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1.
On 2 September 1986, we wrote to Hereford and Worcester County
Council announcing our intention to undertake a review of the county
under Section 48(1) of the Local Government Act 1972.
Copies of our
letter were sent to all the principal local authorities and parishes in
Hereford and Worcester, and in the adjoining counties of Gloucestershire,
Shropshire, Staffordshire and Warwickshire; to the National and County
Associations of Local Councils; to Members of Parliament with
constituency interests; and to the headquarters of the main political
parties. In addition, copies were sent to those government departments
with an interest; the West Midlands Regional Health Authority; public
utilities; the English Tourist Board; the editors of the Municipal
Journal and Local Government Chronicle; and to local television and radio
stations serving the area.
2. The County Councils were requested to assist us in publicising the
start of the review by inserting a notice for two successive weeks in
local newspapers so as to give a wide coverage in the area concerned.
The County Councils were also asked to ensure that the issue of the
consultation letter was drawn to the attention of the police and to
services in respect of which they have a statutory function, such as the
administration of justice.

3. A period of six months from the date of the letter was allowed for
local authorities, including those in the adjoining counties, and any
other person or body interested in the review, to send us their views on
whether changes to the county boundary were desirable, and, if so, what
they should be and how they would serve the interests of effective and
convenient local government, the criterion laid down in the Act.
THE SUBMISSIONS MADE TO US
4.

In response to our consultation letter, we received suggestions

a)

that the pre-1974 Counties of Herefordshire and Worcestershire should be
reinstated, and b) for changes to the boundaries between Hereford and
Worcester and i) Shropshire, ii) Gloucestershire, iii) Staffordshire, iv)
the West Midlands, and v) Warwickshire. The boundary between Hereford
and Worcester and Shropshire has been dealt with in our Report Number
573, which was sent to your predecessor on 5 May 1989.
The boundary
between Hereford and Worcester and Gloucestershire has been dealt with
in our Report Number 574, which was sent to your predecessor on 8 May
1989. The Hereford and Worcester/Staffordshire boundary was dealt with
in our Report Number 582, which was sent to you on 9 . February 1990.
Hereford

and

Worcester's

boundary

with

considered in the course of the review

the

West

Midlands will

of that County, which

be

is in

progress. The present report therefore concerns only a) the suggestion
that the present County of Hereford and Worcester should be divided, and
b) suggested changes to the boundary between Hereford and Worcester and
Warwickshire.
5.

We received 85 representations on these matters in response to our

consultation letter, including those from the local authorities concerned
and local Members of Parliament. Some of these merely expressed their
preference for the status quo or had no comments to make.
SUGGESTED DIVISION OF THE COUNTY OF HEREFORD AND WORCESTER
6. Under the Local Government Act 1972, a new County of Hereford and
Worcester was formed by amalgamating the then existing County Borough of
Worcester with the administrative Counties of Herefordshire and of

Worcestershire.
Stourbridge Municipal Borough and Halesowen Municipal
Borough were, however, incorporated into the new Metropolitan County of
the West Midlands.
7. As the Commission - designate, we were asked in 1972 to consider the
district pattern for the new County.
The two former County Councils
proposed that the whole of the then County of Herefordshire should
become, after reorganisation, a single district. However, all but one
of the local authorities in Herefordshire opposed this, preferring a
pattern of three districts.

In our Report Number 1, we noted that the

proposed single district would have been very large, in terms of both
population and area, and concluded that the resulting imbalance with the
pattern of districts proposed for Worcestershire could not be justified.
We also noted the central position of the city of Hereford, with good
radial communications, and the absence of any other large centres in the
old county. We therefore recommended to the then Secretary of State for
the Environment that the City
district. This was accepted.
8.

of Hereford

should

form

a

separate

There was considerable disagreement among the local authorities as

to the most suitable pattern of districts for the rest of the new County.
The then Secretary of State subsequently decided upon the present
pattern, ie nine districts, five being wholly from areas formerly within
Worcestershire, two from areas of Herefordshire (The City of Hereford and
South Herefordshire), and the remaining two (Leominster and Malvern
Hills) being amalgamations of areas of both counties. It is against this
background that we considered the representations we received
context of the present review.

in the

Representations
In favour of dividing the County
9. The main submissions in favour of dividing the County were from the
Herefordshire Action Committee and Hereford City Council.

10. Herefordshire Action Committee enclosed a paper prepared by a senior
lecturer at Worcester College of Higher Education, with an analysis of
an opinion survey conducted for the Action Committee.
11.
The Action committee indicated that there had been considerable
opposition to the merger of the counties in 1972, and suggested that the
strength of
consistently

feeling had increased since that time.
The
arose during election campaigns.
Residents of

issue
areas

formerly part of Herefordshire felt that in service terms the former
county of Worcestershire was given priority, at the expense of the rest
of Hereford and Worcester.

The Committee requested a public inquiry.

12. The paper argued that, as a county, Hereford and Worcester was too
large and too diverse. It contained both highly urbanised areas which
looked to the West Midlands conurbation, and sparsely populated rural
areas on the Welsh border. The paper identified three sub-regions: a)
highly urbanised North Worcestershire; b) Central and Southern
Worcestershire, including the city of Worcester and the M5 axis; and c)
the former county of Herefordshire, based on Hereford itself with its
ring of surrounding market towns and villages, which was strongly rural
with a low population density.

It suggested that a single county council

could not reflect the interests of all three regions, particularly as
most of the main centres of population were situated in the east, in the
former county of Worcestershire.
Most of the County Councillors
therefore represented Worcestershire interests. The County Headquarters
was situated to the east of the city of Worcester.
The major
communication links were, the paper suggested, to the North (Shrewsbury)
and the South (South Wales, Gloucester, Bristol). Surveys of shopping
patterns showed that Hereford residents tended to travel to Gloucester
or Cardiff rather than to Worcester or Birmingham. The city of Hereford
itself attracted shoppers, from Gwent and rural mid-Wales. In terms of
the administration of public utilities and communications - eg Welsh
Water, British Telecom and British Rail - Hereford looked west rather
than east.

13.

The study sought to identify a coherent socio-economic unit, based

on Hereford, comprising the surrounding market towns and vi1lages and
bounded by a ring of hills. Community, shopping, education and public
transport patterns reinforced this view, which was also reflected in
local health and other service organisation.
14. Addressing the view that a separate Herefordshire might lack the
population and resources to provide effective services, the paper argued
that this would be balanced by the lower cost of administering a more
compact area with easier communications.
would

exceed

suggested,

that
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of the
to
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than
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15. The opinion survey guestionnaire had been sent to the 133 City, town
and parish councils in the area of the former County of Herefordshire:
72 returned the completed form, and as these returns were received in
greater proportion from larger Councils, it was calculated that these
replies represented the opinions of up to 73% of the population of the
former county.
Of the 72 replies, 71 had supported a return to a
separate Herefordshire, expressing dissatisfaction with the remoteness
of the present county administration.
16. In its submission, Hereford City Council referred to the criteria
in Department of the Environment Circular 12/84, and requested a local
meeting. In its view, there was little community of interest between
Hereford and Worcester; they were so different in nature. The Council
referred to the three distinct sub-divisions of the present County
mentioned in the paper submitted by the Herefordshire Action Committee
(paragraph 12 above), which it said were recognised by the present County
Council for planning purposes.
County

The submission concluded that the present

defied natural geographical

boundaries.

Road communication

between Hereford and Worcester was not good now, and had not improved
since 1974. A major road programme planned by the former Herefordshire
County Council had not been started. The City Council considered that

the road network in Herefordshire should not be planned with the needs
of Worcester in mind, or with the aim of improving commuting links to the
West Midlands.

The same considerations applied to public transport

services; the area around Hereford had its own needs.
17.

The

City

Council

also maintained that

a separate

County

of

Herefordshire would be viable in terms of population and resources.
Extrapolating the last (1973/74) budget of the former County Council to
1987/88 gave a potential budget similar to those of the Isle of Wight or
Powys.

In the City Council's view, services would not be adversely

affected if the present County was divided.
18. Wyre Forest District Council enclosed three letters from town and
parish councils arguing against the present arrangements. The District
Council contrasted the needs of rural Herefordshire with those of its own
area of North Worcestershire, and suggested that there was little
community of interest between them.
A return to the pre-1974
arrangements would be in the interests of effective and convenient local
government and would strengthen local democracy.
19.

Of the 245 parishes in Herefordshire, 45 wrote supporting the idea

of dividing the present County
and re-establishing a separate
Herefordshire.
Lyonshall Parish Council considered that Council staff
based in Worcestershire were not sufficiently familiar with the
geography of Herefordshire to ensure appropriate service patterns,
instancing the ambulance service. Weobley Parish Council believed that
Hereford firms were at a disadvantage when the County Council invited
tenders.
Weston Beggard Parish Council enclosed a petition (57
signatures) in favour of a separate Herefordshire.
20.
Twenty-nine private individuals wrote
recreation of a separate Herefordshire.

to

us

supporting

the

Against dividing the County
21. At our request, the Hereford and Worcester County Council placed its
response on deposit for inspection at its main offices, circulated it to
District Councils, and issued a press release.
22.
The County Council noted the guideline in Department of the
Environment Circular 12/84 that radical change would only be appropriate
where present arrangements clearly fail to provide effective and
convenient local government. It included that "there is no justification
or evidence whatsoever to warrant even a prima facie conclusion by the
Boundary Commission that the County Council are failing to provide
effective and convenient local government".
23.
While acknowledging that the County is large, and diverse in
character, the County Council rejected the view that it was too much so
to be administered by a single County authority.
equally diverse.
24.

Other counties were

The County Council confirmed that, for planning purposes, Hereford

and Worcester was divided into three "sub-regions"; these were not
however the same as those identified in other representations (noted in
paragraph 12 above).

The County Council sub-regions were:

a) the North-East (including Bromsgrove and Redditch): an area of
major urban centres, growing faster than the other parts of the
County under the pressure of inward migration from the West Midlands
conurbation;
b)

the Central area (including the Malvern Hills and the Cities of

Hereford and Worcester): comprising two cities, smaller market towns,
and the surrounding rural settlements;
c) the rural West: an area of sparsely-populated small settlements,
with declining employment in agriculture.

25.
The County Council believed that the Malvern Hills did not in
practice constitute a barrier to effective and convenient local
government. County planning, recreation, leisure and tourism
services were administered in accordance with common policies for the
areas to the east and west of the Hills.
was a successful district authority.

Malvern Hills District Council

26. The suggestion that the major communications links within the County
were north/south rather than east/west was rejected by the County
Council. Drawing attention to several major east/west arteries, it could
see no reason why the needs of the road network around Hereford should
not be balanced against the need to improve commuter links with the West
Midlands.
27. The County Council also rejected any attempt to convert the 1973/74
Herefordshire budget to current prices, pointing to demographic changes
since that time, and also changes to service delivery methods, the range
of services provided at County level, and to the (then current) system
for

assessing

Irrespective

of

expenditure

per

the
the
head

Rate

Support
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Grant
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employed, the
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resulting
the

projected

Council's

view,

unrealistically low, even when compared (as had been suggested) to that
of the isle of Wight or of Powys, where exceptional circumstances
applied.
The Council concluded that to maintain current levels of
service, the ratepayers of a new "Herefordshire"
between 9% and 20% more than current rate levels.

would have to pay

28.
The County Council also drew attention to the fact that the
boundaries of the former Herefordshire County Council did not coincide
with present district boundaries.
of the pattern of districts

They suggested that any consideration

consequential to the creation of a new

Herefordshire should extend to whether areas formerly in Worcestershire eg Stourbridge and Halesowen - should revert from the County of the West
Midlands to a new Worcestershire.
It referred to the view of the 1966
Royal Commission that a viable county unit required a population of at

least 250,000, and to the Royal Commission's
conclusion that
Herefordshire was too small to remain as a separate county. The County
Council concluded that a further period of stability was at this stage
more appropriate than major change.
29. Leominster and Malvern Hills District Councils supported the County
Council .
30. Mr Colin Shepherd, the Member of Parliament for Hereford, asked us
to keep in mind that the ways in which central government financed local
government had changed since the 1972 reorganisation, and that a
perception that in financial terms Herefordshire could not stand alone
as a unitary authority had led to its amalgamation with Worcestershire.
31. Mr Peter Temple - Morris, the Member of Parliament for Leominster,
expressed sympathy with Hereford city Council's case, but also thought
that a division of the County could only be considered in the context of
a major local government reorganisation.
He reminded us that the
division of the old County of Herefordshire at district level had
resulted from local opposition to a proposal to retain Herefordshire as
a separate district within the new County structure, and suggested that
if this course had been followed, it would have strengthened the case
for separation now.
i fusion * s Assessment
32. We carefully considered all the points made to us. There was little
doubt that many residents of the former county of Herefordshire felt
aggrieved that it had disappeared as an administrative entity, and that
decisions once taken locally were now taken by Councillors possibly
unfamiliar with the needs of the area and representing in the main the
more urban communities of Worcestershire. The merger of the two counties
seemed to have been unpopular in Herefordshire, and there was evidence
that the degree of unity (in terms of community of interest) so far
achieved was less than expected in 1974. The location of the new County
Hall to the east of Worcester, and a local perception that Hereford and
Worcester County Council had focussed its expenditure in the former

Worcestershire

area

might

have

added

to

the

sense

of

isolation

experienced by residents of a rural area unfamiliar with the social and
economic problems associated with the more urban parts of the county,
such as Bromsgrove and Redditch.
33.

However, while we had some sympathy with the desire for a return to

a more locally based county administration, we bore in mind the guidance
given in Department of the Environment Circular 12/84, that radical
change, such as the abolition or creation of a principal area will only
be appropriate in exceptional circumstances, where present arrangements
clearly fail to provide effective and convenient local government.

We

had no evidence to convince us this was the case.
34.

Quite apart from this consideration was the practical issue of how

the present pattern of districts could be adjusted to such a change. The
Leorainster and Malvern Hill districts comprised parts of both the former
counties, so the creation of a separate Herefordshire would reguire a
complete restructuring of district-level local government in the area.
35.

The case for dividing the County of Hereford and Worcester and re-

establishing a separate County of Herefordshire appeared to be based
largely on an emotional attachment to the traditional pattern of local
government as it existed prior to 1974.
these views.

We recognised the sincerity of

However, we had received no more than 60 responses to our

letter launching the review and to our published interim decision to make
no proposals; while many of these were from local authorities (mainly
parish councils) and to that extent represented local opinion rather than
the views of individuals, it did not appear that the public at large felt
strongly about the matter.
36. We accepted that the County of Hereford and Worcester was diverse
in character, but not more so than several other English counties. We
were not convinced that a separate Herefordshire, with a population
little more than

50% of the present

least

populous English county

(Northumberland) - setting aside the Isle of Wight as a special case could be a viable county authority. Certainly, we did not feel that the
creation of such an authority would lead to any significant improvement
10

37.
In the circumstances, we concluded that the arguments for the
original amalgamation of Herefordshire and Worcestershire remained valid,
and that there was insufficient evidence of any failure to provide
effective and convenient local government, nor prospect of improvement
to it which would justify the upheaval that would result from redividing
the present county.

We therefore decided not to propose any radical

changes.
THE BOUNDARY BETWEEN HEREFORD AND WORCESTER AND WARWICKSHIRE
38. A number of suggestions were received for minor changes to this
boundary.

i

a)

Areas to the west and east of the A435 fPortway to Gorcott Hill)

39. The county boundary between the districts of Bromsgove (Hereford and
Worcester) and Stratford-on-Avon (Warwickshire) several times crosses and
recrosses the A435. Both district councils suggested re-alignments of
this boundary so that it would follow more closely the line of the road.
The most comprehensive suggestion was made by Stratford-on-Avon District
Council. In general, it proposed the use of the A435 as the new county
boundary from a point north of the junction with the M42, in the vicinity
of Portway, south to just north of the junction with the A4023 near
Redditch.
This would entail the transfer of areas of Hereford and
Worcester to Warwickshire and vice-versa.
However, the suggestion
i
allowed for those properties with direct access on to the A435 to be
included in whichever County would be responsible for maintaining that
section of the road.
40.

Stratford-on-Avon gave three reasons for its proposal.

It would a)

end the isolation of residents cut off from the centre of their parishes
and counties by the very limited access on to the newly constructed dual
carriageway of the A435 (now a greater barrier); b) formalise the present
ad hoc arrangements between the two County Councils for maintenance of
the A435; and c) make allowance for properties whose sole vehicular
access was on to the A435. The District Council indicated it would not
support any changes to the south of the junction with the A4023.
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41. Both Hereford and Worcester and Warwickshire County Councils thought
change desirable. Hereford and Worcester County Council also supported
a proposal by Bromsgrove District Council that a triangle of land to the
south of Gorcott Hill (near Winyates Green at the junction of the A435
and A4023) and a strip of land at Mappleborough Green further south
should be transferred to its area.

Warwickshire County Council pointed

out that the land near Winyates Green included Gorcott Hall, with access
only to the A435, which would be its responsibility at this point. It
considered that a boundary change at Mappleborough Green would be
i
premature in view of the possibility of future development in the area.
42. We decided to adopt the more comprehensive suggestion of Stratfordon-Avon District Council, as our draft proposal, but we made several
small changes to make the new boundary clearer. We considered that the
A435 represented a formidable barrier, cutting off inhabitants of those
parts of Warwickshire west of the road from easy access to the rest of
that county, and severing residents of the parts of Hereford and
Worcester east of the road from the rest of their county. In addition,
we felt the change would clarify the present meandering boundary by tying
it to an easily identifiable feature. We decided, however, to make no
proposals for change at either Winyates Green or at Mappleborough Green,
as we did not wish to anticipate possible future development there.
b)
43.

Redditch Park Farm Industrial Estate

Hereford and Worcester County Council suggested the transfer of a

small area of the Redditch Park Farm Industrial Estate from Warwickshire
to Hereford and Worcester, so that the New Town and County boundaries
would be the same. The suggestion was supported by Redditch Borough
Council, Warwickshire County Council and Stratford-on-Avon District
Council.
44. We noted that all county and district functions for this area were
already discharged, under Section 101 of the Local Government Act 1972,
by Hereford and Worcester authorities and, in view of this and of the
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agreement of all the principal authorities concerned, we decided to issue
a draft proposal for the change.
We noted that the area would be
transferred from the Parish of Studley to an unparished area, but as no
dwellings were involved we did not regard this as a difficulty.
c)
45.

Long Marston: Central Engineer Park

We noted that the Central Engineer Park at Long Marston was divided

between Hereford and Worcester and Warwickshire.
Stratford-on-Avon
District Council had suggested the military establishment should lie
wholly within its district since it said that Warwickshire provided most
local government services, such as education and policing. Warwickshire
County Council supported this suggestion; it considered the change would
aid effective and convenient local government in the area as it would
reflect the existing pattern of services for the personnel stationed at
the park.
46.

Hereford and Worcester County Council had initially proposed the

transfer of the park to its area, in order to end its division, but had
subsequently expressed its preference for the status quo. Both Wychavon
District Council and Pebworth Parish Council opposed the transfer of the
Engineer Park to Warwickshire.
The former believed that the transfer
i
would make no contribution to effective and convenient local government;
it also agreed with Pebworth Parish Council that, for planning purposes,
the Park might be better placed wholly in Hereford and Worcester.
The
Parish Council suggested that the transfer would cause excessive
financial loss to its parish. It also considered that the proposed new
boundary did not relate to any physical feature on the ground and
suggested that a more logical boundary would follow the B4632 (formerly
the A46) and the minor road from the B4632 to Long Marston along the
Park's perimeter. It felt that incorporating the Park within the Parish
of Pebworth would avoid any possible alteration to the southern boundary
if the Park were ever to be reduced in size.
The Property Services
Agency said that the Ministry of Defence would prefer the whole camp to
be within Hereford and Worcester, as it had closer ties with that county.
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4'/.
We noted these arguments, and concluded that the whole of the
Central Engineer Park should be within one county. We appreciated that
some local government services might be provided more conveniently if it
were to be wholly in Warwickshire. However, we felt we should give
weight to the wish of the Ministry of Defence, as the operators of the
depot, that the whole Park should be transferred to Hereford and
Worcester in the interests of emergency planning in the area. Since the
advantages of a Warwickshire solution, in terms of service provision,
were not clear-cut, we decided to propose that the whole Park be within
Hereford and Worcester.
d)

Other suggestions

48. A member of the public had suggested that if the whole village of
Pebworth and the surrounding area east of the Honeybourne - Bidford Road
were to be transferred to either Warwickshire or Gloucestershire, it
would enjoy better facilities.
This suggestion had not however been
taken up by any of the local authorities concerned. There appeared to
be no particular benefits, in terms of effective and convenient local
government, for pursuing the suggestion and we accordingly decided to
make no proposal.
49. Bromsgrove and Redditch Area Health Authority expressed its concern
to the West Midlands Regional Health Authority that the boundary review
should recognise the impact of the growth of Redditch on towns and
villages across South West Warwickshire and that the County of Hereford
and Worcester should be extended possibly to include Studley, Alcester
and villages to the north and east of Redditch, since these areas looked
to Redditch as their urban centre.
50. We noted that the transfer of these extensive areas to Hereford and
Worcester had not been suggested by any other local authority.
In
addition, the Health Authority had not made clear how it expected the
change to be conducive to more effective and convenient local government.
We were, consequently, not persuaded of the need for change and decided
to make no proposals.
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OUR DRAFT PROPOSALS AND DECISIONS TO MAKE NO PROPOSALS
51.

A letter containing details of all our proposals (as described in

paragraphs 6-50 above) was published on 29 April 1988.

Copies were sent

to all the local authorities concerned, to those with an interest in the
review, and to those who had responded to our consultation letter in
writing.

The County Councils of Hereford and Worcester and Warwickshire

were asked to give publicity to our draft

proposals by advertising the

issue of our letter by means of a notice inserted in local newspapers and
displayed at places where public notices are customarily displayed.

In

addition, the County Councils were asked to deposit a copy of our letter
at their main offices for inspection for a period of eight weeks.
Comments on our draft proposals were invited by 24 June 1988.
RESPONSE TO OUR DRAFT PROPOSALS
i

52. In response to our draft proposals we received representations from
the two County Councils concerned; Hereford city Council; Redditch
Borough Council;
Stratford-on-Avon

the District Councils of Bromsgove,
and Wychavon; the Parish Councils

Leominster,
of Beoley,

Harvington, Marston Sicca (Long Marston), Pebworth and Quinton; Mr Eric
Forth MP; Mr Colin Shepherd MP; a local councillor; and one member of the
i
public.
SUGGESTED DIVISION OF THE COUNTY OF HEREFORD AND WORCESTER
53. Hereford and Worcester County Council welcomed our decision not to
propose the division of the County. Leominster District Council had no
comments to make. Hereford City Council expressed concern about our
decision not to hold a public meeting and not to regard the wishes of
those representing 73% of the population of the former County of
Herefordshire as "exceptional circumstances for the abolition or creation
of a principal area" (see paragraph 15 above). It urged us to reverse
our decision not to hold a local meeting. Harvington Parish Council
expressed its satisfaction with the present county pattern and its
concern at the possible costs and disruption of further re-organisation.
Mr Colin Shepherd MP referred to Hereford City Council's comments and
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enquired about legislation concerning local meetings and inquiries. A
member of the public expressed strong feelings on the issue of local
government re-organisation in 1974 and felt that there was no benefit in
maintaining the present arrangements.
54.

We noted that our decision had not provoked any great degree of

opposition from residents of Hereford and Worcester, which confirmed our
initial view that the majority of the population had accepted the present
arrangements.

We further noted that the Herefordshire Action Committee,

which had previously made strong representations supporting the division
of the County, did not respond to our interim decision.
55. We noted Hereford City Council's request for a public inquiry and
recalled that we had received several such requests from various sources
prior to the issue of our draft proposals.

Our policy has

been to hold

local meetings on the basis of our general powers to consult under
Section 60 of the Local Government Act 1972 rather than formal inquiries
under Sections 61 and 250.

Our practice is, however, only to hold such

meetings in order to obtain information which appeared to be unobtainable
in any other way.
In this case, we concluded that, as the written
representations submitted to us contained a great deal of information,
a local meeting would be unlikely to provide significant fresh evidence.
On that basis, we considered it unnecessary to hold such a meeting.
56. Having considered these fresh representations, we concluded that
there still appeared to be no clear evidence that the present
arrangements had failed, or that the upheaval of radical change would
bring about any proportionate improvements to effective and convenient
local government. We therefore decided to confirm as final our interim
decision to make no proposal for change.
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THE BOUNDARY BETWEEN HEREFORD AND WORCESTER AND WARWICKSHIRE DRAFT PROPOSALS

a)

Areas to the west and east of the A435

57. Warwickshire County Council had no objection to our draft proposals.
Brorasgrove District Council also had no objection to our draft proposals
provided certain amendments could be incorporated. Beoley Parish Council
largely supported our draft proposals but also favoured the amendments
suggested by Bromsgove.
58. The representations suggested that our proposed realignment of the
boundary in this area would still leave three properties to the east of
the A435 near Portway and four properties (High House Farm, The Old
Thatch, The Oaks and Rose Cottage) to the west of the A435 separated from
the centre of their parishes. This could lead to possible difficulties
with the provision of services. Bromsgrove District Council pointed out
that the original intention of the local authorities, supported by the
Commission, had been for the county boundary in this area to follow the
A435 as closely as possible. We therefore concluded that it would be
preferable to realign the boundary south of the roundabout near Portway
to follow the eastern side of the A435 as far south as Gorcott Hill,
where it would re-join the existing boundary.
This would serve to
further clarify the boundary, which would then follow the same side of
the A435 throughout and we decided to modify our draft proposal
accordingly. The suggestion from Stratford-on-Avon District Council,
which we had adopted as our draft proposal, would have resulted in the
new boundary following the east side of the road south to Bransons Cross,
but then crossing to the west side of the road.
b)

Redditch Park Farm Industrial Estate

59. The County Councils of Hereford and Worcester and Warwickshire, and
also Stratford-on-Avon District Council, supported our draft
proposal to unite the Industrial Estate in Hereford and Worcester. We
therefore decided to confirm this draft proposal as final.
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c)

Long Marston: Central Engineer Park

60. Hereford and Worcester County Council and Wychavon District Council
had no objections to our proposal to include the whole of the Central
Engineer Park in Hereford and Worcester.
Pebworth Parish Council
concurred, and had no further comments to add.
Warwickshire County
Council, however, opposed our draft proposal. The County Council pointed
out that, to its knowledge, the division of the depot between Hereford
and Worcester and Warwickshire had not caused the military authorities
any inconvenience, that both counties lay in the Army's Western District
and that, by their very nature, emergency planning services transcended
local government boundaries to mobilise whatever assistance was required
in emergencies.
Morever, local government services to the depot were
provided from Warwickshire and Stratford-on-Avon, as were those to the
residential quarters for the depot personnel in the nearby village of
Lower Quinton. The larger part of the depot was in Warwickshire and the
County Council considered that it should all be there.
61. Stratford-on-Avon District Council also opposed our draft proposal,
using arguments similar to those of Warwickshire County Council. Marston
Sicca (Long Marston) and Quinton Parish Councils had both made
representations to Stratford-on-Avon District Council opposing the draft
proposal.
Copies of their letters were forwarded to us, pointing to
further links between the Engineer Park and the Parish of Quinton. The
Park's water supply and sewage disposal was connected to those of Lower
Quinton; houses belonging to the Army were within the village, and
children from them were educated at the village primary school.
62. We accepted the arguments put forward by Warwickshire County Council
and Stratford-on-Avon District Council. We also noted that the Park was
more readily accessible from the major centres of Warwickshire than from
those of Hereford and Worcester. We concluded that, on balance, the new
evidence submitted to us justified a reversal of our draft proposal, to
reflect more clearly the provision of local government services to the
depot.
We decided therefore to issue a further draft proposal to
transfer that part of the Park in Hereford and Worcester to Warwickshire.
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THE BOUNDARY BETWEEN HEREFORD AND WORCESTER AND WARWICKSHIRE INTERIM DECISIONS TO MAKE NO PROPOSALS
a.
63.

Village of Pebworth

As no further submissions had been received concerning our interim

'decision to make no proposals for this area, we decided to confirm it as
our final decision.
b.

Winyates Green and Mappleborough Green

64. Hereford and Worcester County Council had no comment on our interim
decision to propose no change in this area. Redditch Borough Council
'considered that Mappleborough Green should be transferred to Hereford and
Worcester, since any new development there would look to Redditch for its
services.
However, we decided that we could not take into account
anticipated development (ie proposed development not yet approved), and
•we therefore confirmed as final our interim decision to make no
proposals.
c65.

Studlev area

A Redditch Borough Councillor suggested that the county boundary

south-east of Redditch, near Studley, should be revjewed because of the
,area's affinities with Redditch.
His case appeared to us to rest in
part, however, on the underlying issue of providing Redditch with land
for housing. Mr Eric Forth MP also wrote to us concerning this request.
We took the view that the case for change rested primarily on a view of
!where Redditch should develop. Our concern is to formulate proposals
which we consider to be conducive to effective and convenient local
government, taking account only of existing and allowed development.
Since we had no indication that development of the area south-east of
Redditch was imminent, we decided to adhere to our interim decision to
make no proposals for this area.
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OUR MODIFIED AND FURTHER DRAFT PROPOSALS
66. A letter announcing a) our modified draft proposals in respect of
areas either side of the A435 and b) our further draft proposal for the
Central Engineer Park at Long Marston was published on 12 June
1989.
Copies were sent to those local authorities directly affected by our
proposals and to those who had expressed an interest,
or had made
representations to us.
The county Councils were requested to give
publicity to our modified and further draft proposals and to place a copy
of our letter on deposit for inspection at their main offices for a
period of eight weeks.

Comments were invited by 7 August 1989.

RESPONSE TO OUR MODIFIED AND FURTHER DRAFT PROPOSALS
67.
We received representations in response to our letter from the
County Councils of Hereford and Worcester and of Warwickshire; the
D.istrict Councils of Bromsgove, Stratf ord-on-Avon and Wychavon; the
Parish Councils of Alderminster, Pebworth, Tanworth-in-Arden and Welfordon-Avon; the Police Federation of England and Wales; the English Tourist
Board; a Redditch Borough Councillor; and four members of the public.
AREAS TO THE EAST AND WEST OF THE A435
68. Warwickshire County Council largely accepted our modified draft
proposals for these areas.
However, it objected to the proposed
alignment in the vicinity of the junction immediately north of Gorcott
Hill, because
junctions.

the boundary would then cross

the A4 3 5 between road

It considered highway maintenance could be carried out more

efficiently if the new boundary crossed the A435 at a junction, thus
enabling vehicles from both counties to turn round easily without having
to travel extra distances.
The County Council suggested
that the
boundary should cross from the east side of the A435 to the west
immediately north of the A435/B4480 junction.
69. Hereford and Worcester County Council supported Warwickshire County
Council's objection, and accepted the revised boundary near Gorcott Hill
which the latter had suggested.

Stratford-on-Avon

District

Council
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supported the modified draft proposal. Bromsgrove District Council had
no objections to our proposal, but it also suggested a change to the
boundary between the Parishes of Beoley and Wythall. However, as these
two parishes lay within the District of Bromsgrove, the pursuit of such
a change would have necessitated a parish boundary review and thus fell
outside the scope of this review of county boundaries.
70.

Tanwbrth-in-Arden Parish Council agreed with our modifications at

the southern end of the A435, but felt it was illogical for the new
boundary not to follow the side of the road north of the A435/M42
junction as well. The Parish Council was not convinced that the A435
separated residents from their parishes.
The Police Federation for
England and Wales and the English Tourist Board both noted our modified
draft proposal but had no comments.
71.

The main objection

to our modified

draft proposal

came from

residents of Billesley Lane near Portway (an area which we had proposed
should be transferred from Warwickshire to Hereford and Worcester). They
feared that their children's education would be disrupted by the move as
the two counties operate different secondary education systems.
In
addition, they claimed they did not feel isolated from their parish in
Warwickshire by the A435; their ties were with Tanworth and Stratfordon-Avon.
72. We considered the two County Councils' suggested modification to our
proposal.
We felt, however, that a highway maintenance agreement
(capable of revision at any time by the local authorities) should not
determine the position of a long term county boundary but should rather
'be based on it.
We therefore did not accept their suggestion.
We
recognised and were sympathetic to the present concerns of the family in
Billesley Lane, but we felt that it would not be appropriate to further
modify our draft proposal to take account of their objection. To exclude
Billesley Lane from the transfer of land to Hereford and Worcester would
leave the county boundary following a haphazard line unrelated to major
features on the ground. Moreover, the road (a busy dual-carriageway) was
in practice a formidable barrier and we concluded therefore that it would
be the most appropriate

line for the county boundary in this

area.
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However, we decided to slightly modify our proposal, to eliminate a small
deviation from the line of the road, at a point just north of the
junction with the M42 so that the new county boundary would then follow
the eastern side of the A435 south from this point to Gorcott Hill.
Subject to this minor amendment, we confirmed as final our modified draft
proposal for this area.
THE CENTRAL ENGINEER PARK: LONG HARSTON
73. Warwickshire County Council supported our further draft proposal to
unite the Central Park in its area.
Hereford and Worcester County
Council maintained its opposition to the transfer of the Park to
Warwickshire and asked that we revert to our draft proposal, to place the
Park wholly in Hereford and Worcester. However, the County Council also
suggested that, if the Engineer Park were to be united in Warwickshire,
the proposed boundary should be realigned slightly to follow the west
side of the C2113 road (between Bridge Farm and the scrap metal yard east
of the Engineer Park) in order to simplify highway maintenance - this
part of the road would then transfer to Warwickshire which already
maintained it.
74.

Stratford-on-Avon

further draft proposal.
earlier comments.

District Council said it fully supported
Wychavon District

Council referred

our

to its

It considered there were recognisable planning reasons

for a boundary change but that no reasons had been presented, in terms
of effective and convenient local government, for the Park to be placed
wholly in Warwickshire; it wished to see it united in Hereford and
Worcester.
75.

Alderminster Parish Council was in favour of uniting the Engineer

Park in Warwickshire and considered that this would reflect more clearly
the present provision of local government services to the depot.
Pebworth Parish Council, however, expressed its disappointment at our
further draft proposal, and considered that, if implemented, it would
have a detrimental effect on the Parish.

It reiterated its previous
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arguments against the proposal. Welford-on-Avon Parish Council supported
pur further draft proposal. The Police Federation for England and Wales
and the English Tourist Board both noted our further draft proposal but
made no comment. The Ministry of Defence confirmed it had no objection.
76.

We noted that the Hereford and Worcester local authorities objected

to our further draft proposal while the Warwickshire local authorities
supported it. We considered however that the former had, in general,
reiterated their previous arguments and had not provided any new or
compelling evidence against the proposed change.

We therefore decided

to confirm our further draft proposal as final, subject to the minor
amendment suggested by Hereford and Worcester County Council to realign
the boundary to the west side of the C2113 in order to simplify highway
maintenance.
REPRESENTATIONS ON OTHER ISSUES
77.
In addition to the comments on our modified and further draft
proposals, we also received letters from two members of the public, one
concerning the division of the County and the other putting forward a
suggestion to realign the boundary near Redditch. The former disagreed
with our modified and further draft proposals but without offering any
reasons; he was fundamentally opposed to the merger of Herefordshire and
Worcestershire and wished to see the restoration of the pre-1974
counties. The
our review of
apparently not
suggested that

latter, a Redditch Borough councillor, was concerned that
the Hereford and Worcester/Warwickshire boundary had
taken account of the continuing growth of Redditch. He
the county boundary should be moved to extend the town of

Redditch south along the valley of the River Arrow, thus incorporating
part of Warwickshire.
78.

We recalled that we had previously concluded that, based on the

evidence before us, there appeared to be no sufficient case for dividing
the County of Hereford and Worcester; the latest representation did not
seem to us to invalidate that conclusion. Similarly, we noted that we
had also previously considered the possibility of extending the area of
Redditch and had decided not to propose any change. We took the view
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that this latest proposal represented an attempt to anticipate the future
development of Redditch. It is our practice only to take account of
expected development (ie development for which planning permission has
been given). We endorsed our previous decision.
OUR FINAL PROPOSALS AND DECISIONS TO MAKE NO PROPOSALS
79.

We have set out our conclusions on a) the division of the County of

Hereford and Worcester and b) various parts of the Hereford and
Worcester/Warwickshire boundary in paragraphs 53-56, 59, 63-65 and 6877 above; having considered the representations made to us, we now
commend them to you as our final proposals in the interests of effective
and convenient local government.
PUBLICATION
80. A separate letter, enclosing copies of this Report, is being sent
to the County Councils of Hereford and Worcester and Warwickshire asking
them to deposit copies of the Report at their main offices for inspection
for six months and to put notices to this effect on public notice-boards
and in the local' press. The text of the notice will explain that the
Commission has fulfilled its statutory role in the matter and that it now
falls to you to make an Order implementing the proposals, if you think
fit, though not before six weeks from the date they are submitted to you.
Copies of this Report, which contains small scale maps of our proposals,
are also being sent to those who received our consultation letters and
to those who responded in writing.
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LS

Signed:

G J ELLERTON (Chairman)
J G POWELL (Deputy Chairman)

i

KFJ ENNALS
G R PRENTICE
HELEN SARKANY

S T GARRISH
Secretary
28 June 1990
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