards. In view of the
strength of feeling expressed at the local meeting in favour of retaining the
traditional boundaries of Sutton Coldfield and the clear evidence of the general
acceptability of this approach^ we took the view that it would be right to follow
the Assistant Commissioner's recommendations in respect of this area of the City.
29* ffe have Accordingly framed our final proposals on the basis of the
Assistant Commissioner'.s recommendations, but with the modifications indicated
in paragraph 27.

30. Details of these final proposals are set out-in Schedules 2 and 3 to this report.
Schedule 2 gives the names of the wards and the number of councillors to be returned by
each. Schedule 3 is a description of the area of the new wards. The boundaries of the
new wards are shown on the attached map.
PUBLICATION
31. In accordance with Section 60(5)(b) of the Local Government Act 1972 a copy of
this report and a copy of the map are being sent to Birmingham City Council and will
be available for public inspection at the Council's main offices. Copies of this
report .(without the map) are also being- sent to those who received the consultation
letter and to those who made comments.
TLi ••?<j t

Signed:
KICHOLAS MORRISON

(CHAIRMAN)

JOHN K HANKIE

(DEPUTY CHAIRMAN)

PHYLLIS BOY/DEN
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R R THORNTON
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(Secretary)
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23rd February 1978

Your ref: LGBC/D/45/5

N. Digney Esq.,

Secretary,
Local Government Boxundary
Commission for England,
20 Albert Embankment,
London, SE1 7TJ.

Dear Sir,
REVIEW OF ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS
CITY OF BIRMINGHAM
=

1.
I have to report on the local meeting held at the
Council House Birmingham on Tuesday 24th January 1978 and
re-convened, in response to a number of requests, on the
evening of the 26th January 1978, in connection with the
review of the electoral arrangements for the City of
Birmingham.
The meetings were held following the representations which had been made on the draft proposals for the
City published by the Local Government Boundary Commission
for England.
Lists are attached showing the persons who
attended the meetings and the interests they represented.

;

2.
The present electoral arrangements for the City
provide for 42 wards, named as follows, each returning
3 councillors and producing a council of 126 members.

!
I

Acock*s Green
All Saints'
Aston
Billesley
Brandwood
Deritend
Duddeston
Edgbaston
Erdington
Fox Hollies
Gravelly Hill
Hall Green
Handsworth
Harborne

!

|

King's Norton
Kingstanding
Ladywood
Longbridge
Moseley
Hewtown
Northfield
Oscott
Perry Barr
Quinton
Rotton Park
Saltley
Sandwell
Selly Oak

Shard End
Sheldon
Small Heath
Soho
Sparkbrook
Sparkhill
Stechford
Stockland Green
Washwood Heath
Weoley
Yardley
Sutton Coldfield No.l
Sutton Coldfield No.2
Sutton Coldfield No.3

3.
In October 1976 the City Council submitted a draft
scheme to the Commission which provided for the City to be

- 2-

divided into 39 wards, as follows, each returning three
councillors, and providing a council of 117 members.
Acock*s Green
Aston
Hartley Green
Billesley
Brandwood
Edgbaston
Erdington
Four Oaks
Fox Hollies
Hall Green
Handsworth
Harborne
Hodge Hill

Kingsbury
King's Norton
Kingstandi/ig
Ladywood
Longbridge
Moseley
Nechells
New Hall
Oscott
Perry Barr
Quinton
Rowheath
Sandwell

Selly Oak
Shard End
Sheldon
Small Heath
Soho
Sparkbrook
Sparkhill
Stockland Green
Vesey
Washwood Heath
Weoley
West Heath
Yardley

4.
Alternative schemes were submitted by the Birmingham
District Labour Part, the West Midlands County Council and
the Birmingham Liberal Party.
5.
The Labour Party scheme provided for a Council of 117
members divided into 39 three-member wards, as follows:
Acock's Green
Aston
Bartley Green
Billesley
Bournjgville '
Brandwood
Cannon Hill
Castle Vale
Edgbaston
Erdington
Four Oaks
Fox Hollies
Gravelly Hill

Hall Green
Harborne
Handsworth
Kings Heath
Kings Norton
Kingstanding
Ladywood
Longbridge
Northfield
Oscott
Perry Barr
Quinton
Rotton Park

Sandwell
Shard End
Sheldon
Small Heath
Sparkbrook
Sparkhill
Stechford
Vauxhall
[
Vesey
Walmley
Washwood Heath
Weoley
Yardley

6.
The County Council's alternative scheme proposed ward
boundaries identical with those of the Labour Party's scheme,
but suggested three changes in ward names, as follows:
Bournrfville

to be changed to

Selly Oak

Handsworth
Walmley

to be changed to
to be changed to

Soho
New Hall

However, since submitting this alternative scheme, and
after the publication of the Local Government Boundary
Commission's draft proposals the County Council, at a meeting
held on the llth July 1977, decided that this alternative
scheme should be rescinded and that the City Council's scheme
should be supported in preference to the draft proposals.

- 37.
The Liberal Party's alternative scheme provided for
48 three-member wards, to give a Council of 144 members.
Subsequently, after the publication of the Boundary
Commission's draft proposals, the Liberal Party submitted
a second alternative scheme, which provided for 42 threemember wards to give a Council of 126.
8.
The Boundary Commission's draft proposals were based
largely on the alternative scheme submitted by the
Birmingham District Labour Party, but to produce better
electoral entitlements in the proposed Four Oaks, Vesey and
Walmley wards the Commission departed from the old boundary
between Birmingham and Sutton Coldfield and proposed instead
that the boundary should run along Chester Road from the
Borough boundary to the Labour Party's proposed Erdington/
Castle Vale ward boundary.
The Boundary Commission's
proposals are for 39 three-member wards, as follows:
Acock*s Green
Aston
Bartley Green
Billesley
Bourneville
Brandwood
Cannon Hill'
Castle Vale
Edgbaston
Erdington
Four Oaks
Fox Hollies
Gravelly Hill

Hall Green
Harborne
Handsworth
King's Heath
King's Norton
Kingstanding
Ladywood
Longbridge
Northfield
Oscott
Perry Barr
Quinton
Rotton Park

Sandwell
Shard End
Sheldon
Small Heath
Sparkbrook
Sparkhill
Stechford
Vauxhall
Vesey
Walmley
Washwood Heath
Weoley
Yardley

9.
When the Commission's draft proposals were published
some 161 letters and 14 petitions were received.
Of these
five, including the Labour Group on the City Council, were
in support of the draft 'proposals.
The remainder, including
the City Council, the County Council and the Birmingham
Liberal Party, objected to the draft proposals in whole or
in part.
In particular there was very considerable objection
to the proposals affecting wards in Sutton Coldfield and
adjacent wards in Birmingham, which arose from the adoption
by the Commission of the Chester Road boundary, and also to
the proposed new Cannon Hill Ward and its effect on the
present Selly Oak, Moseley and King's Norton wards.
Prior
to the commencement of the local meeting further letters
objecting to the draft proposals were sent or handed to me
and the gist of these letters is incorporated in this report.
10. Some 125 persons were present at the local meeting on
the 24th January and about 435 attended the re-convened
evening meeting on the 26th January 1978, which was
primarily to deal with the Sutton Coldfield area.
11. The first speaker was the Reverend David Collyer,
Rector of Northfield, on behalf of the Northfield Council of
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Christian Churches. He said that Northfield was a historic
suburb dating back pre Domesday Book.
The community grew
outwards from the historic centre, which is now a
conservation area.
The proposals to alter the present
boundaries of the area produced a breakdown in natural and
historical ties.
The City Council's proposals of 1976
removed Northfield entirely and substituted West Heath and
Row Heath as parts of the existing whole.
The draft
proposals of the Boundary Commission divided the community
drastically.
The institutes, churches, schools, etc. were
moved from one district to another for no valid reason,
He listed some of the changes that would create division
and misunderstanding, for example, St. Laurence Church (the
Parish Church of Northfield) and the Methodist Church would
remain in the district but on the fringe.
St. Laurence
Church Schools - 240 yards from the Church would be moved
to Bourneville and also the Northfield Institute, Friends'
Meeting House, Northfield Library, Northfield Y.M.C.A, with
about one-fifth of the Shopping Centre,
Northfield Baptist
Church (on the High Street) moved into Longbridge whilst
Longbridge Methodist Church moved into Northfield.
St. John's
Church, Longbridge would be in Northfield Ward.
St. Bridgit's
R.C., St. Bartholomew's Anglican Churches moved from Northfield
into Longbridge.
The Bell Inn (a historic coaching inn in Northfield)
moved to Longbridge.
Bellfield School (close by and built
on the field owned by the Inn) falls into Bartley Green Ward,
St. David's Church goes into Weoley Castle and the Methodist
Chapel at Shenley goes to Bartley Green.
Consequently the Council of Churches, the Christian
Community that acts together and the active people with
social consciences operating from the various institutions
would be divided by arbitrary lines on the map.
He felt that such breakdown must be avoided by more
than a mere change of name - a visit to the area would show
how the division of the central shopping area - a focus for
many activities - into 5 separate wards was impractical and
unnecessary.
5,000 people had responded to the proposals in 10 days
by saying that they objected fundamentally to the abolition
of the community and the break up of traditional local ties.
He submitted that a community that acts and interacts
together should not be represented by 5 separate sets of
Councillors, should not be decimated, and should not lose
its electoral integrity.
Reverend Collyer emphasised that no political motives,
pressures or party interests were represented in the Council
of Churches submission, but a great deal of local feeling and
sense of identity was represented by this co-ordinated view.

- 512. Mr. Norman Fowler, the Member of Parliament for Sutton
Coldfield, referred to the provisions of the Local Government
Act 1972, and the rules laid down in Schedule 11 of the Act
with regard to electoral reviews, particularly the need to
have regard to any local ties which would be broken by the
fixing of any particular boundary.
HE spoke of Sutton
Coldfield's long history as a Royal Borough and to the long
established boundary between the former borough and Birmingham,
People felt very strongly about local ties and the people of
Banners Gate felt themselves to be part of Sutton.
It had
always been part of Sutton Coldfield and that is where they
wanted to remain.
Mr. Fowler referred to the petition against the
Boundary Commission's draft proposals for this area, which
had been signed by two-thirds of the residents affected.
There was virtually all-party agreement that Banners Gate
should remain in the Vesey Ward of Sutton Coldfield.
The
residents felt very strongly that they had been changed
about too much over the last few years and what they wanted
more than anything else was a period of stability.
13. Councillor Blumenthal, Chairman of the General Purposes
Committee of the Birmingham City Council, said that the
General Purposes Committee had been primarily responsible
for all matters connected with the review of the electoral
arrangements.
The present City Council was a Conservative
administration.
At a meeting of the then Labour controlled City Council
held on 27th April 1976, a draft scheme was approved
dividing the City into 39 wards.
The composition of the
Council at that time was Labour, 63 members: Conservative
55 members: Liberal, 8 members.
The Labour Party control
of the Council rested on the casting vote of the Lord Mayor
and the casting vote of the Lord Mayor was needed to obtain
approval to the draft scheme.
The balance in political
power changed following the annual elections in May 1976,
and the composition of the Council after the election was
Conservative, 66 members: Labour, 52 members: Liberal,
8 members.
The Conservative controlled Council at their meeting
on 8th June decided to give further consideration to the
draft scheme and it was subsequently agreed with the Local
Government Boundary Commission that revised draft proposals
should be published by the City Council and submitted to
the Commission.
A revised scheme, based on 39 wards, was approved by
the Council on 7th September 1976 and after the usual period
for comments was submitted to the Boundary Commission on
21st October 1976.
14. Councillor Blumenthal said that it was the view of
the Council that the revised scheme was superior to the one

- 6approved by the former administration.
In preparing the
revised scheme the community ties and interests of the
electors were especially borne in mind and unnecessary
changing of boundaries was avoided to minimise confusion
to the electors.
Nevertheless proper regard was paid
throughout to the criteria laid down by the Boundary
Commission.
As an example of the unnecessary changing of boundaries
and disregard of community ties he referred to the Boundary
Commission's proposals for the Quinton and Harborne Wards.
This was an area well known to him as he represented the
Quinton Ward.
Transferred from Quinton 'Ward into Harborne Ward
were some 3,000 electors in the Fitz Roy Avenue/Croftdown
Road area, which forms a natural part of Quinton and has
little connection with the older established community of
Harborn'e.
At the same time the Boundary Commission proposals
left in the Quinton Ward an area surrounding the Harborne
Golf Club.
This area was largely within the Parish of
Harborne and persons living there would regard themselves
as residents of Harborne.
The Boundary Commission's
proposals also retained in the Harborne Ward a part of the
City known as Bearwood or Rotton Park.
This area was
divided from Harborne by the busy main Hagley Road and had
no affinity whatsoever with the remainder of the Harborne
Ward.
It would be seen, however, that the City Council's
proposals overcome these difficulties and kept commity
ties intact.
The revised scheme received the support of the West
Midlands County Council.
15. Councillor Blumenthal said that the Local Government
Boundary Commission's Draft Proposals were published in
May 1977 and the City Council at their meeting on 5th July
1977 decided that the Commission's proposals were
unacceptable.
It appeared that the Boundary Commission
had largely, if not entirely, ignored the draft scheme
submitted by the City Council.
The Boundary Commission's
draft proposals, with the exception of the ward boundaries
between the former County Borough of Birmingham and the
former Borough of Sutton Coldfield, were markedly similar
to those contained the draft scheme approved in April 1976
by the then Labour controlled City Council.
He asked me
to report favourably on the City Council scheme submitted
to the Boundary Commission on 2lst October 1976 and against
the draft scheme of the Local Government Boundary Commission
published in May 1977, and stated that Councillor Bosworth
would speak in more detail of the merits of the City Council
Scheme.

- 716. Councillor Neville Bosworth, Leader of the City Council,
said that he was born in Birmingham and had been a member
of the Council continuously since 1950.
He had seen at
first-hand, and at the City Council level had been closely
involved with, the large scale redevelopment of Birmingham
and the many changes this had brought about.
He was wellacquainted with the geography of the present Birmingham
Metropolitan District and its communities and make-up.
Councillor Blumenthal had outlined the history of the review
of the electoral arrangements, but there were a few facts
that he wished to add.
17. Upon receipt of the Commission's first communication
to the Council in connection with the review the Chief
Executive was requested to prepare a draft scheme.
This
was presented to the appropriate sub-Committee, but received
scant attention because it was replaced by an alternative
scheme brought forward by the Leader of the then controlling
Labour Group.
This alternative scheme was not an amendment
to that of the Chief Executive, made after due consideration
of his proposals, but was a previously-prepared plan which
the Labour Party had always intended should go forward as
the Council's draft scheme, and it was this plan of the
Labour Party which was approved by the Council on 27th April
1976, only by the casting vote of the Lord Mayor.
18. Speaking of the part played by the Labour Group, who
at the time controlled the West Midlands County Council,
Councillor Bosworth said that they appeared to show no
interest in the Birmingham review at the time the proceedings
were under the control of the Labour Party.
Following
change of political control of the City Council, and the
subsequent adoption of a revised boundaries scheme, the
Labour Leader of the County Council produced alternative
proposals.
These were opposed by the Conservative
representatives.
The Council was controlled by a substantial
majority of Labour members who voted in support of submitting
the proposals to the Boundary Commission.
Councillor
Bosworth drew attention to what appear to him to be two
important facts.
Firstly, there were seven Metropolitan
Districts within the West Midlands County,
Only Birmingham
was singled out by the Labour Party representatives on the
County Council in the matter of the electoral reviews.
No action was taken regarding the other six.
Secondly,
the proposals submitted by the County Council were substantially similar to those produced by the Labour Party in
Birmingham.
The Leader of the Labour Group in the County Council
was also a member of the District Council, and it was
reasonable to assume that the submission from the County
Council of the alternative to the District Council's Draft
Scheme was an attempt to re-introduce, with some official
backing, the original Labour Party scheme, which had later
been rejected by the District Council.
This was relevant

- 8to the case he was putting forward because the Draft Proposals
of the Commission were markedly similar to those contained in
the County Council plan.
19. Councillor Bosworth then proceeded to deal with the
proposals of the District Council vis-a-vis those of the
Commission.
He said that the Draft Scheme approved by the
Council on 7th September 1976 was prepared in consultation
with people with special knowledge of electoral arrangements,
and with those able to advise on local ties and interests.
As far as possible, proper regard was had for the criteria
laid down by the Boundary Commission.
It was true that in
some cases the electorates of the proposed wards were outside the suggested tolerances.
The Minutes of a meeting
of the Ad Hoc sub-Committee of the General Advisory Committee
held on 25th March 1976 recorded the Leader of the then
controlling Labour Group as saying "it is more important for
the City to retain the identity of communities than to
achieve electorates of comparable size as proposed by the
Local Government Boundary Commission".
He fully supported
that view, which he had little doubt was shared by the
members of the Council and the public.
The Commission's
own proposals showed discrepancies in nine wards, both on
the current and projected 1981 electorates.
The District Council's Draft Scheme was also prepared
with reference to the earlier plan and to that produced in
the first place by the Chief Executive.
Some of the
proposed Wards in the Council's Scheme conformed, either
completely or with minor variations, with the proposals in
one or other of those plans.
20. The Council's scheme also took into account the need
to provide opportunities for the promotion of a community
spirit and community activities in central wards.
In some
of these areas there were heavy concentrations of industry
intermingled with residential areas, which had undergone
great character changes.
The former living accommodations
may have been sub-standard, but it housed closely-knit
communities.
The extensive redevelopment which had taken
place, and in particular the erection of many large blocks
of flats, had tended to destroy the neighbourhood character
of inner areas.
The review of electoral arrangements
provided an opportunity to create new wards in which a
community spirit could be better developed.
21. There was also the matter of ethnic communities.
The
large numbers of immigrants who had come to live in
Birmingham since the existing municipal wards were created
in 1962 had tended to settle in particular districts.
This was not new.
There had in the past been areas of
Birmingham where new citizens from overseas had chosen to live
in communities.
It was an understandable wish.
The District
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Council's scheme included a number of proposed wards for
the central areas whose boundaries had been drawn to give
as much opportunity as possible for the fostering of
community spirit and activity.
These wards included Soho,
Ladywood, Nechells, Aston, Sparkbrook, Sparkhill and Small
Heath.
Some of the proposals were not dissimilar from
parts of the scheme prepared by the Chief Executive.
22. Councillor Bosworth then referred to Sutton Coldfield.
He said that he was aware that the proposals with regard to
this part of the Birmingham District were to be considered
at a special session on Thursday evening, but he wished to
make some general comments.
The Borough of Sutton Coldfield
had been joined with the Birmingham County Borough as a
result of the reorganisation of local government.
The
amalgamation took place in spite of the strongest protests
by Sutton Coldfield, both in Parliament and outside.
At
an early stage of review of the electoral arrangements for
the Birmingham District there had been general agreement
amongst the political parties represented on the Council
that the former boundary between Birmingham and Sutton
Coldfield should continue to be observed.
This was done
in both the schemes submitted to the District Council, that
is the' first plan, presented by the Labour Party and then
withdrawn and the later proposals of the Conservative
administration, which became the Council's Draft Scheme.
While it was recognised that the review was concerned with
the whole of the Birmingham District, the decision of tVie
Boundary Commission to ignore the Birmingham - Sutton
Coldfield boundary was deplored.
23. When notifying the District Council that the review
was to begin the Commission directed attention to rules
to be observed, as laid down in Schedule 11 to the Local
Government Act 1972,
This schedule required that regard
should be had to "any local ties which would be broken by
the fixing of any particular boundary", and the Commission
went on to say that they would be unable to embody in their
draft proposals a draft scheme which did not conform with
these requirements.
So far as the boundary between
Birmingham and Sutton Coldfield is concerned the Council's
Draft Scheme conformed precisely with the requirement..
It was the Commission itself which was now proposing to
set it aside,
24. Although now a part of the Birmingham District,
Sutton Coldfield was a closely-knit community, formerly
known as "The Royal Town of Sutton Coldfield".
The
inhabitants wished to retain as much of their identity as
possible, and rightly so.
Councillor Bosworth submitted
that the proposals of the Commission, if implemented, would
not only be contrary to the Commission's own directions to
the Council regarding the preparation of a Draft Scheme, but
would also be against the interests of good local government
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He urged most strongly that in their
final form the proposals for re-warding the Birmingham
District should retain intact the former boundary between
Birmingham and Sutton Coldfield.
25. Commenting on the proposed Erdington Ward Councillor
Bosworth said that the western boundary was sited too far
in that direction so that it took in the Short Heath district.
This was at present part of the Stockland Green Ward, where
it clearly belonged.
Both the Council's Draft Scheme and
the proposals of the Chief Executive took this into account.
The eastern boundary of the Commission's Erdington Ward took
part of what is known as "old Erdington" out of the Ward
completely.
There were strong local objections to this.
The Council's proposals for Erdington Ward, and the
adjacent ward to be called Kingsbury, provided preferable
electoral arrangements.
The use of the name of a large
housing estate, for example, Castle Vale, for a municipal
ward was undesirable because it gave undue emphasis to the
estate in relation to the remainder of the ward.
26. The Commission's proposed treatment of the present
Shard End and Stechford Wards was misguided.
There was
a very strong case for detaching the eastern part of Shard
End at Newport Road and continuing the boundary southwards,
as shown on the District Council's plan, to the railway,
taking in the part of Stechford Ward to the south of the
River Cole.
The Council proposed the new Ward should be
called Hodge Hill, which was a central and well-known
landmark.
The remainder of the present Shard End Ward then
joined naturally with that part of Stechford to the south
of the river, mainly the Kitts Green and Machadown areas.
27. Councillor Bosworth said that he did not wish to make
any particular observations on the Commission's proposals
for the wards on the south-east and south perimeter of the
City as far as Brandwood, but that did not mean that he
accepted them, because they did not fit in with other
boundaries.
28. The proposals for Kings Norton Ward would involve an
"in and out" exchange of electors with other wards, whereas
the Council scheme would mean no disturbance.
The Council's
proposals to use the railway as the northern boundary must
surely be preferable to making Middleton Hall Road the
boundary, as suggested by the Commission.
Additional disadvantages contained in the Commission's
proposals for this ward were that they would exclude important
buildings such as Kings Norton Library and Kings Norton
Schools, which are a natural part of the ward.
The historic
Kings Norton Church and the surrounding, buildings at The Green,
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within the ward, as proposed by the Council.
The Draft Scheme of the Council proposed a new ward in
the south-west, taking in a substantial part of the present
Northfield Ward, to be called West Heath.
The northern
boundary was sited on the railway.
This would mean that
Northfield Parish Church and the surrounding area would in
future be included in the proposed Rowheath Ward.
This
had led to considerable public protest and he was willing
to consider an amendment to the boundary which would bring
that area into West Heath.
He was also agreeable to
discarding the name of West Heath and continuing with
"Northfield".
29. Councillor Bosworth felt that the proposals of the
Commission for creating wards to be called Bournville,
Cannon Hill and Kings Heath .were totally unacceptable.
The proposals would involve the abolition of the present
Moseley and selly Oak Wards, which were historically linked
with the public and political life of Birmingham.
Moseley
gave its name to a former Parliamentary Constituency and
there was at the present time a Selly Oak Constituency.
In
both Moseley.and Selly Oak Wards there were strongly
developed community interests.
The term "Moseley Village"
was still widely in use.
The name "Cannon Hill" was known only in relation to
a small area in the neighbourhood of the park having that
name.
The proposed Cannon Hill Ward had nothing to commend
it.
The southern boundary was in Selly Park and the
northern boundary in Ballsall Heath.
It did not satisfy
the requirement that regard should be had for any local ties
which would be broken by the fixing of any particular boundary
as laid down in Schedule 11 to the Local Government Act 1972,
and that was particularly so with regard to the southern
boundary.
The proposals of the Commission for dealing with these
areas had brought very strong protests from many quarters,
and he submitted that it would be quite deplorable were the
Commission to proceed with the proposals.
The Council's Draft Scheme would leave the present
Moseley and Selly Oak Wards largely unchanged.
The drastic
changes proposed by the Commission, and the upheaval which
would follow, to say nothing of the abolition of two
historic names, were unnecessary and highly undesirable.
There would be deep resentment by many citizens.
By almost any test the proposals of the Council were
to be preferred and he could not speak too strongly in
opposition to what is proposed by the Commission,
He had already indicated that he was prepared to
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regarding Northfield.
He also agreed that the name
"Rowheath" might not be altogether suitable for that ward
and that "Bournville" might be preferable.
30. With regard to the proposed Harborne Ward, Councillor
Bosworth said that the Commission proposed, contrary to the
Council's scheme, to retain in the Harborne Ward the area
to the north of Hagley Road.
This was not a part of
Harborne and had no connection with the rest of that ward.
The Commission had ignored the Council's proposal to balance
the Harborne Ward electorate by transferring from Quinton
an area generally regarded as Harborne.
This would mean
that the new western boundary of Harborne Ward would follow
the ancient Harborne Parish boundary.
Instead the Commission
proposed to transfer from a different part of Quinton an area
which had no connection with Harborne at all.
31. Dealing with Edgbaston Ward, Councillor Bosworth said
that the Council's scheme proposed only a minor change,
namely, to transfer to Ladywood a small area of residential
development bounded by Hagley Road, Monument Road and
Ladywood Middleway.
This area properly belongs in Ladywood,
of which it is regarded locally as being a part.
It was
marked Ladywood on the map.
The Council's proposals to leave
Edgbaston Ward mainly unchanged accorded with the scheme
submitted by the Chief Executive.
On the other hand the
Commission proposed substantial changes to the existing ward.
Their proposals would move two areas to other wards and
bring in a part of Ladywood Ward.
As elsewhere, the
Commission appeared to be making changes for the sake of
change, and in so doing an established community would be
disrupted.
The Council's proposals regarding the area immediately
to the north of Edgbaston Ward were, he submitted, to be
preferred to those of the Commission on almost every count.
The present Ladywood Ward had an electorate of only 9,127.
In Rotton Park it was 8,170.
These two wards had been
historically linked for the purpose of Parliamentary
representation, and the Council now proposed that they be
joined into one ward.
At the same time they proposed to
remove the anomaly of including in Harborne Ward the small
residential area to the north of Hagley Road.
This was
more properly linked with Rotton Park.
Much of the present Ladywood Ward consisted of the
City Centre and there were also large areas of industrial
development.
The obvious need to balance this with more
residential districts would be achieved by the Council's
proposals.
Additionally, in the Council's proposed new
Ladywood Ward there were many immigrant families scattered
over the whole area.
The Council's proposals would make
up a ward capable of sustaining good community life, taking
into account the needs of the new citizens.
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32. There was a similar consideration regarding the
Council's proposals to bring together substantial parts
of the present All Saints and Soho Wards.
Geographically
and from the point of view of their make-up, those two
wards could be joined together with advantage to comprise
a new Soho Ward.
The Commission's proposals to join substantial parts
of Rotton Park with All Saints, and to split Soho between
Sandwell and Handsworth were unsatisfactory.
They would
disrupt existing communities and would abolish the name Soho,
which had an historic place in the history of Birmingham.
33. Councillor Bosworth then referred to the most central
of the wards in the Council's scheme, namely, the Nechells
Ward.
He said that this would absorb the present Duddeston
Ward, which has an electorate of only 8,775, and included
large industrial areas.
He drew attention to the fact
that originally this area was known as Duddeston and Nechells
Ward.
These industrial districts would be balanced by adding
the eastern section of the present Saltley Ward, which forms
a natural and geographically convenient extension of the
Duddeston and Nechells area.
The Council also proposed the
inclusion of the southern tip of the present Gravelly Hill
Ward.
This was commonly known as Nechells, and the Motorway
formed a natural and easily-identifiable northern boundary
for the new Nechells Ward.
This ward would have good crosscommunication and would be a well-balanced ward for this central
area of the City.
34. Dealing with the Small Heath area he said that it was
the Council's view that Small Heath Park, Small Heath
railway station and the area to the south should be a part
of a re-drawn Small Heath Ward and not included in Sparkbrook.
By detaching that area from Sparkbrook and adding to the
remainder of that Ward most of the present Deritend Ward,
where the electorate is only 9,071, the result was two
revised wards, Small Heath and Sparkbrook, which are
homogeneous communities.
35. The new Aston Ward, as proposed in the Council's scheme,
would bring together the present Aston and Newtown wards,
both of which had small electorates and which had much in
common.
36. Summing up in support of the City Council's scheme
Councillor Bosworth submitted that it represented a
reasonable approach to the task of reviewing that ward
boundaries.
In general it conformed with the Commission* s
requirements.
In putting forward an alternative plan the
Commission had made no comments on the Council's proposals,
neither had it given any explanations for its own proposals.
He had previously referred to the similarity between
the Commission's proposals and those submitted by the Labour
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Copies
have been supplied to him of 42 comments received by the
Commission following the publication of their Draft Proposals.
Only six appear to be in favour.
All six were from the Labour
Party.
This remarkable unanimity within the Labour Party
must surely mean that they regard the proposals of the
Commission to be politically strongly in their favour. The .
Commission had a responsibility to see that no review of
electoral arrangements gave undue political advantage to
one party.
The enthusiasm with which the Commission's
proposals had been greeted by the Labour Party should be
noted.
37, In conclusion Councillor Bosworth said that he had
directed attention to many of the defects in the Commission's
scheme.
He did not know how the proposals were framed,
what local enquiries were made or who, if anyone, was
consulted locally.
Certainly no-one had been in touch with
him as the Leader of the Council.
On the other hand the Draft Scheme of the Council was
prepared by local people, having close knowledge of local
conditions.
He did not claim that the Scheme was perfect
but, taking the two schemes together, that of the Council
was to be preferred and would be more acceptable to the majority of the citizens of the Birmingham District.
He had
sought to show how some of the Commission's proposals would
disrupt, and in some cases destroy, established communities,
whereas the Draft Scheme of the Council would prevent this,
and would, in fact, provide opportunities for creating and
developing community interests.
There was no', doubt in
his mind that this was much more important than seeking to
achieve a precise uniformity in electorate.
38. Councillor J.M. Taylor, the Leader of the West Midlands
County Council, then put the County Council's view.
He
said that the County Administration was naturally interested
in the reviews of the electoral arrangements in all the
Districts of the County but was particularly interested in
the Birmingham review as the situation there was unique in
that at present each ward constituted one County electoral
division - a situation which, owing to the size of the City,
seemed certain to continue.
It appeared inevitable, therefore, that the new wards now being determined for the City
would also be the future electoral divisions for the County.
The County Council were accordingly particularly concerned
in the electoral arrangements for the City.
In view of the
statutory rule that the number of local government electors
shall be, as nearly as may be, the same in every electoral
.division of the -County, and the declared aims of the Boundary
Commission regarding the sizes of county and district councils,
the County Council and all the District Councils agreed at
the outset of the District reviews that the number of county
councillors from Birmingham should be 39, based on a revised
County Council membership of 102.
There was, therefore,
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in order to effect a reduction to 39 from the present 42
electoral divisions in the City, for the purpose of securing
a more uniform standard of representation throughout the
County, in addition to the need to achieve greater equality
of representation between the various wards of the District
which currently showed wide variations.
39. When the City Council's proposed scheme was first
considered by the appropriate County Council Committee,
the County Council had a leadership of a different persuasion
from the present one and so it was that despite his opposition
and that of his colleagues, the responsible Committee, on
18th October 1976, decided to submit alternative proposals,
produced by the Vice Chairman of that Committee and the
Council Leader on behalf of the County Council, to the
Commission for consideration for adoption as more appropriate
electoral representation for the City of Birmingham than the
draft scheme approved by the City Council on 7th September
1976.
These alternative proposals however were rescinded by
the County Council on llth July 1977 when it was decided
to support the City Council's scheme.
40. The County Council, on llth July 1977, decided to oppose
the Boundary Commission's draft proposals and to support the
scheme approved by the City Council on 7th September 1976.
The Commission would be aware from the letters and petitions
sent to them that the Commission's proposals have met with
spontaneous and widespread objections.
Some of his
colleagues would speak later about the effect on particular
electoral divisions and with more detailed objections.
He
wanted to say at this stage that the general case against
the Commission's proposals was their failure to have close
regard to the maintenance of local ties and communities.
This criterion was considered to be more important than
achieving mere arithmetic neatness.
Due regard should be
had to the current views of the County and City Councils,
the objections already received and the objectors still to
be heard against the Commission's draft proposals and in
support of the City Council's scheme.
41. Sir Frank Griffin spoke in support of the County
Council's views.
He lived in Harborne Ward and the people
of Harborne would not wish to see the Boundary Commission's
proposals for that ward implemented.
42. County Councillor D.G. Bevan, representing Moseley,
also opposed the Commission's draft proposals, which he
said would dissect the community both geographically and
politically.
He had represented Moseley for 20:years and
he felt that the Labour Party's proposals for this area were
little short of gerrymandering.
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of the Russell Road Residents Association, said that he was
in practice as a surgeon but that he had come to the meeting
to prevent the surgery proposed for the area of the area of
the Moseley Ward.
His Association was appalled at the
proposals to split and eliminate the ward and replace it by
the name Cannon Hill.
Moseley was a long-standing centre
of population and culture with a unique distory.
Adjoining
residents associations felt the same.
The proposals were
an unwarrantable act of vandalism and criminal iconoclism on
the part of the bureaucracy.
The name of Moseley and the
entity of Moseley Village, Moseley Hall and Wake Green
should be retained.
Subsequently, and prior to the re-convened meeting
on the 26th January, I received a letter from Mr, P.G, Bevan
stating that since the meeting a number of members of his
association, and of the neighbouring Chantry Road, Salisbury
Road" and Moor Green Residents Association had been in touch
with him to re-inforce the views he had expressed.
Mr, Bevan
emphasised that these were the Association's views and did not
arise from any party political prejudices, as they were nonpolitical.
With regard to ward populations Mr. Bevan said that it
was stated at the meeting that the mean ward population in
Birmingham was 19,000.
The Association agreed that it was
only right and proper to correct serious disproportion in
fairness to all. However, they submitted that it was not
possible to attain complete logistical equality.
In all
wards there were continuing movement of residents, new houses
being built, old houses being knocked down, large houses subdivided into flats, etc.
Even if it were possible to equalise
numbers this situation would not last for long, and within a
few years it would probably be necessary to alter ward boundaries again to equalise numbers - an impossible prospect.
One speaker had said that it was desirable to reduce a ward
population of 21,500, but mathematically the difference
between this number and 19,000 was not statistically
significant.
They did not feel that the correction of insignificant disproportions justified the wholesale carve-up
of the City that was proposed by the Boundary Commission.
They agreed that it was important to use clearly defined
boundary lines to mark the margins of wards, but they felt
strongly that the use of main roads was unsatisfactory.
Communities had grown up in the main on both sides of trunk
and radial roads, and to employ these roads as boundaries
would result in dividing these communities into two.
For
example, Moseley Village had been established on both sides
of Alcester Road and to use this road as a boundary would be
to split the Moseley community and lead to its loss of identity,
Their impression was that the proposed new ward boundaries had
been drawn up by officials looking at a map and using main
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roads as a convenience without knowledge of or reference
to the identity of local communities.
In their view a city the size of Birmingham could only
provide a reasonable quality of life for its citizens by
virtue of being arranged in separate but related local
communities, which were the units of which the city was
composed.
Life was tolerable only if residents could feel
themselves part of a local community, and became impossible
if these communities were destroyed and the city became a
massive concrete jungle.
From this it followed that the
preservation of local community spirit and traditions was
the most important feature of urban planning and far outweighed the exact numerical equalisation of numbers of voters.
44. Councillor F.D. Hall then made a submission on behalf
of the Handsworth Division Association regarding the
boundaries of Sandwell, Handsworth and Aston Wards.
With regard to Sandwell Ward he submitted that it was
appreciated that this ward was slightly oversize, but it
was a compact ward with understood and clearly defined
natural geographical boundaries, including such features as
the River Tame, the B.R. Railway line, and the main Holyhead
Road.
They therefore suggested that the numerical difficulty
was resolved by ceding about 1,000 votes to Handsworth Ward.
The new boundary would be clear cut, following the well known,
and understood, Wood Lane, and the western boundary of
Handsworth Park.
Otherwise, they considered that Sandwell
Ward should be unaltered.
With regard to Handsworth Ward the added area, being
the area to the west of Handsworth Church, emphasised that
the ward was centred upon this very old established church,
which had been the centre of cultural activity in the whole
area for centuries.
Additionally, they considered that
further extension of Handsworth Ward should be northwards to
include that part of Perry Barr Ward which for centuries was
centred upon Handsworth.
Until a church was built at Perry
Barr the centre of worship and administration was at Handsworth
Church, with access along Wellington Road, which was then a
bridle path, enabling the people of Perry to get to Handsworth
Church.
In the Foundation Deeds of the old established
Handsworth Grammar School it was clearly stated as late as
1914 that the expression "privileged area means the area
comprised in the Ancient Parish of Handsworth, consisting of
the existing Parish of Handsworth and the urban District of
Perry Barr,"
By extending the boundary along the well defined Walsall
Road and Rocky Lane, one could achieve the double purpose of
adding approximately 1,500 votes to this under strength ward,
which with the 1,000 votes from Sandwell Ward and minor
adjustments with the Aston - Newton border (Prestbury Road,
Leonard Road Area) would make a clearly defined Handsworth

Ward of requisite size.
Dealing with Aston Ward it was submitted that due to
various factors over recent years, the essential character
of this ward had been destroyed, and as a means of restoring
this, it was suggested that the essential features of the
area (Aston Church, Aston Hall and Aston Villa Football Club)
should be the centre around which the area would develop with
its new housing construction.
This was confirmed by the
recent decision of the Government Department concerned to
allow hypermarket development, and special sports facilities
on land adjoining Aston Villa F.C., and they were sure that
this proposal would help in the future of this divided area,
and to restore its "personality" and individuality.
There
was difficulty here with numbers, but they submitted that
new boundaries should comprise in the ward an area to the
North East of the present ward so as to emphasise the central
position of its essential features together with the Prestbury
Road/Leonard Road area to correct numbers with Handsworth. Ward.
It was appreciated that the proposals they made envisaged
a movement to the North and North-East with other wards,
particularly Oscott, but it also gave the opportunity of
including Oscott College and Princess Alice Orphanage within
the new divided ward, and provided a natural boundary along
Sutton ParK, and the main Road, and the numbers were available
to do this.
The submission had the fullest support of local
Council Members, all of whom lived locally, and had considerable
knowledge of local conditions.
45. Councillor Wilkinson, Leader of the Labour Group on the
City Council, said that a lot had been made of historical
names.
But by far the most important consideration was to
have equal value votes.
The votes in Weoley, Erdington
and Shard End wards, with electorates of 28,000 to 30,000,
were grossly under-valued at the present time.
The second
most important consideration was that ward boundaries should
be easily recognisable.
Thirdly, and in that order, came
local residential groupings and community ties.
He considered that the Boundary Commission's draft
proposals met these criteria best, whereas the City Council's
plan did not keep to that order of priorities.
For example,
the people in Weoley Castle did not want change either but
they were more concerned about equal votes.
They would still
consider themselves as Weoley Castle residents even if they
go into Bartley Green for voting purposes.
With regard to Sutton Coldfield he recognised the
present concern of the residents about the existing boundary,
but in due course this might fade away.
If in fact Sutton
Coldfield wards should keep to the present boundary, then
inevitably they must have bigger wards than the rest of the
city and the relative value of their vote must decrease.
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Party, said that most people would agree that there would
have to he major changes resulting from the reduction of the
present number of 42 wards down to 39.
Further with 1977
ward electorates of 6,000 to 33,000 boundary proposals for
the District of Birmingham must necessarily involve major
changes to the present ward structure.
Some of the present
wards were not natural amalgamations of communities but were
created by previous illogical boundary changes; in other
wards, residential and industrial development necessitated
the re-drawing of boundaries.
Many present City Council
wards divide communities and some so called "natural" boundaries
were the consequences of political decisions in the past.
Dr. Bore felt that any future boundary scheme for
Birmingham must anticipate future developments, whilst
accommodating the structure suggested by the present
residential/industrial areas and transportion routes,
taking into account, as far as possible, the history of
parts of the city.
These criteria would encourage, rather
than discourage, the growth or retention of community
association.
He submitted a map of motorway, Class A and
Class B routes within the City in support of this contention.
The philosophy behind the Labour Party's scheme was to use
as a basis the pattern of radial and arterial roads and then
take into account communities.
The average size of a ward
should be 19,000, with a spread between 18,000 to 20,500.
The Commission's draft proposals were better and more
eguitable than the City Council's scheme.
For example
Small Heath ward in the latter scheme had a forecast electorate of 21,5000, which was too large.
With regard to
boundaries the criterion should be easily identifiable
boundary lines.
Unfortunately the choice of boundaries
must necessarily affect communities.
The new roads, arterial
and radial, must be taken on balance, even if it sounded cold
to do so.
In the end the communities within ten years or so
would develop to agree with the boundaries.
47. Dr. Bore suggested that comments submitted to the
Boundary Commission came from those areas and that section
of the electorate most able to articulate a point of view.
For many of the areas of the City most affected by the boundary
proposals, Boundary Commission or City of Birmingham schemes,
no comments had been received.
The ability to articulate
a point of view should not be taken as a justification of
the view being expressed.
Many of the criticisms of the Boundary Commission
scheme were answered by the document forwarded to the
Commission in October 1976; many of the comments in support
of the City of Birmingham proposal were challenged in that
same document.
48. Dr. Bore said that the City Council scheme was deficient
in a number of aspects.
Firstly, the electoral size of many
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the Commission, especially in inner-City areas, which were
the wards with greatest housing and social problems.
Secondly, the geographic shape of a number of wards would
not allow those areas to develop into homogeneous units.
He gave as examples, the Kingsbury, StocKland Green, Nechells,
Ladywood and Rowheath wards.
Thirdly, the choice of
boundaries in many instances did not accord with the criticism
levied at boundaries indicated by the Commission's scheme.
For example, the reguest that the railway be used (instead
of Middleton Hall Road) to define the northern boundary of
Kings Norton Ward (Boundary Commission scheme), whereas the
railway was ignored in preference to Alcester Road, north
of Wake Green Road, in the City Council's scheme in determining the area to be removed from the present Moseley Ward into
the proposed Sparkhill Ward.
The issue of access was common
to both those examples.
49. Dr. Bore submitted that the principal areas of
contention were (l) the Sutton Coldfield/Birmingham boundary,
(2) Northfield/Selly Oak/Kings Norton/Moseley wards,
(3) Quinton/Harborne/Edgbaston wards, and (4) Erdington/
Castle Vale wards.
50. Dealing first with Sutton Coldfield he said that it
could not be considered in isolation to the remainder of
the City.
However, if it were eventually decided that the
Sutton Coldfield boundary with Oscott, Kingstanding and
Erdington wards was to revert to its historical line, this
would be no reason for changing the proposals for these
Birmingham wards.
However, he took the view that with the passage of
time, those areas transferred into Oscott, Kingstanding
and Erdington wards would become natural parts of those
wards.
If Sutton Coldfield was to remain part of Birmingham
District, the arguments based on school systems, police areas,
etc., would not be valid, since there was already progress
towards a unification of the various systems and services
provided.
Any problems arising from Banners Gate going
into Kingstanding and Oscott wards would be sorted out by
the City.
He found the references to property values
depreciating as obnoxious, and suggested that the residents
of Oscott and Kingstanding were of a lesser standard.
51. Cannon Hill Ward was not an amalgamation of inseparable
parts - the parks, B.B.C. Pebble Mill and the County Cricket
ground did not divide the ward in the manner suggested.
The perimeter areas of the ward focussed on Cannon Hill
Park for many of their recreational facilities.
The part
of the present Deritend Ward contained within Cannon Hill
Ward was not an industrial area.
The present Moseley Ward was an amalgamation of at least
three district areas, each of which related to a different
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being transferred into Sparkhill, Kings Heath, High Street
for the greater part of the area to the east of the railway,
and south of Wake Green Road, and Loseley Village only for
that part placed in Cannon Hill Ward.
Dr. Bore did not
agree that the Commission's proposals led to the destruction
of the area.
He had been a resident of Moseley for nine
or ten years.
While one had to pay respect to historial
derivations one had to recognise changes.
Moseley was not
now a homogeneous unit.
He had no particular views on the
choice of Cannon Hill as a name, but it was a natural name
and would probably be a unifying influence.
52. Kings Norton was much affected by the large municipal
housing developments south of Redditch Road, which had moved
the electoral centre of the ward southwards.
It was one
of the areas of the City which had been changing most rapidly
over the last 20 years.
That area of the present Kings
Norton north of Middleton Hall Road was an accepted part
of Bournville, as supported by comments to the Commission.
The present Selly Oak ward was in effect an amalgamation of
at least four separate areas: Weoley Castle, Bournville,
Bournbrook and Selly Park.
The Commission's proposal for
the new Bournville Ward recognises this position and was a
much more homogeneous unit than the present Selly Oak Ward.
53. Dr. Bore said that the argument that the proposed
Northfield Ward would be extended northwards could be
supported, although this conflicted with the comments of
the Bournville Village Trust.
The adoption of a boundary
from Bristol Road, along the Hole Lane, Newert Road to
Burbury Road would allow the railway to be used to divide
Bournville Ward from Kings Norton.
The extension of the
railway boundary eastwards to Lifford Disposal Works, thence
to Pershore Road, would have the added advantage of unifying
the Cotteridge Shopping area.
He did not agree with the arguments advanced by .the
Northfield Council of Churches.
He felt that the City
Council's proposals for Rowheath Ward were strange.
It
was not a homogeneous area, it was huge in size and put
communities together haphazardly.
54. Dr. Bore felt that the arguments voiced in support of
the City proposal for Quinton and Harborne were false.
The Beech Lanes estate was part of Harborne (and not Quinton)
He produced particulars obtained from an Estate Agent for
the sale of a house in Hunstanton Avenue, with the Beech
Lanes estate.
The Croftdown Road area began only 200 yards
north of Harborne, High Street, at the junction of Court Oak
Road and Lordswood Road, where a road sign indicated
Quinton to be 2\ miles to the west.
The Harborne Golf
course was a natural boundary between Harborne and Quinton.
The boundary proposed in the City Council scheme divided
a municipal housing estate.
In addition, to gain equality
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an area south of Bourn Brook which was an integral part
of Weoley Castle.
The Quinton identity was historically based on Quinton
Parish Church and Church of England School.
The inability
to use the Hagley Road as a boundary between Harborne/Edgbaston
and Rotton Park in the Commission's scheme was due to the
constraints imposed by the choice of Bristol Road as a major
boundary line.
The area to the east of Bristol Road, and through to
the River Rea, related to Cannon Hill Ward.
The River Rea
in the vicinity of Calthorpe Park was not a good boundary.
55. He felt that the Commission's proposal for Erdington
and Castle Vale Wards would be strengthened by adopting
the suggestion that Grange Road (from Chester Road) should
be used as the boundary instead of Holly Lane.
It might
aid also in the unification of the Castle Vale area to
adopt the name Tyburn.
The comment received regarding the area bounded by
Brook Lane, Coldbath Road and Yardley Wood Road, to be
included as part of the proposed Hall Green Ward, would
be supported.
56. Councillor Clark said that he represented the Small
Heath Ward of the City and also the Labour Group of the
West Midlands County Council.
He denied that the Labour
Party had been involved in any gerrymandering.
He referred
to the proposal for the Small Heath by-pass.
This would
run adjacent to the existing Coventry Road and to use the
road as a boundary at this time would mean that very little
alteration would be required in the future.
He then
referred to the objections to the Commission's draft
proposals made by the Edgbaston Constituency Conservative
Association and others to the proposed Harborne and Quinton
Wards.
He had been a resident of Quinton for the last 12
years.
The proposal to use the Parish boundary as suggested
in the petition which had been lodged would meet little
objection from him, but it would not improve electoral
equality in the area to the south of the River Rea.
If
Quinton had any identity at all, and he felt this was
questionable, it lay with Quinton Parish Church, the High
Street, etc.
The bulk of the development was post war.
Quinton, unlike Harborne, had no clear centre.
It had a
number of shopping centres and a number of schools.
Referring again to the petition by the electors of Quinton
Ward he said that Croftdown Road, etc., were all on the
Beech Lanes estate.
The petition supported the claim that
these roads should be retained in the Quinton area, but
then went on to ask that other Quinton people should be
transferred into Harborne.
He too objected to the constant
reference to the value of property.
Some people couldn't
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make up their mind whether they lived in Quinton or
Harborne, and he also referred .to estate agent's particulars describing Hunstanton Avenue as being in Harborne.
With regard to Ladywood Ward Councillor Clark referred
to the submission they had made.
He felt that this was
one of the vorst examples of the City Council's scheme.
57. Mrs, Elizabeth Baker, the Honorary Secretary of the
Sutton Coldfield Federation of Associations of Residents,
said that she had been listening during the previous
speeches to a lot of political argument.
Her Federation
was not political.
They would like to make two main
objections to the proposed changes as put forward by the
Boundary Commission from the limited amount of information
available.
Firstly, that the proposed changes did not take
into account that although Sutton Coldfield was administered
by Birmingham City Council, it was very much a town with
which people identify.
Therefore anything which changed
the boundaries of the town was totally unacceptable.
Secondly, the names put forward for individual wards did
not identify with locally known areas and the new boundary
lines were not very realistic, for example, the town centre
was cut in half.
Mrs. Baker also criticised the lack of
publicity for the proposals.
She said that there did not
appear to be any real reasons for the changes and they were
thus a waste of tax payers1 money.
58. Councillor Wood said that he had represented Moseley
Ward for very many years.
He practised professionally in
the area and had married a Moseley girl.
They had never
received as many objections to a proposal as had been
received in respect of the Boundary Commission's proposals
to split Moseley Ward.
He supported all that had been said
earlier in the meeting by Councillor D.G. Bevan and Mr. Bevan.
There were few occasions when he could remember such strength
of feeling.
Moseley^had a long tradition and history and
change for changes sake was no argument.
It was arrant
nonsense for the Labour Party to suggest that Mbseley Ward
was divided into three communities.
There was no case
whatever for re-naming it Cannon Hill.
He supported the
City Council's scheme.
^
59. Councillor T. Solomon said that he had been an elected
representative for Moseley since 1965.
He objected to the
Commission's draft proposals for Moseley Ward.
It was one
of the oldest wards in the city and Moseley Village had
existed before as a separate entity.
It had at its centre
Moseley Green, within 100 yards of Moseley Parish Church.
Under the Commission's plan the ward would be divided into
three parts and the name Moseley would be lost.
With regard
to the proposed new Cannon Hill Ward, it was named after the
park whicb had originally Ipeen the grounds of a large house
and was given to tne Council in 1873.
There was no other
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He had examined the proposed new ward, and
it would be a very difficult ward to serve, because of the
very large number of parks and open spaces - Calthorpe
Park, Cannon Hill Park, the Edgbaston County Ground, Pebble
Mill, the Moor Green Sports Ground and the Police Sports
Ground.
It would not be easy to give service to the
electors because of the problems of getting round such a
large area.
He did not agree with the comments of the
Labour Party decrying Moseley shopping centre.
60. Councillor D. Minnis, the leader of the Liberal Group
on the City Council, said that his party were proposing a
scheme based on 42 wards, the same number as at present.
In doing so they accepted the need for boundaries to be
radically re-drawn in many cases because of the great
disparity in the size of electorates between some city wards
and others.
Originally a 42 ward scheme had the support of
all three political parties on the council and the idea was
also accepted in principle by the Boundary Commission.
Councillor Minnis said that following receipt of the
Commission's letter of 8th August 1975 inviting the Council
to submit proposals for new ward boundaries, various meetings
took place, mainly at officer level.
At that stage the
Commission was talking in terms of reducing Birmingham to
37 or 38 wards, particularly to produce compatibility with
County Council electoral divisions - it being envisaged
that the overall size of the County Council might diminish mainly at Birmingham's expense.
61. On the 14th January 1976 the all party General Advisory
sub-committee appointed to prepare a scheme met and at the
meeting considerable opposition was at first expressed to
the idea that Birmingham should be reduced below 42 wards.
Councillor Minnis read an extract from the minutes and said
that at the meeting arrangements wer-e made for the three
party leaders, with other members, 'to meet the Chairman of
the Commission,
62. At this meeting, which took place on the 23rd January
1976, Councillor Clive Wilkinson (then Leader of the Council),
Councillor Neville Bosworth (the present Leader) and
Councillor Minnis impressed on Sir Edward Compton that
although 39 wards was the absolute minimum with which
Birmingham could function efficiently, their real desire
was to retain 42 three member wards, redistributed to bring
about a fairly equal size of electorate in each ward.
Members present told Sir Edmund that although this would
probably mean incompatibility between District Ward and
County Council electoral division boundaries, the need of
the city to retain 42 wards and the benefit this would
bring would outweigh any disadvantages brought about by
incompatibility.
Sir Edmund replied that the Council's suggestion of
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that Birmingham would be submitting a scheme based on 39
wards.
However, he kindly undertook to represent the
delegation's request to the Commission, and said that their
decision would be communicated to the delegation as soon
as possible.
63. On 30th January 1976 the then Secretary to the
Commission wrote to Birmingham*s Chief Executive on a
number of points considered by the Commission.
So far
as the number of Birmingham Wards was concerned he said that
the Commission were prepared to consider a draft scheme of
representation for the City of 42 wards with a council of
126 members notwithstanding that this would not secure
compatibility.
The Council then put the wheels in motion
for the preparation of a 42 ward scheme, and at its meeting
of 18th February 1976 the General Advisory Committee
instructed the Chief Executive to prepare a draft scheme
based on 42 wards.
This decision was communicated to the
Commission.
64. Councillor Minnis said that things then started to
change.
The Labour Party organisation in the city as distinct from the Labour Group on the City Council
at that stage - together with the Labour Group on the West
Midlands County Council, came out against 42 wards and in
favour of 39.
Consequently at a meeting of the City
Council on 2nd March 1976 the controlling Labour Group
amended the General Advisory Committee's recommendations
to 39 wards instead of 42.
The Chief Executive was
instructed to proceed on this basis and he accordingly
informed the Commission.
65. At a later date the Conservative Party organisation
in the City and the Conservative Group on the City Council
also came round to the idea of 39 wards.
So far as he,
(Councillor Minnis) could tell this change of heart by the
Labour and Tory Groups on the Council was because of pressure
from their respective party organisations for compatibility
with County boundaries.
The main beneficiaries of compatibility were the political parties and the administrative
staff.
Councillor Minnis suggested that the main
beneficiaries of any election system should be the citizens.
66. Turning to the merits of a 42 ward scheme for
Birmingham, Councillor Minnis emphasised that the Liberal
Party had not drawn its own lines on a map because they
took the view that any political party preparing a scheme
would tend to draw up ward boundaries with regard to party
advantage at election time.
His own party would not be
any different in this respect.
They felt that the
preservation of democracy was not something they should
entrust to the party faithful in smoke filled committee rooms,
As a party they had preferred to rely on the outline of the
scheme prepared by the City's officers, unhindered by the
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in wards and in sections of wards.
The Liberal Party scheme
therefore, which had been submitted to the Commission by
Councillor Minnis on the 7th July 1977, was the scheme which
the Chief Executive had been processing for the Commission
until told by the Council on the 2nd March 1976 to drop it
in favour of a 39 ward scheme.
67. Councillor Minnis said that the arguments in favour
of 42 wards were, firstly, that the average electorate for
each Birmingham District Councillor was much greater than
that for Councillors in other districts in the West Midlands
County Council area, for example each Birmingham Councillor
represented 6,054 electors.
In Coventry the number was
4,416, in Dudley 3,352, Walsall 3,259, Wolverhampton 3,183,
Solihull 2,797, and in Sandwell 2,625.
Secondly, the
workload for each District Councillor was much greater than
that of a County Councillor, bearing in mind the relative
functions of the two authorities.
Thirdly, that if the
number of wards was reduced the pressure of work on Councillors
representing inner area wards would increase and, fourthly,
that adequate representation on the District Council was of
greater importance than compatibility with the County electoral
divisions.
Councillor Minnis said that had he not already been
committed to those points of view, the clarity and conviction
with which Councillors Bosworth and Wilkinson enunciated them
would have converted him,
68. Councillor Minnis said that the main point in favour of
42 wards was the workload of individual councillors.
The
heavier the workload the less easy it was to maintain contact
with electors.
39 wards, on the 1981 projected figures,
would have an average of 19,487 electors - an average per
councillor of 6,496, whereas 42 wards would give an average
of just over 18,000 electors.
He then compared these
figures with other large cities, as follows:
Leeds

33 wards

average 16,578

5,500 per councillor

Liverpool

33 wards

average 11,667

3,800 per councillor

Manchester

34 wards

average 10,470

3,500 per councillor

69. Councillor Minnis then compared the responsibilities
of councillors in the larger authorities, as follows:
Expenditure 1977/78
Leeds
Manchester
Liverpool
Birmingham

£118
£141
£111
£214

million
million
million
million
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Birmingham
Manchester

52,606
39,431

Leeds
Liverpool

32,727
32,681

He said that many other examples could be given in
individual service areas and their contention was that a
city of Birmingham's size - the largest Metropolitan
District Council in the country - needed a council of
at least its existing size if it was to carry out its
obligations to the citizens efficiently.
70. Councillor Minnis then considered the effect on the
timetable for elections on the new boundaries in 1979.
He said that the bulk of work had already been done by the
Chief Executive when the 42 ward plan was formulated.
Two
things had not been done, because the plan was scrapped
halfway through.
These were that the 1981 electorate had
not been forecast and the proposed ward boundaries had not
been slightly adjusted to take account of the forecast in
order to achieve wards of roughly equal size.
So far as
the 1981 forecasts were concerned he understood that in
the event of the Commission now deciding in favour of 42
wards for the City, the figures could be supplied to the
Commission in about three days.
Assistance could no doubt
also be given by the City in drawing up the written
descriptive outline of ward boundaries.
This would take
a further two weeks.
Therefore it would be possible to
put the 42 ward scheme through all its stages of consideration
and consultation by mid-September.
This would enable the
Electoral Registration Officer to prepare ward registers,
based on 42 wards, in time for publication of the new register
in February 1979.
71. In conclusion Councillor Minnis invited the Commission
to consider seriously their 42 ward plan, which had previously
enjoyed all party support at Council level in the City and
the composition of which had already been accepted in
principle by the Commission.
72. Councillor Keith Morris said that he represented Selly
Oak Ward.
He supported the City Council scheme as against
the Boundary Commission's draft proposals.
He wanted to
see Selly Cak retained as a ward.
It had a closely-knit
community and gave its name to a parliamentary constituency.
Under the draft proposals the name would disappear altogether
and the ward would be split between three other wards.
Dealing with comments which had been made regarding shopping
centres generally in the area, he said that the shopping centre
had been run down due to long-standing blight arising from
the Bristol Road proposal.
There was no community link with
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It had -over 232 acres
of parks, sports grounds etc., and he could not see how the
new ward could ever get a sense of community with all that
open space.
73. Mr. D.C. Cole said that he was a resident of Erdington.
He referred to the petition, which had been signed by 419
of his fellow residents and_sent to the Commission, protesting
against the draft proposalsj which separated the area in which
they lived from Erdington,
The proposed boundary line down
Orphanage Road almost cut the old Erdington Ward in two parts.
They wanted to keep and foster the community spirit which
they had, and asked that boundary lines be drawn where less
harm was done to old established areas.
He did not agree
with Dr. Bore's suggestion that radial roads should form
the natural divisions.
74. Mr. H. Edwards said that he had lived in Quinton for
many years on the Beeches Hill Estate.
He didn't agree with
what Councillor Clark had said (in paragraph 56) about the
Harborne/Quinton area.
He felt that the area should be
allowed to settle down, but he preferred the City Council's
plan to the Commission's draft proposals.
75. Mrs. Nora Hinks, a former Councillor representing
Newtown Ward, said that she supported what had been said
by Councillor Kinnis on behalf of the Liberal Party.
She
felt that Birmingham needed.more councillors not less.
76. Mr. Dick Knowles, Chairman of Hartley Green Community
Council, said that he was a former councillor and lived in
Bartley Green.
He supported the Labour Party proposals.
He pointed out that the City Council's scheme carved up a
ward like Stechford just as much as Moseley was carved up
by the Commission's scheme.
He hoped that in due course
they would have urban parish councils.
77. Mr. Brian Davies said he was a resident of Edgbaston,
and that the draft proposals in the north eastern area were
something of a nonsense.
The existing ward boundary line
of Islington Row had been done away with and Edgbaston had
been pushed right into the city centre.
There was no
reason, he thought, why the ward boundary should not remain
as it was, even if it left the ward somewhat tight on number
of electorate.
The several communities wanted to remain
as such.
They did not want to be divided up into precise
numerical packages.
78. County Councillor Don Lewis, representing Selly Oak,
said he objected very strongly to the ward being divided up,
as proposed by the Commission, part going to Cannon Hill
and part to Weoley Ward.
There would be a loss of
community spirit.
79.

Mr. Norman Silk said that he lived in Selly Oak and
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He was not a politician nor
was he a "number".
He liked to live as a person in a
community.
He condemned the proposed new Cannon Hill Ward,
which would cause the breaking up of the community.
The
number of electors in Selly Oak Ward was ideal at present at
approximately 19,000.
An immense number of people in Selly
Oak had protested by letter and petitions.
Their contributions should be taken into consideration although they
could not attend the meeting.
Selly Oak had existed since
Saxon times and was mentioned in the Domesday Book.
It had
been a ward of Birmingham since 1911 and the Selly Oak Colleges
were known throughout the world.
80. Miss Burgess-Smith, representing Selly Oak, said that
she supported what Mr. Silk had said.
She referred to the
cost of the upheaval and its effect on the rates.
Mathematically the Commissions proposals might work, but they
completely disregarded the community ties.
She referred to
the letter of objection which she had written to the
Commission on the 22nd June 1977, in which she had emphasised
that it was people who mattered - further they also mattered
before politics.
She thought it was common sense to accept
the City Council's plan.
81. Mr. V. Davies said he had been resident in the Selly
Park area for more than 30 years.
He disagreed with the
Boundary Commission's proposals to put the area into Cannon •
Hill Ward.
There would be great difficulty in building up
any community spirit.
In his view Selly Park should remain
part of Selly Oak or be part of the Bournville Ward.
8?. Mr. Ernest Bampton said he had been a resident of the
Selly Oak ward for more than 21 years.
He accepted that as
the number of voters in the various wards varied from about
6,000 to nearly 30,000, it was about time that a review took
place and that the Boundary Commission had a duty to make the
numbers per ward more equal.
They should, however, bring
this about by the minimum number of changes.
From his
study of the Draft scheme it appeared that in the Commission's
Draft proposals almost every boundary had been altered in some
way or another.
The scheme was a drastic alteration of the
existing pattern, causing the maximum of change.
The alternative scheme put forward by the City Council
provided for equalisation, with very much less disturbance
to the electors, whom it was all about.
He asked, therefore,
that further consideration be given to the City Council's
scheme.
He strongly ogjected to the Commission's proposal
that Selly Oak Ward should disappear completely and be
absorbed into three others.
As an elector living in the
Selly Oak Ward and the parliamentary constituency of the same
name he found it difficult to understand why, when the
number of electors in the ward was about the right amount,
the ward was now to be done away with.
Why should it not
remain as an entity!
It had been in existence since 1911
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within it had a long tradition of stability, loyalty and
community.
83. The Reverend Bernard Ward, representing Northfield
Council of Churches, said that he was concerned not just
about the past but the present as it was. The Commission
in their proposals retained Northfield as a ward name and
the Leader of the City Council when he spoke earlier in the
meeting had indicated that he had no objection to the West
Heath Ward in the City Council's scheme being named
"Northfield" and to an amendment to the boundary.
Mr. Ward
referred to the petition "The Save Northfield Campaign" and
to the letter sent by his Church Council to the Commission
on the 6th July 1977, with suggested improvements to the
boundaries of the ward.
Enough regard had not been given
to meeting community need in either the City Council's
scheme or the Commission's draft proposals.
84. Mr. B.K. Rodaway said he spoke as a private individual.
Four generations of his family had lived ,in Erdington.
He
objected to all the plans put forward.
He felt that one
had to look outside the City boundaries.
Erdington was
adjacent to the Meriden parliamentary constituency.
Some
8,000 to 9,000 votes should be transferred to Meriden.
This was the same number as Castle Vale Ward, which should
be united with Castle Bromwich.
In the circumstances he
felt that the existing ward boundaries should be maintained.
I explained to Mr, Rodaway that this proposal could not be
considered in connection with the present electoral review.
85. Councillor Mrs. Stewart said that she had represented
Billesley Ward on the City Council and on the County Council
for 8 years.
Referring to the map of the City Council's
scheme Mrs. Stewart drew attention to the small triangular
area to the south east of Coldbath Road which contained some
894 electors, and which had been included in Moseley Ward.
She felt this was political gerrymandering.
It was a prewar council estate and should be brought into the Billesley
Ward.
She thought that there was a very strong case for the
new Selly Park Ward.
86. Mr. G. Whitraarsh, representing Moor Green Residents
Association, objected to the splitting up of Moseley Ward
and to the Boundary Commission's draft proposals.
Moseley
had no community ties with Selly Park.
The River Rea did
appear to be a natural boundary.
87. Mr. E. Newey said he spoke as an individual resident
who had lived in Moseley for over 20 years.
He objected
to the Boundary Commission's draft proposals.
It horrified
him to think that that part of Moseley should be separated,
and that the name of Moseley should be lost.
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resident of Moseley, where he had lived for the past 8 years.
He felt that Moseley should remain as a separate ward for
reasons linked with its historical, cultural and social
importance as a district of Birmingham.
Mr. Bevan of Russell
Road earlier in the meeting had spoken very clearly of Moseley:s
historical and cultural links and he entirely endorsed this
view.' There were features of Moseley such as the Village,
the Rugby Club at the Reddings, and Moseley Hall which were
well -known throughout the country and which were illustrative
of the very strong separate identity of the present Ward.
It was simply not true, as Dr. Bore for the Labour
Party had said, that there was no community spirit in
Moseley.
On the contrary there existed a strong sense of
belonging to a distinct community.
In that sense Mbseley
was not merely the area to the West of the Alcester Road,
it was also a substantial area including his own road St. Agnes
and such roads as Oxford Road, Billesley Lane, School Road,
Grove Avenue and Cotton Lane, which lay to the east of the
Alcester Road.
Under the Boundary Commission*s proposals
Moseley would be mainly split two ways, into the suggested
Cannon Hill and Kings Heath Wards.
Neither had or would
have the same strong separate identity as Moseley; in fact
Cannon Hill was little more than a public park.
The
distinct community and identity was very apparent to anybody
living within the present Ward, and the large volume of
protest received by the Boundary Commission after their
proposals were published bore witness to the powerful views
people had.
It would constitute an insensitive and
irresponsible act to disregard such views.
It was highly probable that redrawing the Ward boundaries
in the way proposed would lead to the eventual extinction of
Moseley as a separate locality and community.
The name
would be likely to fall into disuse and the proposed change
to Cannon Hill and King's Heath Wards would inevitably lead
to the establishment of new localities within those districts
to Moseley's cost.
Moreover, merely re-naming one of the
proposed new v/ards Mosely would be no cure in that the present
name was connected to a distinct area which covered substantial
parts of both 'Cannon Hill1 and 'King's Heath*.
The boundary lines of the proposed new wards were
illogical and unrelated to the existence of disinct localities.
The proposal of the Boundary Commission as regards * Cannon Hill*
seemed only to indicate that after other areas south of
Birmingham City Centre, and more particularly south east of
Edgbaston had been designated there remained a large unrelated
area which was lumped together as 'Cannon Hill1.
This was
illustrated by the fact that 'Cannon Hill1 was an amalgam of
five existing wards,.namely Moseley, Selly Oak, Edgbaston,
Deritend and Spark Hill.
Mr. Orme submitted that it was
wasteful and nonsensical to proceed to devise a ward on such
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of Moseley which could easily comply with the necessary
requirements in respect of electoral population and parity.
He felt that because the ward boundaries proposed by
the City Council were much more consistent with these factors
and would leave Moseley to a substantial extent as it was
whilst achieving parity of electors, the City Council's
scheme was to be preferred to the Boundary Commission's
draft proposals,
89. Mr. Carr said that he had been a resident of Birmingham
for 49 years.
He supported proportional representation.
He preferred to see things remain as they were rather than
have Party A playing off Party B.
90. Councillor A.E. Orchard said he was a District
Councillor for Sandwell Ward.
He supported the submission
made earlier in the meeting by Councillor Hall (see paragraph
44) on behalf of the Handsworth Division Association regarding the boundaries of Sandwell, Handsworth and Aston wards.
All the conservative councillors and residents in the area
opposed the Boundary Commission's draft proposals and were
surprised that the Commission had ignored the scheme
submitted by the City Council, which they fully supported.
91. Mr. J.B. Woodward said that he represented Bournville
Village Trust and Weoley Hill Village Council.
He referred
to the written submission which the Trust had made to the
Commission on the 14th June 1977 for an amendment to the
proposed Weoley/Bartley Green Ward boundary.
All they
asked was that in future the whole of the Weoley Hill Village
Council area should be in one ward (whichever it was), and
they would like this request agreed.
They had sympathy
with the claims made on behalf of Northfield, but these
claims were in conflict with those of the Bournville Village
Trust.
They did not feel that the City had taken into
account the residents associations in the Bourville area.
92. Councillor Peter Barwell said he represented Edgbaston
Ward and he supported the City Council's plan.
He pointed
out that if the Boundary Commission's draft proposals were
adopted Edgbaston County Ground would be outside Edgbaston
Ward.
93. Councillor John Gopsill said he was a County Councillor
representing Kings Norton Ward.
The people of Kings Norton
were not enamoured of either plan, but they preferred the
City Council's plan to the Boundary Commission's proposals.
He referred to Kings Norton Church and other local buildings
being placed outside the ward in the draft proposals.
He
felt that people and their community ties mattered and had
not been sufficiently considered.
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and represented Selly Oak Ward.
He referred to St. Edwards
School and its extension in the grounds of the nearby
convent.
He pointed out that if the Boundary Commission's
draft proposals were adopted half the school would be in
one ward and half in the other.
He supported the City
Council's plan.
95. Mrs. D, Alexander said she was a resident in the Selly
Park area now proposed to be in Cannon Hill Ward.
Referring
to the alternative plans she said that one altered the
boundary considerably, the other much less.
She was
concerned about residents, churches and community activities.
96. Mr. Graham Gumming said that he was a retired architect
and Town Planner and he had lived in and around Moseley since
1950.
If one took an area of a quarter of a mile or so
round the parish church, that was all Moseley.
To split
it up was the height of stupidity.
He reiterated his
written submission to the Commission.
97. Councillor D.P. Alexander said he was a Councillor
for Selly Oak and an elector in the Ward, in the area which
just came into the proposed new Cannon Hill Ward.
He
supported the City Council's plan and thought the new Cannon
Hill Ward was ridiculous.
Selly Oak had one of the highest
polls in the City for municipal elections.
98. Councillor D. Caney, representing himself and the
Liberal Party, said he was a Councillor for Newtown Ward.
The Ward disappeared and became Ladywood or Aston, whatever
was decided.
As a City Councillor he did not agree with
either 39 or 42 wards.
He rejected 39 out of hand.
There
had been ceaseless erosion of the City Council.
Under the
former local government pattern there had been 39 wards in
Birmingham and 8 wards in Sutton Coldfield, and there had
been the aldermen.
On re-organisation, which had been
disastrous, the aldermen had been abolished and the number
of councillors reduced.
He would have liked to have seen
48 wards for the City, not on a political stance but from
a human standpoint.
At present there were a number of wards
with an electorate of over 20,000 and one with over 30,000.
No-one could represent such a number and the logical step
would be to increase the representation.
He hoped the
Commission would also consider the electorate and not the
political parties and accept the logic of increasing the
wards to 48,
99. Written submissions were handed in by Mrs, W, Ward
and by Mr. A.B. Woodhead, who were present at the meeting,
and by C.G. Moon and E.M. Moon of 144 Selly Park Road.
100. Mrs. Ward submitted that she lived within the Croftdown
Road, Beeches Lane Estate area and considered her local
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which was within easy walking distance of her home.
For
her to go to the Harborne centres she would have to take a
walk and a 'bus ride, and therefore she considered she came
closer to the "heart" of Quinton.
When children were
allocated Senior Schools, some were allocated Lordswood,
but also some were allocated to Quinton.
She and her
neighbourns shopped in Quinton.
She asked that the
Commission should leave Quinton as it is.
101. Mr. Woodhead made a submission on the Edgbaston Ward
boundaries.
With regard to the south eastern boundary he
said that substantial numbers of people objected to moving
the present River Rea boundary.
Those persons lived in
Bristol Road (East), Pebble Mill Road, Eastern Avenue and
Benroore Avenue, and he specifically represented 21 families
which he listed.
There were also a number of objectors living in Pershore
Road, and he listed seven families.
Only lack of time had
prevented him collecting a longer list.
The feelings of
persons in that area were strongly opposed to them ceasing
to be part of Edgbaston.
It was argued that the traditional
boundary - the River Rea - should remain, thus avoiding
unnecessary change and confusion, especially to Bristol Road
residents, half of whom would be inside and half outside
Edgbaston.
With regard to the north eastern boundary Mr. Woodhead
believed that the creation of a disembodied addition to
Edgbaston, north east of Islington Row/Lee Bank would be
unjustified and present many problems.
Islington Row and
Lee Bank were almost as impassable as a motor way, and the
pedestrian crossing points were at least % mile apart.
For
anyone concerned wi th Local Government or other community
affairs, this road barrier would make their work extremely
difficult by splitting up the ward into two physically
separate parts.
Residents of the area crossed the road as
little as possible because of the difficulties, and it would
not make sense to give them any other non-essential reason
to cross.
He felt strongly that the barrier of Islington
Row and Lee Bank made an ideal ward boundary and should
remain the boundary for Edgbaston.
Mr. Woodhead said that
the combined effect of these proposals would satisfy the
needs of the people concerned and would leave the electorate
numbers within the acceptable limits.
102. Mr. C.G. Moon and E.M. Moon strongly protested that
in the proposed revision of the wards Selly Oak disappeared,
much of it being incorporated in Cannon Hill.
The history
of Selly Oak spanned the period from Saxon times to that of
the present day.
In the late nineteenth century Selly Oak
became a desirable place for Birmingham's expanding industry
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who had contributed to its welfare, including Henry Elliott,
William Deakin, Thomas Gibbins, Joseph Ledsam, George Elkington
and Alfred Evans.
Selly Oak had become known internationally
for its colleges. , It had in fact been an independent parliamentary ward since 1911, a period of 67 years.
They did not
see why its identity should now be lost.
Couldn't a better
way be found to spend money rather than incur all such unnecessary expense at a time when the country was struggling with
its economy and where there were far more urgent needs?
The people in the Selly Oak area had lived as a community
for a long time, whereas the residents of Cannon Hill, Balsall
Heath, were complete strangers to them.
Was this not another
case where people as a group or community no longer appeared
to matter and they could be carved up by authority without
consideration for their feelings?
103. Dr. Bore, Councillor Clark and Councillor Bosworth
summed up for the political parties.
Dr. Bore said that there had been much mis-use of the
word "community".
A ward could not be a community.
One
should think how to create for Birmingham a fully representative system, meeting the three criteria.
Councillor Clark said that people in the inner city areas
too objected to the loss of well known ward names, for
example, Deritend, Saltley, Rotton Park (in the City Council's
scheme) and All Saints,
He felt that Aston Ward was overlarge.
Residents who had not been able to come along to the
meeting had as many problems as the Moseley and Selly Oak
residents.
Councillor Bosworth said that the plan which conformed
closest to the Chief Executive's plan was the City Council's
plan of September 1976.
Nearly every-one who had spoken
at the meeting had spoken against the Boundary Commission's
draft proposals in favour of the City Council's scheme.
It
met the three criteria of equality of electorate, identifiable'
boundaries and community interest best.
He asked the
Commission to take the question of community interest very
carefully into account.
The cases where it had been found
necessary to accept a slightly greater or lesser equality of
electorate in a ward were very few considering that they were
dealing with 39 wards, and were dictated by community ties
or boundaries.
He referred to the large number of people
who had attended the meeting or had made written submissions
to the Commission indicating that they were far more concerned
with maintaining local ties than in having precise electoral
equality.
It was abundantly clear that there was strong
•objection to the Boundary Commission's draft proposals and
that there was a strong preference for the City Council's scheme,
104.

At the re-convened evening meeting on the 26th January
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Stechford Ward on the City Council.
He objected to the
City Council scheme under which Stechford Ward would be
obliterated and taken in to Yardley, Hodge Hill and Shard End
wards.
He appreciated the difficulty as to electorate but
there was new building going on in Stechford and the numbers
were increasing.
The present, and natural, ward boundaries
were the River Cole and the main radial road.
The City
plan proposed boundaries which split existing communities.
105. Councillor Bosworth, the Leader of the Council,
reiterated the evidence he had given on the first-day of
the meeting with regard to the Sutton Coldfield/Birmingham
boundary (see paragraphs 22 - 24 of this report).
There was
prolonged and general applause from the very large audience
when he said that it was important to note that from an early
stage in the electoral review there was general agreement
that the former boundary between Birmingham and Sutton should
continue to be observed, and that the proposal of the Boundary
Commission to depart from the boundary was to be deplored.
106. Councillor Michael Wilcox said he was Chairman of
Sutton Coldfield Constituency Conservative Association and
a member of the West Midlands Metropolitan County Council
representing Sutton Coldfield Number One (Vesey) Ward.
Prior
to Local Government re-organisation in 1973/4 the Royal Town
of Sutton Coldfield was a Municipal Borough, falling within
Warwickshire County.
It had an area of approximately
13,691 acres, 28,922 dwelling houses and a population of
some 85,000 people.
On re-organisation in 1973 the status
of Sutton Coldfield was changed from that of a Royal Town
and.Municipal Borough within the County of Warwickshire, of
which it was very proud, into three wards within the City of
Birmingham and Metropolitan County of the West Midlands,
known as Sutton Coldfield Number One (Vesey), Sutton
Coldfield Number Two (Four Oaks) and Sutton Coldfield Number
Three (Newhall) Wards.
This change was deeply resented by
a substantial proportion of the population and prior to
re-organisation there were many representations to the
Government of the day that Sutton Coldfield should not be
incorporated within the City of Birmingham, all to no avail.
Notwithstanding the fact that since re-organisation
Local Government Administration has been carried out.from
Birmingham instead of the Council House Sutton Coldfield
and to a very much lesser extent from County Hall Birmingham
instead of the Shire Hall, Warwick, the Town was still very
much a separate community and jealously guarded its identity.
He believed, however, that the majority of people had
accepted Local Government re-organisation and that they had
done their very best to co-operate with the City of
Birmingham and to play their part as a section of the City
whilst retaining their own sturdy independence within that
context.
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of Birmingham District Council Ward boundaries was first
mooted in 1976 and rumour had it that there were proposals
to adopt Chester Road as the new boundary of Vesey Ward
there was instant opposition from a high proportion of the
residents who were to be transferred out of Vesey Ward into
Kingstanding, Oscott or Erdington Wards.
As the months
progressed details of the plan for ward re-organisation
within the whole of Birmingham Metropolitan District became
known.
Insofar as they affected the old Borough of Sutton
Coldfield the changes could be divided into five parts.
Firstly, the division of the old established community of
Banners Gate by transferring the portion lying on the
Birmingham City Centre side of the Chester Road, partially
to the proposed Kingstanding Ward and partially to the
proposed Oscott Ward, which was deeply resented by a
substantial proportion if not all of the population.
Secondly, the transfer of Oscott, Erdington or Castle Vale
Wards of the City of Birmingham of those parts of Fosseway
Drive, Lakehouse Road, Sycamore Road, Beech Road, Highfield
Drive, Gravelly Lane, Knipersley Road, Berwood Farm Road,
etc., that were within the Vesey Ward of Sutton Coldfield.
There again there was a very strong body of opposition.
Thirdly, the transfer into Vesey Ward of a small area between
Green Lanes and Orphanage Road lying on the Sutton Coldfield
side of the Chester Road.
Councillor Wilcox said that unless
the residents of those roads objected the Sutton Coldfield
people would welcome them within the Vesey Ward.
Fourthly,
Certain internal changes between Sutton Coldfield Number One,
Number Two and Number Three Wards.
So far as He was aware
the only major objection was from the Town Centre Residents
Association who felt that the splitting of the Town Centre
into two wards was not a good thing and that their association
would be able to foster the community spirit more effectively
if the whole of the Town Centre fell within one ward.
Finally, the proposal to drop the prefix Sutton Goldfield
Number One, Number Two and Number Three, and purely leave the
names of Vesey, Four Oaks and Newhall.
There were a lot of
people who would like to retain the name Sutton Coldfield
because they felt that the removal of this prefix was another
link in the overall proposal to destroy the identity of
Sutton Coldfield as a separate entity.
108. Councillor Wilcox then went on to deal with the proposals
of the Boundary Commission to transfer the residents of Vesey
Ward living on the City side of the main Chester Road out of
Vesey Ward into Kingstandirig, Oscott or Erdington Wards, and
said that in his remarks he was fully supported by his .three
District Council colleagues, Councillors Fancote, Morris and
Williams, who were present at the meeting. The three main
political parties, namely the Conservatives, the Socialists
and the Liberals, were unanimous that the boundaries of
Sutton Coldfield Number One (Vesey) Ward should follow the
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Banners Gate and the other small roads should not be
transferred out of Vesey Ward.
it was a remarkable occurrence
to obtain such political unanimity.
The views of the people
of Banners Gate were well expressed in the letter to the
Commission, dated the 6th July, signed by the Member of
Parliament for Sutton Coldfield, Mr. Norman Fowler, the three
District Councillors and the County Councillor for Vesey Ward,
the Chairman of Banners Gate Residents Association, the Vicar
of Banners Gate, the Minister of the United Reformed Church
and a local trader, and which set out the objections to the
proposals of the Boundary Commission, backed as it was by a
petition signed by no less than 2,528, or 61% of the 4,125
electors from 1,249 or 64% of the 1,949 houses in that
portion of Banners Gate, which the Boundary Commission Plan
proposed to transfer out of Vesey Ward.
109. Councillor Wilcox said that Banners Gate was a complete
community stretching from Darnick Road, off Monmouth Drive,
through to the present boundary of Vesey Ward, that Chester
Road ran very approximately through its centre and that the
Boundary Commission Plan would divide the old established
community in two.
He had been involved in Local Government
and local politics in one capacity or another since 1947
and he could not recollect any issue which had raised so much
genuine concern and objection amongst the residents, who felt
that their birthright was being taken away from them.
The
proportion of people signing the petition was truly remarkable
even for so important a matter.
The petition was not the
result of high pressure salesmanship.
It had been organised
by the local Conservative Association in conjunction with the
Local Residents Association and a very considerable amount
of help had been received from all the local residents in the
exercise, which had been mounted to ensure that the claim by
the Member of Parliament and by Local Councillors that local
residents were whole-heartedly against any change was not an
exaggeration.
It was hoped that when the petition was
submitted the Boundary Commission would agree that the Chester
Road should no longer be adopted as their proposed new boundary,
and that they would agree to accept the existing boundary.
Since July 1977 he and his fellow Councillors and the
Member of Parliament had had many representations asking
what had happended and in November there had been a deluge
at the Councillors Advice Bureau because someone had mistakenly
stated that the Boundary Commission had decided to adopt the
Chester Road and were not proposing to allow local people the
opportunity to discuss it at any informal meeting.
He
understood that fellow Councillors of other political
persuasions from adjoining Wards had similar representations.
It had been agreed on his request to hold the evening meeting
to enable local people to come and put forward their views.
The local Residents Association arranged a meeting .in the
Banners Gate Village Hall on Friday the 6th January, and he
had been impressed that some 160 people attended and expressed
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So often there was hardly
anybody at such a public meeting.
110. Councillor Wilcox vent on to say that so far as the
other smaller roads were concerned the residents were equally
incensed at the Boundary Commission's proposals and a similar
letter on their behalf had been sent to the Commission on the
6th July.
Since then the Highfield Drive Residents Association
through Mr. Mason, their Chairman, had made representations on
behalf of all the roads.
He appreciated as a Chartered
Surveyor by profession that looked at from an Ordnance Map
Chester Road was a very logical and natural boundary and
that initially there seemed no sense at all in the existing
boundaries separating Vesey Ward from the old Kingstanding
and Erdington Wards, and he could well understand the
difficulty of the Boundary Commission in accepting the very
strong plea put forward by the local residents to leave them
alone until a representative of the Commission had attended
to hear their views and perhaps more particularly had visited
the area and looked at the boundaries as they existed in
contrast to the boundaries as they are proposed.
111. Councillor Wilcox said that Schedule 11, paragraph 3,
sub-paragraphs 2(c) and 3(b) clearly laid down that every
community should lie wholly within a single ward of the
district and that regard should be had to any local ties
which would be broken by the fixing of any particular
boundary.
He understood that the Commission had indicated
that they would not be prepared to accept any new boundaries
which divided established communities.
He submitted that
Banners Gate was very much a community in itself, bounded
as it was by Kingstanding, Sutton Park and Darnick Road.
Sutton Coldfield was a peculiar place and the Vesey Ward
vas perhaps more unusual than any other part in that it was
broken down into the areas Wylde Green, Boldmere, Banners
Gate, all three sections existing quite separately but quite
happily as independent communities within the one electoral
district, and it was only by living amongst the people that
one fully understood all their idiosyncrasies and very strong
local loyalities.
He had come to appreciate this through
his three year term as Chairman of the Sutton Coldfield
Constituency Conservative Association, his involvement in
the early 1970's as a Councillor for Boldmere East and
currently for the whole of the Vesey Ward, where the problems
and the attitudes and the approaches varied dramatically from
one side of the ward to another.
Perhaps even more marked
was the contrast between Banners Gate on the one side and
Kingstanding on the other, with which so far as he could see
they had absolutely nothing at all in common and would resent
desperately any attempt to move them.
He suggested that if
the Boundary Commission insisted on adopting the Chester Road
as the boundary between Vesey Ward and those adjoining there
would be considerable bitterness and discontent from the
present Banners Gate residents for many years to come, and
a dramatic effect upon the property values and the social

cohesion of the area, whereas if the present boundary was
maintained it was likely to continue virtually unchanged.
112. The letter to the Boundary Commission of the 6th July
1977 with attached petition and copy of the electoral roll
showing the addresses of those persons signing the petition
made some 16 points in support of the retention of the
status quo.
Councillor Wilcox commented on the principal
points, as follows:
.(a)

61% of the electors and 64% of the households in the
area had signed a petition indicating that they wished
the status quo to remain unchanged.

(b)

Banners Gate was a relatively modern residential area
having been built primarily in the 1930's and 1940's
and as to the vast majority houses were privately owned,
whereas Kingstanding was to a very large extent built
between the wars and was post war Council housing.
Without in any way being derogatory to the
inhabitants of Kingstanding the residents of Banners
Gate believed that if they were to be transferred from .
Vesey Ward Sutton Coldfield to Kingstanding Ward that
there would be an immediate depreciation in- the value
of their houses and that many of them would be unable
to achieve a sale at a price to cover their present
outstanding mortgages.
They had sought advice from
a local estate agent and had been so advised.

(c)

Of perhaps prime importance was the fact that Sutton
Coldfield was selected by Warwickshire County Council
for a first and middle school experiment whereby the
transfer from first to middle school was at 8 instead
of 7 and from middle to secondary school at 12 instead
of 11.
On re-organisation Birmingham maintained within
the old Borough of Sutton Coldfield the Warwickshire
system.
Within the old Birmingham area the .change was
at 7 and 11.
Many people moved from surrounding areas
into Sutton Coldfield for the specific purpose of obtaining the benefits of this educational system, which they
believed to be superior to the change at 7 and 11.
Whilst it was said that if this part of Banners Gate was
transferred into Kingstanding Ward the educational pattern
would be unchanged, local residents believed, and he
thought it highly probable, that a change although not
immediate would take place within a few years.
There
were a large number of children within this area and
parents were.desperately worried having made the sacrifice
to purchase properties within Banners Gate area of Sutton
Coldfield that it would be to no avail.

(d)

The Church of England in Banners Gate was represented by
the Church of St. Columba and as a past member of the
Sutton Coldfield Deanery Synod Councillor Wilcox knew
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that Banners Gate had always taken an active part in the
Sutton Coldfield Church life.
Initially again there
would be no change, but it could only be a matter of
time before St. Columba was transferred into the adjoin-,
•ing deanery if Chester Road became the new Local
Government boundary.
He could not personally speak
for the other Churches, but he understood that their
situation was similar.
(e)

In terms of Residents Association, and Banners Gate had
a very active one, they played a leading part in the
Sutton Coldfield Federation of Residents Associations
and had made a big impact upon the social and cultural
life of the town.
He had suggested to them that if
Chester Road became the new boundary there was no reason
for them to break their ties.
They rightly had replied
that Banners Gate was a community flanking both sides of
the Chester Road and that if one half was taken away it
would tear out the heart of the very active association,
which did so much good for the community of Banners Gate
and which had been built up with hard work over the years.
They had reminded him that the situation was very different in the days when there was no Local Residents Association to act as a pressure group in the interests of
Banners Gate upon the Local Councillors irrespective of
their political persuasions and other bodies,

113. Summarising Councillor Wilcox said that he hoped that
the letters and petitions of the 6th July 1977, subsequent
representations, a view of the area and his comments would
help persuade the Boundary Commission that the boundary of
Banners Gate, and indeed the whole of Vesey Ward, should
remain unchanged, and that the opinions he had expressed
would be confirmed as to the various points by the local
residents who were present at the meeting specifically to
participate in the discussion.
114, Dr, Bore, Secretary of Birmingham District Labour Party,
said that he recognised the position of Sutton Coldfield and
its community aspirations.
The Labour Party had no objection to the Sutton/Birmingham boundary being maintained.
However, included in the Local Government Act 1972 was the
rule relating to electoral equality.
If the Boundary
Commission went back to the former boundary then he hoped
there would be no changes to the Commission's proposals in
respect of Oscott, Kingstanding and Erdington wards.
He
referred to the comments on Sutton Coldfield he had made on
the first day of the meeting (see paragraph 50 above).
With regard to the proposals of the Sutton Town Centre
Residents Association on the internal ward boundaries within
Sutton Coldfield, Dr. Bore said that in the Labour Party's
comments to the Commission, dated 1st July 1977, they had
advocated an amendment to the boundaries between the
proposed Four Oaks, Walmley and Vesey wards, to obtain
closer electoral equality.
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Association, said he was a former councillor of Sutton
Coldfield and of Birmingham.
In all his time in politics
he had never known an issue which brought such a response
from the public.
He had been involved in a number of local
campaigns and as a general rule only a handful of people
were concerned.
On this occasion his post was so large he
had to make special arrangements to deal with it, and some
2,000 people joined in.
He said that the former Sutton Coldfield used to consist
of ten wards, with three councillors each.
They were very
disappointed on re-organisation to be reduced to three wards.
He considered that the larger wards had been to the detriment
of the City and the County, and he urged the largest possible
size of council - at least 42 wards.
The view of the Liberal
Party was that Sutton should have 4 wards.
There was an
absolute necessity to retain the old borough boundary, and
the magic number of an exactly equal electorate should not
be used to alter existing communities where they existed on
the ground.
Despite the very large number of people
attending the meeting, this was only the tip of the ice-berg.
There was profound and wide-spread objection to the Boundary
Commission* s proposals.
116. Mr". Bardell, Vice Chairman of Banners. Gate Residents
Association, said that the members of his association found
the boundary change proposed by the Commission to be completely
unnecessary.
The present boundary followed a natural line
between the old Birmingham boundary and Sutton Coldfield,
running from Queslett Road parallel with the rear of the
gardens in Cooksey Lane overlooking the King George V. Playing
Fields and crossing Kingstanding Road.
The proposal was
contrary to Schedule •!. of the Local Government Act of 1972,
paragraph 3, and would break the close knit community life
of Banners'Gate, such as the Townswomens' Guild, the Banners
Gate Musical Society, the Parish life of St. Columba's Church
of which many were members.
Furthermore, it would have an
adverse effect on the work of the Banners Gate Residents
Association, who had had in the past a close relationship with
the Borough Council of Sutton Coldfield, prior to be being
taken in to the Birmingham District Council.
Mr. Bardell said that the Kingstanding area was mainly
council property, and there was less property consciousness
by the occupiers, at least exteernally.
The Sutton Education
Committee were allowed to operate a school change at the age
of 12 years to higher education, whereas with Birmingham it
was 11 years.
Kingstanding schools were not in a position
to take a further influx, furthermore there was more truancy
and discipline was lower.
It was easier to lower ones
standards than to raise them, and in his opinion in the
country as a whole morals were dreadfully low without further
contributing to it.
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bought their houses to be in Banners Gate so that their
children could be educated in a Sutton Coldfield School and
not Kingstanding.
The present sentiments of most young
parents was that if this boundary change took place then they
would move.
On the one hand the Government were asking for
a reduction in expenditure and on the other hand a temendous
sum of money was being spent on stationery, etc. in this
reorganisation, details of which had already been circulated
to various bodies.
It was not a proposal but a fact that
Big Brother had been living in disguise for some years,
117. The Reverend M. Graham, Vicar of St. Columba's Church,
said he spoke not as a ratepayer, nor as a property owner,
nor from any political viewpoint, but simply as the Vicar
of the Parish Church of St. Columba, Banners Gate, Sutton
Coldfield.
Banners Gate was a cohesive unit astride Chester
Road North and had considerable community spirit, developed
since the establishment of the area in the mid-1930's.
It
had always looked to Sutton Coldfield as its centre.
His
plea was for stability.
The Boundary Commission proposals
would separate the community into three separate wards Vesey, Cscott and Kingstanding, to be followed in due course
no doubt by further administrative changes along the lines
of these proposals.
He urged, therefore, that consideration
be given to the desire of a petition on behalf of 2/3 of the
residents of the community to remain within Vesey Ward in recognition of traditional ties - social and recreational,
administrative, educational and ecclesiastical.
Above all
he pleaded this in order that the community spirit and life
which had been established would not be weakened, if not
destroyed, by the implementation of the Boundary Commission's
proposals.
118. Mr, J. Hart said that most of the points he wished to
make had already been made, but that one problem that
weighed heavily on peoples minds was education.
Many
residents had been born in the borough and raised in Sutton
Schools, and wished their children to do the same.
Many
had purchased properties in Sutton Coldfield to raise their
own standards and also to give their children the chance to
go to the towns excellent schools.
If the boundary was
moved to Chester Road they would be out of the Sutton
Coldfield catchment areas.
A booklet recently put out by
the education authority clearly stated that selection for
school places was carried out geographically.
The enforcement of a new geographic boundary would, without any doubt,
have an adverse effect on the lives of many many children.
119. Mrs. Elizabeth Hunter, representing Sutton Coldfield
Town Centre Residents Association, objected to the lack of
earlier consultation.
She supported what Councillor Wilcox
had said.
Her association objected to the draft proposals
for the Town Centre.
They were convinced that this change
could only be to the disadvantage of the area, which was a
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typical town centre, providing the full range of facilities.
It had certain common problems, namely, the consequences of
commercial development, residential redevelopment and
congested main and residential roads.
At present three
Councillors represented the Ward.
If the Town Centre were
to be split, as in the Commission's draft proposals, then
the already difficult problem of communication would be
doubled and responsibility would be diluted to an unfair
extent, as no less than six Councillors would represent
this sensitive area.
It was not inconceivable that in
the future one side of the Parade could be represented by
Councillors having quite different political views from
those representing the other side, with a consequent
stultifying effect on the development of the area.
It was
important that the elected .representatives for the Town
Centre area see that the interests of the residents of this
pressurised area were given due consideration.
The proposals
would only worsen an already difficult situation.
With regard to the areas to the south-west of the Town
Centre, Mrs. Hunter said that some areas adjacent to Chester
Road were proposed to be moved into Birmingham wards and
out of Sutton Coldfield.
While her Assiciation accepted for Local Government
purposes that Sutton Coldfield was part of the greater
Birmingham area, it was patently obvious that Sutton
Coldfield was a separate entity as a Town of long standing
with a centre and community life, and they most strongly
supported the residents of the area who, having been brought
up in the Town, were now to be "exported" for no apparent
good reason.
Any problems of numbers must be resolved
within Sutton Coldfield*s traditional boundaries.
It was
not inconceivable that as the Town grew it would ultimately
regain control of its own affairs.
The way should be left
open for this, and this "nibbling away" at the boundaries
should be prevented.
With regard to ward names the Association objected
most strongly to the removal of the Town name from the ward names, as though the Town no longer existed and was being
wiped from the map, and her Association felt that any
revision should incorporate the Town name.
They recommended, therefore, that the proposed encroachment on the Town boundaries be withdrawn, and that the
existing ward boundaries in the Town Centre be maintained,
with the possible exception that the area bounded by Upper
Clifton Road and King Edward Square be included in the same
ward as the rest of the Town Centre.
They felt that the
ward names should be Sutton Coldfield (Vesey), Sutton
Coldfield (Four Oaks) and Sutton Coldfield (Newhall), preserving the identity of the town.
They could see no logic in
the change of name of Newhall Ward to Walmley.
Walmley was
an area quite remote from the Town Centre, while the Newhall
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and would only confuse.

The change was unnecessary

120. Mr. S.B. Flavell asked what the reason was for proposed
boundary changes, and what, if anything, did the Sutton
Coldfield residents stand to gain by the transfers, if imposed,
If the Sutton Coldfield residents had wanted to reside in
Kingstanding or Gscott Wards then they would have purchased
properties in those areas in the first instance.
They were
proud of being Sutton residents and wished to remain so.
Surely in a Democratic Society it was their birthright to
remain free and decide where and with whom their loyalties
existed.
Mr. Flavell felt that this was one more display
of dictatorship, and he would say to those responsible "Keep
your hands off Sutton".
Sutton had most successfully
managed its own affairs for many years.
It was alleged
at the time of reorganisation that Sutton was too small.
He felt that Birmingham was much too large for efficient
local government.
If the City desired to live up to its motto "Forward"
He suggested that it should as a priority launch a massive
clean up campaign, rather than straddle Sutton Park with
gates, notices, and the proposed carve up of a residential
area.
As an example he cited College Road, New Oscott, which
since Birmingham took over had become a dumping ground for
rubber goods, bottles, beer cans, etc.
Demolition of garden
walls by vandals was a favourite pastime to say nothing of
broken panes of glass.
The residents were certainly not
responsible.
Furthermore the grass verges, once so
immaculate v/ere virtxaally non-existant, and the footpaths
were nothing more than cycle tracks.
He invited V.I.P.fs
on the Council to see for themselves what Sutton residents
were having to contend with.
121. Mr. C.V. Kirkham asked for and was given an assurance
that my report would be published.
122. Mr. J. Moore, representing Sutton Coldfield Federation
of Residents, said he supported all the objections which had
been made to the Boundary Commission's proposals to alter
the Sutton boundaries.
His Association felt that the old
boundaries should be retained.
123. Mr. Bernard Golding, of The Greenway, Banners Gate,
said that it might help to examine some positive facts
relating to the proposed boundary changes.
If one looked
only at the map of the areas of Kingstanding and Banners
Gate, the numerical distribution of the population, the
numbers of houses etc., it would appear that the draft
proposals published by the Boundary Commission would be
logical.
The existing boundary, however, followed a ridge
of high ground which was used to determine and establish the
geographical limits of the .City .of Birmingham and the Town
of Sutton Coldfield, and they had each controlled the

-redevelopment of their respective areas within the existing
boundary line.
In the case of Sutton Coldfield, the area
known as Banners Gate was developed as a private residential
area, commensurate with other properties in Sutton Coldfield;
namely owner occupied houses in which the owners could
desirably invest the results of their life's ambitions and
savings.
To examine the development of Kingstanding area one
should turn one's attention to the events in the late 1920's
and early 1930's.
At that time the nation found itself in
a period of depression, with the result that numbers of
people came to industrial Birmingham seeking employment.
In many cases their means were limited, and it fell to the
then Birmingham Council to provide homes for these people.
The Council looked at its map, and found that it held a
large undeveloped area to its North East which bordered with
Sutton Coldfield, and after consideration they decided to
build a Council Estate in that area.
Due to the then
prevailing condition it had been necessary to build the
maximum number of houses from the capital which the City had
at its disposal.
This Estate had been built and had become
known as Kingstanding.
Mr. Golding pointed out that the
two developments had taken entirely different courses, on
the one hand an area built under force of circumstances,
and on the other a natural progressive development.
This
was why the various Associations and people felt that their
transfer into Kingstanding would be entirely undesirable.
It had been estimated by independent sources that such a
change would reduce property values by some 15% to 20%.
It was unthinkable that this blight should be imposed upon
their lives and their property.
He added that the facts
that he had pointed out were in no way intended to suggest
that the residents of Kingstanding had any different desires
or ambitions or should receive any different considerations.
Finally, Mr. Golding suggested that considering all the
relative facts the Boundary Commission's draft proposals
should be scrapped, and the existing boundary left undisturbed.
124. Mrs. Snelson said she lived in George Frederick Road.
She used to be a council tenant in Kingstanding.
All her
life she had wanted to move to Sutton Coldfield, and she
and her husband had saved and moved to Banners Gate.
She
had found it to be a delightful community in which to live.
When they purchased the property there was nothing in the
local search made by the solicitor to show any intended
boundary change.
125. Mr. Frank Rawle said he had lived in Kings Road,
New Oscott, for many years.
When he moved in it was a
small country lane.
He had joined the local residents
association.
Already the area had suffered a major re-shuffle
and been included in Birmingham.
Since' the merger that part
of Sutton Coldfield had deteriorated.
They were tarred with
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with motor caravans, washing of cars in the road, and acts
of vandalism, muggings and robbery.
He failed to see what
advantages the proposed boundary changes would give.
There
was no purpose in the change.
126. Mr. K. Bruce, Chairman of Walmley Residents Association,
said that they too supported what Councillor Wilcox had said,
and the Banners Gate Residents Association.
They objected
to the dropping of the pre-fix "Sutton Coldfield" to the
ward names.
They supported the Boundary Commission1s choice
of terminology for Walmley itself rather than Newhall.
127. Councillor Brian Smith said he was a socialist county
councillor for longstanding Ward.
There was a clearly
recognisable boundary between Sutton and Birmingham and
basically the Labour Party supported that boundary.
The
merger of the two areas on Local Government Re-organisation
in 1974 had been a cultural shock for the people of Sutton.
The Labour Party would however give the people in Banners
Gate the excellent service they wanted. He could understand
the Commission sitting in London and just looking at a map
thinking that Chester Road might be a good boundary.
The
number of councillors in Sutton had been reduced.
What
they all needed now was a long period of rest and calm so
that Sutton could get used to Birmingham, and vice versa.
128. Mrs. Reid said that she and her husband had chosen to
live in Sutton Coldfield.
They wanted to live in the Royal
Town.
It was an area mostly of owner occupied houses.
The change proposed by the Boundary Commission would mean
that they would lose value.
The residents had big mortgages
an-^ many of her neighbours, particularly the young people,
were very worried and concerned that they had wasted their
money,
129. Councillor T.M. Williams said that he was a District
Councillor for Vesey Ward and a member of the Education
Committee.
The Sutton Coldfield Schools were geared to
transfer at the age of 12+.
The children from Banners Gate
go to three secondary schools in Sutton Coldfield.
They
were feeling the effects of a slight bulge and the schools
were being extended.
He felt that to have a ward in the
City of Birmingham with two different education systems was
utter nonsense.
130. Mrs, D. Kirkham disagreed with the Boundary Commission* s
proposals.
She criticised the bureaucratic approach and
said that the residents felt that they were still at the
mercy of the faceless ones.
131. Mr. K. Mason, representing Highfield Drive Residents
Association, said that his Association objected to the proposal
to adopt the Chester Road as the boundary, transferring Fossway
Drive, Lake house Road, part of Gravelly Lane, part of Chester
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part of Sycamore Road, part of Beech Road and part of Berwood
Farm Road.
He said that he spoke on behalf of nearly all
the residents, 530 houses - about 1,500 people, as he,
together with his residents association had organised a
petition which showed that almost all the residents objected
to this move.
There was only one "donft know".
The
proposals, if carried out, would be unfortunate for the
people living in those roads, because they had at present
a "good address" - Sutton Coldfield, and it was proposed to
give them a not so good address - Erdington.
He asked,
why should it he changed, and what was the point of it?
If it was because it made administration easier it was
nonsense.
If it was because of the services, it would be
no easier, as a reference to the map would show.
If, as
they supposed it was, to tidy up the map, then it was again
a case of the bureaucrat and the establishment trying to take
over and run their lives, and it was time it was stopped.
He asked why the people living in those roads should be
forced to change.
They had chosen to go and live in
Sutton Coldfield, possibly because of the address, and of
course there would be very real financial disadvantages,
if it came to selling, as property with a Sutton address
was worth more than one with an Erdington address.
Old
allegiances and loyalties to their area would be broken.
This was true, and it did matter, especially in the Sutton
area, where there was a very definite centre of social
activity.
132. Mr. Turner said that Banners Gate could claim local
ties with Sutton Coldfield as far back as 1148, as it was
part of Sutton Chase.
In the eighteenth century it was
known as common land.
Around 1850, due to Sutton* s rising
population, there was expansion in out-lying districts.
At Boldmere a new parish was formed, which originally
extended from the Erdington boundary to that of Walmley,
and included the Banners Gate and Powells Pool areas.
They could definitely picK up the local ties again in 1931.
Banners Gate prior to this was in the Parish of Perry Barr
in the County of Stafford.
In 1931 an event of outstanding
importance occurred, namely the acguisition under' the Sutton
Coldfield Act of 1930, of a strip of land alongside the
Chester Road, near the Birmingham, boundary, at longstanding.
The area was 654 acres, with a population of 150,
This
ensured that Sutton Park became for the first time in the
history of the Borough, entirely surrounded by land within
the Sutton boundary.
This acquisition was the fulfilment
of one of the greatest ambitions of the then Town Clerk (the
late Mr. R.A. Reay-Nadin) who, on taking office in 1904,
pledged himself to that end.
The arguments for Banners Gate to be transferred to
Sutton still held good.
They had their own library, churches,
post office, schools, cubs, brownies, scouts, girl guides.
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Coldfield.
133. Mr. Frith said that he appreciated that the meeting
was in respect of local election boundaries but they might
influence other developments, such as schools.
He repeated
what had previously been said about the lowjstandard of
services provided by Birmingham in the area and referred to
correspondence he had had with the City Council offices.
He felt that on a future re-organisation of local government
Sutton might be given its independence again and therefore
it was important to keep Banners Gate in Sutton Coldfield.
134. Mrs. Bailey endorsed what had been said by her fellow
residents of Banners Gate.
All of them had decided to buy
houses in Sutton Coldfield.
They cost more money and they
had large mortgages.
This was a very important consideration
when it was proposed to transfer them to another area.
She
produced a letter from local estate agents confirming that
in their professional opinion an alteration to the boundary
and the consequent change of address could have a detrimental
effect upon the value of property in the Banners Gate area.
There was no doubt that a Sutton Coldfield address commanded
a premium, and this was taken into consideration when a
survey and valuation was carried out.
135. Miss Alison Fairn, M.A., said she wanted to object to
the proposed Cannon Hill Ward.
She said that she had lived
in Moseley most of her life, and her objections were based
on research which she had carried out for her publication
"A History of Moseley".
The name and the community of
Moseley had existed in various forms since the Saxon period.
There was no basis for the Cannon Hill Ward, and the eastern
and western boundaries were contrary to those traditionally
recognised by the community,
Moseley people had a strong
sense of community, and many families had lived there for
over 150 years.
She referred to the strong ecumenical
grouping and events such as the Moseley Festival.
Miss Fairn
said she had written a letter to the Commission objecting to
the proposals in July 1977, and she handed in two maps from
"A History of Moseley" to accompany the letter.
136. Summing up Councillor Bosworth asked that I communicate
to the Boundary Commission the overwhelming response of the
residents of Sutton Coldfield against the draft proposals.
Their message quite simply was "Leave us alone".
It was
appreciated that the total number of wards in the City had
to be reduced.
But it should be done on the basis of interfering with boundaries as little as one possibly could.
With minor exceptions everybody favoured the City Council
plan, including the County Council and the majority of the
people.
He said that Dr. Bore had spoken eloquently against
the City plan, but the alternative plan put by the Labour
Party was an academic submission based on a philosophy of
radial and arterial roads and not communities, and the people
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Councillor Bosworth was supported by Councillor Wilcox and
Sir Francis Griffin, representing the West Midlands County
Council.
Sir Francis said one must have a sense of feeling
for the opinion of such a large crowd of people who had
attended the meeting.
They felt they were being frustrated
by the Boundary Commission.
137. County Councillor Clark, for the Labour Party, said
that Councillor Bosworth had spoken about the rest of the
City and he wanted to reply.
The reason why there had to
be change was in consequence of the provisions of the Local
Government Act 1972.
The Commission's draft proposals were
not to the advantage of the Labour Party.
On the City
Council their seats too would be reduced.
The draft proposals
as they related to the Sutton Coldfield area would also be to
the disadvantage of the Labour Party.
If the change was
essential it was better that it should be fair, with equality
of representation and good boundaries.
138. Summing up for the Liberal Party Mr. Ian Powney said
that one must recognise that the Cutton Coldfield issue was
symbolic of their desire to retain a community.
It was his
view that the large district of Birmingham with the largest
size wards in the County could not be allowed to continue
indefinitely.
It was due to local government re-organisation
for political purposes.
Sutton Coldfield wanted to be an
integral unit.
139. Prior to the meeting I made a general inspection of
the area on Monday 23rd January 1978, accompanied by Mr. Cave
of the City's Electoral Registration Department, and in
particular examined the Sutton Coldfield boundaries and the
major areas of dispute, including the Commission's proposed
Cannon Hill Ward and the adjacent wards.
On- Friday 27th
January I made a further inspection to view the several
matters to which my attention had been drawn specifically
during the course of the meetings.
CONCLUSIONS

AND

RECOMMENDATIONS

140. Before setting out my recommendations I would like to
express my thanks to all those who in the interests of the
City of Birmingham gave so much of their time and effort to
make written representations about the future electoral
arrangements for the City, and to attend the meetings. I have
been helped considerably by their deliberations.
My particular
thanks are due to the Council's Officers for the arrangements
they made for the meetings and for the courteous and efficient
way in which they responded to all my requests.
141. Prior to the publication of their draft proposals the
Commission had before them the draft scheme submitted by the
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West Midlands County Council, the Birmingham District Labour
Tarty and the Birmingham Liberal Party.
They had also
received a number of objections from bodies and individuals
to specific matters in the City Council's draft scheme.
In the event the Commission adopted as their draft proposals
a modified version of the alternative scheme submitted by
the Birmingham District Labour Party.
The publication of the draft proposals produced a
large number of objections, petitions and letters, very few
of which were in support of the Commission's proposals,
although there was of course strong support from the Labour
Councillors on the District Council.
In general the
objections were that the boundaries proposed by the Commission
divided long established communities, grouped parts of them
with other areas with which they have no affinity, and
disregarded the feelings of local residents.
There were
many requests for a local meeting to be held.
In reaching
my conclusions I have taken these representations into account,
together with the written and oral representations made to me
at the local meeting.
142. Fundamentally a choice has to be made between the
schemes of the Birmingham Liberal Party, the Birmingham
District Labour Party, on which the Commission's draft
proposals are based, and the City Council's scheme.
All
the schemes have merit, and their authors are to be congratulated on them, but their bases are so different that interchangeability is virtually impossible.
Taking a boundary
out of one scheme and trasposing it into one of the others
produces "shunt" effects which inevitably lead to a less good
boundary elsewhere, an unnacceptable ward electorate, or a
community division.
143. The Liberal Party's original scheme provided for a
Council of 144 members, much larger than the maximum of 126
which the Commission had suggested in their letter of
30th January 1976.
Their subsequent alternative scheme,
for which they argued at the local meeting, is quite different
from the original scheme and provided for 42 x 3 member wards
to give a Council of 126 members.
The schemes of the other
parties both provide for a council of 117.
The detailed
arguments in favour of the Liberal proposals are set out in
paragraphs 60-7.1 of the report of the meeting above.
Apart
from the Liberal Party members themselves there was virtually
no support for the larger number of wards and councillors.
144. The Birmingham District Labour Party's scheme is
clearly a viable one on the accepted criteria.
The arguments
in favour of it and in support of the draft proposals appear
in the submissions of Councillor Wilkinson and Dr. Bore in
paragraphs 45-55 above.
As Dr. Bore said the philosophy
behind the Labour Party's scheme was to use as a basis the
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account communities.
This has clearly produced good
boundaries, and on balance a scheme which on the whole is
numerically superior to the City Council's scheme, but it
is abundantly clear from the objections received to the
draft proposals, that it has not satisfied community
interests.
145. The main arguments in favour of the City Council's
scheme appear in the submissions of Councillor Blumenthal
and Councillor Bosworth, starting at paragraph 14 above to
paragraph 37,
In preparing their scheme the City Council,
while paying proper regard to the criteria laid down by the
Boundary Commission, had especially borne in mind the
community ties and interests of the electors.
Unnecessary
changing of boundaries had been avoided to prevent confusion.
They felt that these factors were more important than seeking
to achieve a precise uniformity of electorate.
146. I have no doubt that the City Council's scheme is to
be preferred as the basis for the new electoral arrangements
for the City.
The numerical and boundary advantages of the
Labour Party's scheme are clearly outweighed by the demonstrated unnacceptahility of their proposals from a community
point of view.
Further, as was submitted at the meeting,
the cases where the City Council found it necessary to
accept a slightly greater or lesser equality of electorate
in a ward were very few considering that they were dealing
with 39 wards, and these were dictated by community ties or
boundaries.
The preservation of existing boundaries wherever
possible, which is a feature of the City Council's scheme,
is an advantage to the electorate and is clearly considered
to be so.
147. Due to the pattern of events in this electoral review
the alternative schemes have been widely considered and
compared.
Firstly the publication of the City Council's
draft scheme gave the opportunity for objections to that
scheme to be sent to the Commission.
Secondly the adoption
by the Commission of the Labour Party's scheme as the basis
of their draft proposals produced the very many objections
to the Labour Party Scheme.
Finally one had the very large
number of electors who attended and spoke at the local
meeting and the adjourned evening meeting, where there was
overwhelming support for the City Council's scheme.
Given
that both schemes are viable, there is no doubt that the
City Council's scheme commands by far the greater measure
c-f acceptability. There are, however, some specific matters
on which I must comment,
148. Dealing first with the boundary between Sutton Coldfield
and Birmingham, the Commission's decision to propose a new
boundary following the line of Chester Road is attractive on
paper.
The Commission's draft proposals were based substantially on the Birmingham District Labour Party's alternative
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the Commission involving the use of Chester Road as a
boundnry improved the numerical entitlements in the three
Sutton Coldfiel.d wards (Four Oaks, Vesey and Walmley) and
provided what: on the ground was a more easily recognisable
boundary.
The existing boundary is undoubtedly more tortuous
than the proposed new boundary, indeed it takes three times
as long to desribe it - and on inspection it is not so
readily identifiable.
Nonetheless it has stood the test of
time, both as a boundary between the former boroughs and as
a parliamentary constituency boundary.
It is well known
to the political parties and so far as. I am aware it has
caused no difficulties electorally. 9 The proposed new
boundary has caused a storm of protest and there can be
little doubt from the number of objections sent to the
Commission and made to me in writing and at the meeting
that from a community point of view it is unnacceptable.
I am sure the Commission were right to propose it on the
facts, but I am equally sure that the gain in electoral
equality and in a more precise boundary is more than outweighed by the sense of outrage of community interests.
There was virtually no support for the proposed new boundary
and the wish to retain the former boundary was to all intents
unanimous.
I strongly recommend, therefore, that the
existing boundary be retained.
149. The adoption of the City Council's scheme will remove
a large number of objections to the draft proposals, and
others will have less force.
There were some objections
which, while sincerely made by their proponents, commanded
no other support, and in particular instances conflicted with
other suggestions.
Others could not be reconciled with the
fact that in reducing the number of wards in the City from
the present 42 to 39 there must inevitably be some changes.
I am satisfied that the City Council, in preparing their
scheme, did their best to keep these changes to the minimum,
but in the light of the comments received I would make the
following recommendations.
150. Firstly, I recommend that the names of the wards as
proposed in the City Council's scheme should be adopted,
except that Rowheath ward should be re-named Dournville and
V/est Heath ward be re-named Northfield.
I do not recommend
that the Sutton Coldfield wards should be named Sutton Coldfield
(Four Oaks) etc., as this would be much too cumbersome. I noted,
however, that in the correspondence and in discussion at the
meeting the area was often affectionately abbreviated to
"Sutton" and its residents "Suttonians".
A possible compromise
therefore would be to re-name the wards Sutton Vesey, Sutton
Newha.ll, and Sutton Four Oaks,
.151.
Secondly, 1 recommend that in view of the considerable
public objection the boundary of the City's proposed West
Heath ward (which I recommend should be re-named Northfield)
should be altered to bring Northfield Parish Church and the
surrounding area into the ward.
This would mean a correspond-
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is favoured by the fact that both the existing and the 1981
projected electorate for the proposed Northfield ward are
less than the electorate for Rowheath.
One suggestion is
to move the south western boundary between Bristol Road and
the railway line (at present along Steel Road) northward to
run from Bristol Road along St. Lawrence Road, Dinsmore
Avenue and Innage Road to the railway.
152. One of the major areas of contention was the Commission's
proposed Castle Vale and Erdington wards.
Castle Vale ward
in the Commission's draft proposals consists of part of the
present Erdington ward.
The Commission's proposed Erdington
ward is made up of parts of the present Stockland Green ward,
Erdington ward and Sutton Coldfield No. 1 ward.
In the
City Council's scheme the boundaries of their proposed
Erdington ward vary considerably from those of the existing
ward.
The several arguments in respect of the differing
proposals are set out in the objections to the Commission
and the report of the meeting above.
I enclose a petition
which was handed in at the meeting from the residents of
Beeches Drive and Chestnut Drive, objecting to the Commission's
proposal to exclude these roads from Erdington.
This is in
addition to the petition, also objecting to the draft proposals,
referred to in paragraph 73 above.
Under the City Council's
scheme Beeches Drive and Chestnut Drive are within Erdington
ward, and I am satisfied that the City Council's boundaries
for this ward, ..which satisfy these petitions, are to be
preferred.
153. In the City Council's draft scheme the south-east
boundary of Moseley ward takes in a small triangular area
to the south east of Coldbath Road, which is at present in
Billesley ward.
Councillor Mrs. Stewart drew my attention
to this (see paragraph 85 above) and pointed out that the
area which contains some 894 electors consisted of a pre-war
council estate and should remain in Billesley ward.
I have
inspected the area and I agree with this contention.
I recommend, therefore, that the boundary between Koseley
ward and Billesley ward at this point should be along
Coldbath Road.
154. I regret that I have not been able to reconcile
completely with the other conflicting interests the
suggestions made by the Bournville Village Trust in their
letter to the Commission dated 14th June 1977 and re-iterated
by their Mr. J.B. Woodward at the local meeting (see
paragraph 91 above).
They suggested that the Commission's
proposed boundary of Weoley ward should be amended to include
the area bounded by Merritts Hill on the south west and
Shenley Hill on the north west.
In so far as I have
recommended the adoption of the City Council's proposed
Weoley ward this area now falls within this ward.
They
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Management Area would then lie within the Weoley and
Bournville wards.
So far as the Weoley Hill Village
Council Area is concerned this is at present divided by
the boundary between the existing Weoley and Selly Oak
v/ards which runs along Middle Park Road, and this boundary
is retained in the City Council's draft scheme.
On the
south-east side of Bristol Road the Bournville Village
Council area includes houses on both sides of St. Lawrence
Road, and this is to some extent in conflict with the
representations made on behalf of Northfield (see paragraph
151).
I have, of course, recommended that Rowheath ward
be re-named Bournville.
155. Finally, I would comment on the boundaries between
the three Sutton Coldfield wards, in particular the Town
Centre area.
The boundaries in the Commission's draft
proposals are substantially different to the existing ward
boundaries.
The City Council's scheme generally follows
the existing boundaries except in the Town Centre area,
where, like the Commission's proposals it divides the Town
Centre.
A number of objections were made against both
proposals.
The Labour Party made representations in their
written submission to the Commission of 1st July 1977, aimed
at producing closer equality of 1981 electorate in the three
wards, and made further suggestions at the meeting.
The
Sutton Coldfield Federation of Associations of Residents,
and the Sutton Coldfield Town Centre Residents Association
requested the retention of the existing ward boundaries
keeping the Town Centre in Sutton Coldfield No. 3 Ward
(New Hall).
County Councillor D.R. Birbeck agreed with
the retention of the existing wards and in his letter of
the 22nd June 1977 to the Commission put the matter rather
more succinctly when he wrote "in my opinion the whole of
the proposals for the three wards of Sutton Coldfield are a
complete waste of time and money and in these stringent
economic times should be completely dropped".
The Sutton
Coldfield Town Centre Residents Association did, however,
advocate a small adjustment to the existing boundaries to
bring the area bounded by Upper Clifton Road and King Edward
Square from Four Oaks ward into New Hall ward with the rest
of the Town Centre.
I note that in the City Council's scheme the 1976 and
1981 electorates of the three wards with the proposed new
boundaries are as follows:

1976

1981

Four Oaks
Vesey

18,930
22,609

20,700
21,800

New Hall (Walmley)

20,779

24,700
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If the existing ward boundaries are retained as
requested the figures are:
.:

Four Oaks (No. 2)
Vesey (No. l)
New Hall (No. 3)

1976

1981

21,724
.22,226
18,368

23,500
21,500
22,200

In these circumstances I feel that the existing
boundaries should be retained, with the exception that
the Upper Clifton Road/King Edward Square area should be
brought into New Hall ward, and I so recommend.
156. Subject to the foregoing alterations I recommend
that the City Council's draft scheme be adopted in lieu
of the draft proposals.
Yours sincerely,

SCHEDULE 2
CITY OF BIRMINGHAM;

NAMES OF PROPOSED WARDS AND NUMBER OF COUNCILLORS

NAME OF WARD

NO. OF COUNCILLORS

Acock*s Green

3

Aston

3

Hartley Green

3

Billesley

3

Bournville

3

Brandwood

3

Edgbaston

3

Erdington

3

Fox Hollies

3

Hall Green

3

Handsworth

3

Harborne

3

Hodge Hill

3

Kingsbury

3

King's Norton

3

Kingstanding

3

Ladywood

3

Longbridge

3

Moseley

3

Nechells

3

Northfield

3

Oscott

3

Perry Barr

3

Quinton

3

Sandwell

3

Selly Oak

3

Shard End

3.

Sheldon

3

Small Heath

3

CITY OF BIRMINGHAM;

NAME OF WARD

NAMES OF PROPOSED WARDS AND NUMBER OF COUNCILLORS

NO. OF COUNCILLORS

Soho

3

Sparkbrook

3

Sparkhill

3

Stockland Green

.

3

Sutton Four Oaks

3

Sutton New Hall

3

Sutton Vesey

3

Washwood Heath

3

Weoley

3

Yardley

3

SCHEDULE 3

OF BIRMINGHAM
Note:

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED WARD BOUNDARIES

Where the boundary is described as following a road, railway, river,
canal or similar feature, it should be deemed to follow the centre
line of the feature unless otherwise stated.

SUTTON FOUR OAKS WARD
Commencing at a point where Chester Road North meets the northwestern
boundary of the

City,

thence northeastwards along said

City

boundary

and southeastwards along the northeastern boundary of the

City

to

Tamworth Road, thence southwestwards along said road to Bedford Road, thence
southwards along said road to Rectory Road, thence eastwards along said road
to Hollyfield Road, thence southwards and southeastwards along said road to
Reddicap Heath Road, thence southwestwards along said road to the road
known'as Reddicap Hill, thence westwards along said road and northwestwards
and southwestwards along Coleshill Road to Coleshill Street, thence northwestwards along said street and continuing northwestwards along High Street to
King Edward's Square, thence southwestwards and northwestwards along said
square and continuing northwestwards and southwestwards along Upper Clifton
Road to Park Road, thence northwestwards along said road to the southeastern
boundary of Sutton Park, thence southwards and southwestwards along said
boundary to the Wyndley Lane entrance of said park, thence northwestwards
along the unnamed road leading through Sutton Park to the unnamed stream
that forms the northwestern boundary of Wyndley Wood, thence southwards
along said stream, southwards and southwestwards along the northwestern
boundary of Wyndley Wood and southwestwards along the southeastern boundary of
parcel No 7856 as shown on OS 1:2500 Microfilm (A) SP 1095 Publication of
1967, and continuing southwestwards along the southern boundaries of parcels
Nos 76^3 and 65^2 to the unnamed road leading from Stonehouse Road through
Sutton Park, thence northwestwards along said road to a point opposite the
northern boundary of the property known as Le Reserve, thence westwards to
and along said northern boundary to and southwestwards along the western
boundary of said property to the northern boundary of Powell's Pool, thence
northwestwards along said boundary and southwestwards along the western
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boundary of said pool to the unnamed stream that flows from Longmoor Pool,
thence northwestwards along said stream to the unnamed road that leads to
Monmouth Drive, thence southwestwards along said unnamed road to Monmouth
Drive, thence westwards along said drive to Chester Road North, thence northwestwards along said road to the point of commencement.

SUTTON NEW HALL WARD
Commencing at a point where the southeastern boundary of Sutton Four Oaks
Ward meets the northeastern boundary of the

City

thence southeastwards

and westwards along said borough boundary to the Water Orton-Walsall Railway,
thence northwestwards along said railway to the Birmingham and Fazeley Canal,
thence southwestwards along said canal to a point opposite the northeastern
boundary of the Canning and Bottling Works, thence northwestwards to and
along said boundary and the northern boundary of the Engineering Works and
westwards along the parcel of land west of said works, the northern boundaries
of the enclosures north of Nos 160-22 Hanson's Bridge Road and the northern
boundaries of -the Works and Garage to Eachelhurst Road, thence northeastwards along said road to Plants Brook, thence northwestwards and northwards
along said brook to the Water Orton-Walsall Railway, thence northwestwards
along said railway to Wylde Green Road, thence southwestwards and northwestwards along said road to Maney Hill Road, thence northwestwards along said
road to Birmingham Road, thence southwestwards along said road to the road
known as Driffold., thence northwestwards and northwards along said road to
Wyndley Lane, thence westwards and northwestwards along said lane to the
southeastern boundary of Sutton Four Oaks Ward, thence northeastwards along
said ward boundary to the point of commencement.

SUTTON VESEY WARD
Commencing at a point where the southern boundary of'Sutton Four Oaks Ward

meets the western boundary of Sutton New Hall Ward, thence southeastwards
and southwards along said western boundary to a point opposite the northern
boundary of Pype Hayes Park, thence westwards to and along said boundary
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and the southern boundary of Penna County Primary School to the northern
boundary of the garages at the northern end of Bowcroft Grove, thence westwards along said northern boundary to and southwards along the western
boundary of said garages to the access way between Bowcroft Grove and
Berwood Farm Road, thence northwestwards along said access way to Berwood
Farm Road, thence northwestwards along said road and Harman Road to Sutton
Road, thence southwestwards along said road to .Broadfields Road, thence
northwestwards along said road to Florence Road, thence southwestwards along
said road to Chester Road, thence northwestwards along said road to the
Sutton Coldfield-Birmingham Railway, thence southwestwards along said railway
to a point opposite the rear boundary of No 29 Knipersley Road, thence northwestwards to and along said rear boundary, the rear boundaries of Nos 31 and
33 and Nos 32 and J>0 Knipersley Road and the southwestern boundary of No 28
Knipersley Road to the rear boundary of said property, thence northeastwards along said rear boundary and the rear boundaries of Nos 26-18
Knipersley Road to the rear boundary of No 608 Chester Road, thence northwestwards along said rear boundary, the rear boundaries of Nos 606-580
Chester Road and the southern boundary of No 381 Gravelly Lane crossing
Gravelley Lane to the northeastern boundary of No 352 Gravelly Lane, thence
northwestwards along said boundary and the rear boundaries of Nos 5^6-^9^ Chester
Road to the rear boundary of No 19 Highfield Drive, thence southwestwards
along said boundary and southwestwards, northwestwards and northeastwards
along the rear boundaries of Nos 21-25 and Nos 22-16 Highfield Drive to the
rear boundary of No ^72 Chester Road, thence northwestwards along said rear
boundary and the rear boundary of No k66 Chester Road to the westernmost
point of said property, thence northwestwards in a straight line to the easternmost point of No 57 Beech Road, thence northwestwards along the northeastern
boundary of said property, crossing Beech Road to the northeastern boundary
of No 36 Beech Road, thence northwestwards along said boundary and the northeastern boundaries of Nos 31 and 29 Sycamore Road, to Sycamore Road, thence
northeastwards along said road to a point being the prolongation southeast-

wards of the northeastern boundary of No *f6 Sycamore Road, thence northwestwards along said prolongation and said boundary to the northeastern boundary
of Aston Unity Cricket Club Ground, thence northwestwards along said boundary
to and northwestwards and westwards along the southern boundary of the
Greyhound Inn and westwards along the southern boundary of No 3^7 Court Lane
to Court Lane, thence northwards along said lane to Chester Road, thence
northwestwards along said road to College-Road, thence southwestwards along
said road to a point opposite the southwestern boundary of No 136 College
Road, thence northwestwards to and along said boundary and continuing northwestwards along the rear boundaries of Nos 130-116 Elizabeth Road to and
along the rear boundary of No 58 Gainford Road and the rear boundaries of
Nos 58-38 Gainford Road to the rear boundary of No 15 Caxton Grove and
continuing northwestwards along the rear boundaries of Nos 1?-20 Caxton
Grove and the rear boundaries of Nos 75-153 Parkeston Crescent to a point
opposite the western boundary of No 87 Kings Road, thence northeastwards to
and along said boundary to Kings Road, thence northwestwards along said road
to a point opposite the eastern boundary of the Mount Public House, thence
northeastwards to and along said boundary and northwestwards along the
northern boundary of said property to the eastern boundary of No 138 Kings
Road, thence northeastwards along said boundary and the rear boundaries of
Nos 121-125 and Nos 15^-150 Bendall Road to the northern boundary of the last
mentioned property, thence northwestwards along said boundary, the rear
boundaries of Nos 1^8-50 Bendall Road and. the rear boundaries of Nos 1-11
Abney Grove to the northernmost point of the last mentioned property, thence
northwestwards along the field boundary to the rear boundary of No 16
Hartley Grove, thence northwestwards along said rear boundary, the rear
boundaries of Nos 1*1-10 Hartley Grove, the rear boundaries of Nos 73-1^1
Hartley Road and the northeastern boundary of No 155 Rough Road crossing
said road to and continuing northwestwards along the northeastern boundary
of Perry Barr Reservoir to the southeastern boundary of No 6la George
Frederick Road, thence southwestwards along said boundary, northwestwards
along the rear boundary of said property and northeastwards along the north-

western boundary of said property and No 6lb George Frederick Road to the
rear boundary of No 1C4 Endhill Road, thence northwestwards along said rear
boundary, the rear boundaries of Nos 102-56 Endhill Road and the northern
boundary of No.823 Kingstanding Road to the northwestern corner of said
property, thence westwards in a straight line to the easternmost corner of
No 958 Kingstanding Road, thence northwestwards along the northeastern
boundary of said property, the southwestern boundary of King George's Field,
the northeastern boundary of the Sports Ground and the northeastern boundary
of Nos 173 and 175 Queslett Road East to Queslett Road East being the northwestern boundary of the

City, thence northeastwards along said

City

boundary to the southern boundary of Sutton Four Oaks Ward, thence southeastwards and eastwards along said boundary to the point of commencement.

KINGSTANDING WARD
Commencing at a point where Rough Road meets the southwestern boundary of
Sutton Vesey Ward, thence southeastwards along said ward boundary to a point
opposite the northwestern boundary of No ^fO^f Court Lane, thence southwestwards to and along said boundary to the rear boundary of said property, thence
southeastwards along said rear boundary and the rear boundaries of Nos *f02
and 400 Court Lane, -thence southeastwards and southwards along the western
boundary of the access road at the rear of Nos 398-362 Court Lane and southwards along the rear boundaries of Nos 360-330 Court Lane to the northern
boundary of No 328 Court Lane, thence westwards along said northern boundary
to and continuing westwards along the rear boundaries of Nos 98-^0 Abbeyfield
Road to and southwards along the rear boundaries of Nos 38-6 Abbeyfield Road to the rear boundary of No 312 witton Lodge Road, thence westwards along
said boundary and the rear boundaries of Nos 3^0-236 Witton Lodge Road to
the western boundary of the last mentioned property, thence southeastwards
along said western boundary crossing Witton Lodge Road to and southwards
and southwestwards along the eastern boundary of Perry Common Recreation
Ground to Perry Common Road, thence southeastwards along said road to

Bleak Hill Road, thence southwards along said road to the road known as
Marsh Hill, thence westwards and southwestwards along said road and
southwestwards along Brookvale Road to the road known as The Ridgeway,
thence northwestwards along said road to College Road, thence northeastwards along said road to Hawthorn Road, thence northwestwards along
said road to Kingstanding Road, thence northwards along said road to
Rough Road, thence northeastwards along said road to the point of
commencement.

OSCOTT WARD
Commencing at a point where the northwestern boundary of the City
meets the southwestern boundary of Sutton Vesey Ward, thence southeastwards along said ward boundary to the northwestern boundary of Kingstanding Ward, thence southwestwards along said ward boundary to and
southeastwards along the western boundary of said ward to Brookvale
Road, thence southwestwards along said road to the M6 Motorway, thence
northwestwards along said motorway to the Tame Valley Canal, thence
northwestwards along said canal to College Road, thence southwestwards
along said road to Aldridge Road, thence northwards and northwestwards
along said road to Booth's Lane, thence northwestwards along said lane
to Sandy Lane, thence southwestwards along said lane to the unnamed road
north of Perry Beeches Schools, thence northwestwards along said unnamed
to Booth's Lane, thence northwestwards along said lane to Queslett Road,
thence southwestwards along said road to the M6 Motorway, thence northwestwards along said motorway to the northwestern boundary of the
Qity,

thence northeastwards along said

of commencement.

City

boundary to the point
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PERRY BARR WARD
Commencing at a point where the northwestern boundary of the

City

meets

the southwestern boundary of Oscott Ward, thence southeastwards along said
ward boundary to Brookvale Road, thence southwestwards along said road
and Witton Road to the Aston-Walsall railway, thence northwestwards
along said railway to Old Walsall Road being the northwestern boundary
of the

City,

thence northwards and eastwards along said

City

boundary to the point of commencement.

SANDWELL WARD
Commencing at a point where Holyhead Road meets the western boundary of
the

City, thence northwards along said

City

wards along the northwestern boundary of the

boundary to and east-

City

to the southwestern

boundary of Perry Barr Ward, thence southeastwards along said ward boundary
to the Great Barr - Merry Hill Railway, thence southwards along said
railway to Wood Lane, thence westwards and southwestwards along said
lane and southwestwards along Endwood Court Road to Selborne Road, thence
southwestvards along said road and Hinstock Road to Grove Lane, thence
southwards along said lane to Albert Road, thence westwards along said
road to Linwood Road, thence southwards along said road to Soho Road,
thence northwestwards along said road and northwestwards and westwards
along Holyhead Road to the point of commencement.

HANDSWORTH WARD
Commencing at a point where the southeastern boundary of Sandwell Ward
meets the southwestern boundary of Perry Barr Ward, thence southeastwards
along said southwestern boundary to Witton Road, thence southwestwards
along said road to the roundabout intersection with Birchfield Road,
High Street and Lozells Road, thence northwestwards and southwestwards
along the northern carriageway of said roundabout to Lozells Road, thence
westwards along said road to and southwestwards along Villa Road to

Hamstead Road, thence northwards and northwestwards along said road to
Holly Road, thence westwards and northwestwards along said'road to
Grove Lane, thence northeastwards along said lane to the southeastern
boundary of Sandwell Ward, thence northeastwards along said ward boundary
to the point of commencement.

ASTON WARD
Commencing at a point where the southeastern boundary of Perry Barr Ward
meets the M6 Motorway, thence southeastwards along said motorway to
Lichfield Road, thence southwestwards along said road to the road known
as Holborn Hill, thence southeastwards along said road to the Birmingham
and Fazeley Canal, thence southwestwards along said canal to Avenue Road,
thence northwestwards along said road to Chester Street, thence southwestwards along said street to Whitehouse Street, thence northwestwards
along said street and in prolongation thereof to'the road known as the
Aston Expressway, thence southwestwards along said road to Bagot Street,
thence westwards and southwestwards along said street and continuing
southwestwards along Princip Street and Shadwell Street to the road
known as St Chad's Circus Queensway, thence westwards along said road
to the road known as Old Snow Hill, thence northwestwards along said
road and the road known as Constitution Hill to Great Hampton Street,
thence northwestwards along said street to Hall Street, thence southwestwards along said street and Warstone Lane to Icknield Street, thence
northwards along said street to the western carriageway of the roundabout
known as Hockley Circus (LA Name), thence northwestwards along said western
carriageway to the road known as Soho Hill, thence northwestwards along
said road to Hamstead Road, thence northwards along said road to the
southern boundary of Handsworth Ward, thence eastwards and northeastwards
along said southern boundary and the eastern boundary of said ward to the
southeastern boundary of Perry Barr Ward, thence northeastwards along
said ward boundary to the point of commencement.

STOCKLAND GREEN WARD
Commencing at a point where the northeastern boundary of Aston Ward meets
the southeastern boundary of Oscott Ward, thence northeastwards along said
southeastern boundary and the southern boundary of Kingstanding Ward to the
eastern boundary of said ward, thence northwards and generally northeastwards along said boundary to the southwestern boundary of Sutton Vesey
Ward, thence southwards along said boundary and continuing southeastwards
along Court Lane to Short Heath Road, thence southeastwards along said road
to Summer Road, thence southwards along said road to the road known as
Gravelly Hill North at the junction known as Six Ways, thence southwestwards along said road and the road known as Gravelly Hill to Kingsbury Road,
thence northeastwards along said road to Wheelwright Road, thence southeastwards along said.road to Tyburn Road, thence northeastwards along said
road to Bromford Lane, thence southwards along said lane to the M6 Motorway,
thence westwards and northwestwards along said motorway to and continuing
northwestwards along the northeastern boundary of Aston Ward to the point
of commencement.

ERDINGTON WARD
Commencing at a point where the eastern boundary of Stockland Green Ward
meets the southwestern boundary of Sutton Vesey Ward, thence southeastwards
along said southwestern boundary to the western boundary of Pype Hayes Park,
thence generally southwards along said western boundary to the western
boundary of No 955

Chester Road, thence southwestwards along said boundary

to Chester Road, thence northwestwards along uuid road t;o Orange Rood, thenue
southwestwards along said road to Woodcote Road, thence generally southwards
along said road to Springthorpe Road, thence southwestwards and southeastwards
along said road to Paget Road, thence southwestwards and southeastwards along
said road to Tyburn Road, thence southwestwards along said road to Kingsbury
Road, thence northwestwards, westwards and southwestwards along said road to
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Bromford Lane, thence southeastwards along lane to the eastern boundary
of Stockland Green Ward, thence westwards and northwards along said ward
boundary to the point of commencement.

KINGSBURY WARD

Commencing at a point where the eastern boundary of Erdington Ward meets
the southern boundary of Sutton Vesey Ward, thence eastwards along said
southern boundary to the southern boundary of Sutton New Hall Ward, thence
eoutheastwards along said ward boundary to the eastern boundary of the
City, thence southeastwards and southwestwards along said

City

boundary to the M6 Motorway, thence southwestwards along said motorway
toihe eastern boundary of Stockland Green Ward, thence northwards along
said ward boundary to and northwestwards, eastwards and northwards along
the southeastern and eastern boundaries of Erdington Ward to the point
of commencement. •

HODGE HILL WARD

Commencing at a point where the southern boundary of Kingsbury Ward meets
the eastern boundary of the City,
wards, along said 'City

thence southwestwards and southeast-

boundary to Heathland Avenue, thence southeast-

wards along said avenue to and southwards along the road known as Buckland
End to and southeastwards and southwestwards along Cole Hall Lane to
Kitt's Green Road, thence northwestwards along said road to Church Lane,
thence southwestwards along said lane to and southwards along Church Road
to the Marston Green - Birmingham (New Street) Railway, thence northwestwards along said railway to the River Cole, thence northeastwards along
said river to Stechford Lane, thence northwestwards along said lane
and Bromford Lane to the southern boundary of Kingsbury Ward, thence northeastwards and eastwards along said ward boundary to the point of commencement.
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WASHWOOD HEATH WARD

Commencing at a point where the Birmingham - Derby Railway meets the western
boundary of Hodge Hill Ward, thence southeastwards and southwestwards along
said ward boundary and continuing southwestwards along the River Cole to
the road known as Bordesley Green East, thence northwestwards and
southwestwards along said road and southwestwards along the road known as
Bordesley Green to Broadway Avenue, thence northwards along said avenue
to a point opposite the northern boundary of the garages situated to the
north of No 68^ Bordesley Green, thence westwards to and along said
boundary to the eastern boundary of the Leisure Gardens, thence northwards,
westwards and northwards along said boundary to the Birmingham Marston Green Railway, thence northeastwards along said railway to a point
being the prolongation southwards of Dorlcote Road, thence northwards along
said road to Alum Rock Road, thence northwestwards along said road, High
Street and the road known as Saltley Viaduct to the Birmingham - Derby
Railway, thence northeastwards along said railway to the point of
commencement.

NECHELLS WARD

Commencing at a point where the southeastern boundary of Aston Ward
meets the southwestern boundary of Stockland Green Ward, thence southeastwards and eastwards along said southern boundary to the western boundary
of Hodge Hill Ward, thence southeastwards along said boundary to the
northwestern boundary of Washwood Heath Ward, thence southwestwards along
said boundary and southeastwards and southwards along the southwestern
boundary of said ward to the road known as Bordesley Green, thence southwestwards along said road, Cattell Road and Coventry Road to High Street
Bordesley, thence northwestwards along said street, High Street Deritend
and,the roads known as Digbeth and Bull Ring, to the road known'as St Martin's
Circus Queensway, thence northeastwards along said road and the road known
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as Masshouse Circus Queensway, thence northwestwards along said road to the
road known as The Priory Queensway, thence northwestwards along said
road to the roundabout known as Colmore Circus Queensway, thence northwestwards and southwestwards around said roundabout to the road known as
Snow Hill Queensway, thence northwestwards along said road to the road
known as St Chad's Circus Queensway, thence northwards and northwestwards
along said road to the southeastern boundary of Aston Ward, .thence
northeastwards along said boundary to the point of commencement.

SOHO WARD
Commencing at a point where the western boundary of the

City

meets the

southern boundary of Sandwell Ward, thence southeastwards, northwards and
eastwards along said ward boundary to the western boundary of Handsworth
Ward, thence southwestwards and southeastwards and southwards along said
ward boundary to the western boundary of Aston Ward, thence southwards
along said ward boundary and continuing southwestwards along Ickneild
Street to the road known as Spring Hill, thence northwestwards along said
road and westwards along Dudley Road to the western boundary of the City,
thence northeastwards, northwestwards and northwards along said

City

boundary to the point of commencement.

LADYWOOD WARD
Commencing at a point where the western boundary of the City

meets the

southern boundary of Soho Ward, thence eastwards along said ward boundary
and northeastwards along the eastern boundary of said ward to the southern
boundary of Aston Ward, thence northeastwards and southeastwards along said
ward boundary to the southwestern boundary of Nechells Ward, thence southeastwards along said ward boundary to Mill Lane, thence southwestwards along
said lane to Bradford Street, thence southeastwards along said street to
Barford Street, thence southwestwards along said street to Sherlock Street,

thence northwestwards and southwestwards along said street and Pershore
Road to Belgrave Middleway, thence northwestwards along said way, and
Lee Bank Middleway and Islington Row Middleway to the roundabout known
as Five Ways, thence southwestwards and northwestwards along the southern
carriageway of said roundabout to Hagley Road, thence southwestwards and
westwards along said road to Monument Road, thence northeastwards along
said road to Reservoir Road, thence northwestwards along said road to the
southeastern boundary of Rotton Park Reservoir, thence south-westwards along
said boundary and generally westwards along the southern boundary of
said reservoir to Rotton Park Road, thence northwestwards along said road
to a point opposite the rear boundary of No 17** Rotton Park Road, thence
southwestwards to and along said rear boundary, the rear boundaries of
Nos 172 - 166 Rotton Park Road and Nos 297 - 3*19 Gillott Road to the
westernmost corner of the last mentioned property, thence southwestwards
in a straight .line to the northernmost point of No 333 Gillott Road, thence
southwestwards along the rear boundary of said property and the -rear
boundaries of Nos 335-379 Gillott Road crossing Portland Road to and
continuing southwestwards along the northwestern boundary of No 128
Portland Road, the rear boundaries of Nos 383-479 Gillott Road, and the
western boundary of the parcel of land situated to the west of No 327
Hagley Road to Hagley Road, thence westwards along said road to the western
boundary of the
said

City

City,

thence northwestwards and northeastwards along

boundary to the point of commencement.

SPARKBROOK WARD
Commencing at a point where the southeastern boundary of Ladywood Ward
meets the southern boundary of Nechells Ward, thence southeastwards and
northeastwards along said southern boundary to Coventry Road, thence
southeastwards along said road to Golden Hillock Road, thence southwest-

wards along said road to Warwick Road, thence northwestwards along said
road to Stratford Road, thence northwestwards along said road to Alfred
Road, thence southwestwards and westwards along said road and westwards along
Alfred Street to Ladypool Road, thence southwards and southwestwards along
said road to Brighton Road, thence northwestwards along said road to
Moseley Road, thence southwestwards along said road and Alcester Road to
Edgbaston Road, thence westwards along said road to the River Rea, thence
northeastwards along said river to Belgrave Road, thence northwestwards
along said road and Belgrave Middleway to the southeastern boundary of
Ladywood Ward, thence northeastwards along said ward boundary to the point
of commencement.

SMALL HEATH WARD
Commencing at a point where the northeastern boundary of Sparkbrook Ward
meets the southern boundary of Nechells Ward, thence northeastwards along
said southern boundary and northeastwards and southeastwards along the '
southern boundary of Washwood Heath Ward to the River Cole, thence southwestwards along said river to the Birmingham - Stratford Railway, thence southeastwards along said railway to Wharfdale Road, thence southwestwards along
said road to Tyseley Hill Road, thence southeastwards and southwards along
said road to Warwick Road, thence westwards along said road to Reddings Lane,
thence southwestwards along said lane to Weston Lane, thence northwestwards
along said lane to Warwick Road, thence northwestwards along said road
to the eastern boundary of Sparkbrook Ward, thence northeastwards along
said ward boundary to and northwestwards along the northeastern boundary
*

of said ward to the point of commencement.

YARDLEY WARD

Commencing at a point where the eastern boundary of Washwood Heath Ward meets
the southern boundary of Hodge Hill Ward, thence southeastwards along said
southern boundary and continuing southeastwards along the Birmingham-Marston
Green Railway, to the road known as Headway, thence southwestwards along said
road to Garretts Green Lane, thence southeastwards,southwards and southwestwards along said lane and continuing southwestwards along Ollerton Road and
Manor House Lane to Rowlands Road, thence northwestwards along said road to
Yew Tree Lane, thence northwestwards along said lane to Church Road, thence
southwestwards along said road to Stoney Lane, thence northeastwards along
said lane to Blakesley Road, thence northwestwards along said road to a point
opposite the eastern boundary of the Corporation Depot, thence northwards
to the southeastern corner of said depot, thence northwestwards along the
southern boundary of said depot and in prolongation thereof to the River Cole,
being.the eastern boundary of Small Heath Ward, thence northwards along said
boundary and northeastwards along the eastern boundary of Washwood Heath
Ward to the point of commencement.

SHARD END WARD

Commencing at a point where the northern boundary of Yardley Ward meets the
eastern boundary of Hodge Hill Ward, thence northwards along said eastern
boundary to the eastern boundary of the
southwards along said

City

City,

thence eastwards and

boundary to the Marston Green - Birmingham

Railway, thence northwestwards along said Railway and continuing northwestwards along the northern boundary of Yardley Ward to the point of
commencement.
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SHELDON WARD

Commencing at a point where the southern boundary of Shard End Ward
meets the eastern boundary of the City,
and northwestwards along said

City

thence southwards, westwards,

boundary to the northernmost point

of No 116 Marcot Road, thence northeastwards in a straight line to'the
westernmost point of No 5 New Coventry Road, thence northeastwards along
the northwestern boundary of said property and in prolongation thereof
across New Coventry Road to Coventry Road, thence northwestwards along
said road to the southeastern boundary of Yardley Ward, thence northeastwards and northwards along said boundary and the eastern boundary of said
ward to the southern boundary of Shard End Ward, thence southeastwards
along said ward boundary to the point of commencement.

ACOCK'S GREEN WARD
Commencing at a point where the eastern boundary of Small Heath Ward
meets the southwestern boundary of Yardley Ward, thence eastwards and
southwards along said southwestern boundary to the southwestern boundary
of Sheldon Ward, thence southeastwards and southwestwards along said
ward boundary to the eastern boundary of the
wards

and southwestwards along said

City

City,

thence northwest-

boundary to Warwick Road,

thence northwestwards along said road to the eastern boundary of
Small Heath Ward, thence northwestwards and northeastwards along said
ward boundary to the point of commencement.

FOX HOLLIES WARD
Commencing at a point where the southwestern boundary of Acock's Green

Ward meets the eastern boundary of the

City, thence southwestwards

along said City boundary

to a point being the prolongation southeastwards

of Lakey Lane, thence northwestwards along said prolongation and said
lane and School Road to Fox Hollies Road, thence northeastwards along
said road to York Road, thence northwestwards along said road to the
Stratford - Birmingham Railway, thence northeastwards along said railway
to Shaftmoor Lane, thence southwestwards, northwestwards and southwestwards along said lane to Stratford Road, thence westwards along said
road to the River Cole, thence northwards and northeastwards along said
river to the southern boundary of Small Heath Ward, thence southeastwards,
northeastwards and eastwards along said ward boundary to the southwestern
boundary of Acock's Green Ward, thence southeastwards along said ward
boundary to the point of commencement.

SPARKHILL WARD

Commencing at a point where the southern boundary of Small Heath Ward
meets the western boundary of Fox Hollies Ward, thence southwestwards
and southwards along said western boundary to Stratford Road, thence
westwards along said road to College Road, thence southwestwards along
said road to Springfield Road, thence southwards and southwestwards along
said road to Wake Green Road, thence northwestwards along said road to
the road known as St Mary's Row, thence westwards and northwestwards
along said road to Alcester Road, thence northwards along said road
to the southern boundary of Sparkbrook Ward, thence northeastwards,
southeastwards, northeastwards and eastwards along said ward boundary
to the southern boundary of Small Heath Ward, thence southeastwards
along said ward boundary to the point of commencement.
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MOSELEY WARD

Commencing at a point where the southern boundary of Sparkbrook Ward meets
the western boundary of Sparkhill Ward, thence southwards along said
western boundary and southeastwards along the southwestern boundary of
Sparkhill Ward to and along Wake Green Road to Swanshurst Lane, thence
westwards and northwestwards along said lane to Coldbath Road, thence
southwestwards along said road and Wheelers Lane to Howard Road East,
thence northwestwards along said road to Alcester Road South, thence
northwards along said road to Vicarage Road, thence westwards and
southwestwards along said road to Avenue Road, thence northwestwards along
said road and Dad's Lane to Moor Green Lane, thence southwestwards along
said lane to the River Rea, thence northwards and northeastwards along
said river to the southern boundary of Sparkbrook Ward, thence southeastwards along said ward boundary to the point of commencement.

EDGBASTCN WARD

Commencing at a point where the southern boundary of Ladywood Ward meets
the western boundary of Sparkbrook Ward, thence southeastwards and southwestwards along said western boundary and continuing southwestwards along the
western boundary of Moseley Ward to Bourn Brook, thence westwards, southwestwards and westwards along said brook to Harborne Lane, thence northwestwards
along said lane to Metchley Lane, thence northeastwards and northwards
along said lane and northwestwards and northeastwards along Nursery Road
to Chad Brook, thence northwestwards along said brook to the eastern boundary
of the Dismantled Railway, thence northwestwards along said boundary to the rear

boundary of No 5*f Westfield Road, thence northwestwards along said rear
boundary, the rear boundaries of NOB 5 2 - 3 0 Westfield Road and the rear
boundaries of Nos 4-14 Woodbourne Road

to

and northwards along the

western boundary of No 16 Woodbourne Road,crossing Woodbourne Road,to and
northwards along the western boundary of No 17 Woodboume Road, the
rear boundaries of Nos 5 - 1 Hermitage Road and the western boundary of
Nos 1 - 1 0 Summerfield Court to the southern boundary of Ladywood Ward,
thence northeastwards and southeastwards along said ward boundary to the point
of commencement.

HARBORNE WARD
Commencing at a point where the western boundary of the

City

meets the

southern boundary of Ladywood Ward, thence eastwards along said ward boundary
to the western boundary of Edgbaston Ward, thence southeastwards and
southwards along said ward boundary and continuing southeastwards along
Harborne Lane to a point opposite the northern boundary of Selly Oak Park,
thence westwards to and northwestwards and westwards along said northern
boundary to the rear boundary of No 119 Reservoir Road, thence westwards
along said rear boundary and the rear boundaries of Nos 121 - 257 Reservoir
Road, southwestwards along the rear boundaries of Nos 10 - 14 and No 11
Lynn Grove, southwestwards and northwestwards along the rear boundaries of
Nos 2 0 - 2 6 and Nos 31 - 19 Nately Grove, northwestwards along the southwestern
boundary of the Garages situated to the rear of Nos 17-5 Nately Grove,
westwards along the rear boundaries of Nos 3^9-351 Reservoir Road, southwestwards along the rear boundaries of Nos 2 - 150 Burnel Road and the
southern boundary of the Garages situated to the south of No 112 Bottetourt
Road, westwards along the southern boundary of No 117 Bottetourt Road, the
rear boundaries of Nos 6 - 3 6 Paganel Road and the southern boundary of
'No 30 Somery Road to Somery Road, thence northwestwards along said road to
the road known as Stonehouse Hill, thence northeastwards along said road to
Northfield Road, thence northeastwards along said road to a point opposite
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the southern boundary of Harborne Golf Course, thence northwestwards to and
along said boundary to the rear boundary of No 82 Minton Road, thence
northwestwards and southwestwards along said rear boundary to.the southern
boundary of said property, thence northwestwards along said boundary 'and
in prolongation thereof to Minton Road, thence northwards and northwestwards
along said road, northwestwards and northeastwards along West Boulevard
to Tennal Lane, thence northeastwards along said lane to Court Oak Road,
thence eastwards along said road toLordswood Road, thence northwestwards
along said road to the western boundary of the City,
wards along said City

thence northeast-

boundary to the point of commencement.

QUINTON WARD

Commencing at a point where the western boundary of the City

meets the

western boundary of Harborne Ward, thence southeastwards, westwards and
southwards along said ward boundary and continuing southwards along Minton
Road to NG Reference SP 017028^394, thence southwestwards in a straight
line to Coalpit Weir on Bourn Brook, thence westwards along said brook

to the western boundary of the Borough, thence northwards and northeastwards
along said borough boundary to the point of commencement.

BARTLET GREEN WARD

Commencing at a point where the western boundary of the City

meets

the southern boundary of Quinton Ward, thence eastwards along said ward
boundary to the western boundary of Harborne Ward, thence southeastwards and
southwestwards along said ward boundary and continuing southwestwards along
Northfield Road, California Way and Stonehouse Lane to the road known as
Barnes Hill, thence southwestwards and southeastwards along said road and
southwards along Shenley Lane to Long Nuke Road, thence southwestwards along
said road to Genners Lane, thence southwards along said lane to.the road
known as Merritt's Hill, thence southeastwards along said road to the road
known as Holloway, thence southwards along said road ,to Merritt's Brook Lane,
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thence southwestwards along said lane to Frankley Lodge Road, thence northwestwards along said road to the western boundary of the
northwestwards and northwards along said

City

City, thence

boundary to the point

of commencement.

WEOLEY WARD

Commencing at a point where the eastern boundary of Bartley Green Ward
meets the western boundary of Harborne Ward, thence southwards along said
western boundary and eastwards along the southern boundary of said ward
to Bottetourt Road, thence southeastwards along said road, Castle Road
and Middle Park Road to Bristol Road, thence southwestwards along said
road and Bristol Road South to Frankley Beeches Road, thence southwestwards
along said road to Hogg's Lane, thence northwards along said lane and
Merritt's brook Lane to the eastern boundary of Bartley Green Ward, thence
northeastwards along said ward boundary to the point of commencement.

SELLY OAK WARD

Commencing at a point where the southern boundary of Edgbaston Ward meets
the western boundary of Moseley Ward, thence southwestwards along said western
boundary to and continuing southwestwards along the River Rea to the stream
known as The Bourn, thence southwestwards along said stream to Linden Road,
thence northwards along said road to Woodbrooke Road, thence southwestwards
along said road to Oak Tree Lane, thence southwards along said lane to Hay
Green Lane, thence southwestwards along said lane to Bournville Lane, thence
northwestwards along said lane to and continuing northwestwards along the
northeastern boundary of Weoley Ward to the southern boundary of Harborne
boundary
Ward, thence eastwards and northwestwards along said southern/and the eastern
boundary of said ward to the southern boundary of Edgbaston Ward, thence
generally eastwards along said ward boundary to the point of commencement.
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BOUENVILLE WARD

Commencing at a point where the southeastern boundary of Weoley Ward meets
the southwestern boundary of Selly Oak Ward, thence southeastwards and
northeastwards along said southern boundary to the southwestern boundary
of Moseley Ward, thence southwestwards and southeastwards along said ward
boundary to Vicarage Road, thence southwestwards along said road to the
Birmingham - Barnt Green Railway, thence southwestwards along said railway
to Wychall Road, thence northwestwards along said road to Barren Road,
thence northeastwards along said road to Norman Road, thence northwards
along said road to Bunbury Road, thence northeastwards along said road
to Woodlands Park Road, thence northwards along said road to Heath Road,
thence southwestwards along said road to Hole Lane, thence southwards
along said lane to a point being the prolongation northeastwards of Heath
Road South, thence southwestwards along said prolongation and southwestwards and westwards along said road to St Laurence Road, thence.northwestwards along said road to the southeastern boundary of Weoley Ward, thence
northeastwards along said ward boundary to the point of commencement.

LCNGBRIDGE WARD

Commencing at a point where the western boundary of the

City

meets the

southern boundary of Bartley Green Ward, thence southeastwards along said
ward boundary to the western boundary of Weoley Ward, thence southwards along
said ward boundary to Frankley Beeches Road, thence southwestwards along
said road to Hanging Lane, thence southeastwards and southwestwards along
said lane to a point opposite the rear boundary of No 1 Josiah Road, thence
westwards to and northwestwards along said rear boundary and the rear boundary
of No 1a Josiah Road and continuing northwestwards and southwestwards along
the eastern boundary of North Worcestershire Golf Course to Tessall Lane,
thence southeastwards and southwestwards along said lane to Longbridge
Lane, thence southeastwards along said lane to a point opposite the fence being
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an extension of the eastern boundary of No 3^3 Longbridge Lane, thence
southwestwards to said fence being the southern boundary of the .City,
City
thence southwestwards along sai^boundary and northwestwards and northeastwards along the western boundary of the

City

to the point of

commencement.

NORTHFIELD WARD
Commencing at a point where the eastern boundary of Longbridge Ward meets
the southern boundary of Weoley Ward, thence northeastwards along said
southern boundary to the southeastern boundary of said ward, thence northeastwards along said southeastern boundary to the southwestern boundary of
Bournville Ward, thence eastwards, southwards and southwestwards along
said southwestern boundary to the southeastern boundary of said ward,
thence northeastwards along said southeastern boundary to Pope's Lane,
thence.eouthwestwards and southeastwards along said lane to the River Rea,
thence southwestwards along said river crossing Wychall Road and continuing
southwestwards to a point due northwestwards of the westernmost point of the
garages to the rear of No 270 Staple Lodge Road, thence due southeast to
said point and continuing southeastwards along the southwestern boundary
of the garages to the northwestern boundary of the last mentioned property,
thence southwestwards along said boundary to the rear boundary of said
property, thence southeastwards and southwards along the rear boundaries
of No's 268 -

2^0 Staple Lodge Road to and eastwards along the southern

boundary of the last mentioned property to Staple Lodge Road, thence
southwestwards along said road to Oddingley Road, thence southeastwards,
eastwards and northeastwards along said road to a point opposite the
eastern boundary of the Recreation Ground, thence southwards

and southwestwards along said boundary to NG Ref SP 035^578522, thence
southwestwards in a straight line to the eastern boundary of the Recreation
Ground, thence southwestwards and southwards along said boundary to the path

at the rear of No's 38-16 Par Green, thence westwards along said.path
to the eastern boundary of the Recreation Ground, thence southwestwards,
southeastwards, westwards and southeaetwards along said boundary, to Rednall
Road, thence southwestwards along said road to Redhill Road, thence
southeastwards along said road to a point opposite the southeastern
boundary of No 250 Redhill Road, thence due southwestwards from said
point to the southern boundary of the City,
and northwestwards along said City

thence southwestwards

boundary to the eastern boundary

of Longbridge Ward, thence northwestwards along said ward boundary to the
point of commencement.

KING'S NORTON WARD

Commencing at a point where the eastern boundary of Northfield Ward meets
the southeastern boundary of Bournville Ward, thence northeastwards along
said southeastern boundary to the River Rea, thence southeastwards and
southwestwards along said river to Lifford Lane, thence southwards along
said lane to the Stratford-upon-Avon Canal, thence southwestwards along
said canal to the Worcester and Birmingham Canal, thence southwards along
said canal to the road known as Parson's Hill, thence southeastwards and
northeastwards along said road to Bell's Lane, thence southeastwards along
said lane to the southern boundary of the City,
and northwestwards along said

City

thence southwestwards

boundary to the eastern boundary

of Northfield Ward, thence northwestwards northeastwards and northwards
along said ward boundary to the point of commencement.

BRANDWOOD WARD

Commencing at a point where the eastern boundary of King's Norton Ward
meets the southeastern boundary of Bournville Ward, thence northeastwards
along said southeastern boundary to and northeastwards, southwards and
southeastwards along the southern boundary of Moseley Ward and continuing

southeaetwards along Haunch Lane to a point opposite the northwestern
boundary of the Bowling Green situated west of The Valley Inn, thence
southwestwards to and along said boundary and southeastwards and
northeastwards along the southwestern and southeastern boundaries of said
property to the Stream known as Haunch Brook (L A Name), thence southeastwards along said stream to the stream known as Chinn Brook, thence
southwestwards along said stream to Alcester Road South, thence
southeastwards, southwestwards and southeastwards along said road to the
southern boundary of the City,
along said City

thence westwards and northwestwards

boundary to the eastern boundary of King's Norton

Ward, thence westwards and northwards along said ward boundary to the
point of commencement.

BILLESLEY WARD
Commencing at a point where the southern boundary of the

City

meets

the eastern boundary of Brandwood Ward, thence northeastwards and
northwestwards along said ward boundary to the southern boundary of
Moseley Ward, thence northeastwards and eastwards along said ward
boundary to Wake Green Road, thence southwards along said road to Robin
Hood Lane, thence southeastwards along said lane to the River Cole,
thence southwards and southeastwards along said river to the southern
boundary of the City,

thecce southwestwards and northwestwards along

said City • boundary to the point of commencement.

HALL GREEN WARD
Commencing at a point where the southeastern boundary of the City

meets the eastern boundary of Billesley Ward, thence northwestwards and
northwards along said ward boundary to the northeastern boundary of

Moseley Ward, thence northwestwards along said boundary to the southeastern
boundary of Sparkhill Ward, thence northwards and eastwards along said
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boundary to the southwestern boundary of Fox Hollies Ward, thence southeastwards along said boundary to the southeastern boundary of the City,
thence southwestwards along said
commencement.

AR

City

boundary to the point of

