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THE RT HON MICHAEL HOWARD QC HP
SECRETARY OF STATE FOR THE ENVIRONMENT

REVIEW OF THE METROPOLITAN COUNTIES - THE WEST MIDLANDS
CITY OF BIRMINGHAM: BOUNDARIES WITH WARWICKSHIRE AND STAFFORDSHIRE
THE COMMISSION'S FINAL REPORT

INTRODUCTION

1.
This is our final report on the boundaries between the City of
Birmingham and its neighbours to the north and north-east; the
District of Lichfield (Staffordshire), and the Borough of North
Warwickshire. We are recommending three minor cHanges to these
boundaries. However, the report is mainly concerned with the major
issue identified by many local people; whether Sutton Coldfield
should be separated from the City and become a separate local
authority area with its own council, as it was prior to local
government reorganisation in 1974. We have decided that such a major
change could not be justified in this review.
2.
The report explains how we have arrived at our conclusions,
following public consultation on our initial interim decisions not
to propose changes and our draft proposals for changes elsewhere.
Our recommendations are summarised in Annex C.
3.
On 1 February 1988, we announced the start of a review of the
boundaries of the City of Birmingham as part of our review of the
Metropolitan County of the West Midlands under Section 48(1) of the
Local Government Act 1972. We wrote to each of the local authorities
concerned. Copies of our letter were sent to the adjoining
Metropolitan District Councils; the County and District Councils
bordering the Metropolitan County; the Local Authority Associations;
Members of Parliament with constituency interests; and the
headquarters of the main political parties. In addition, copies were
sent to those government departments, regional health authorities,
electricity, gas and water undertakings which might have an
interest; to the English Tourist Board; and to the local press and
local television and radio stations serving the area.

4.
The Metropolitan District Councils and the other principal
authorities were requested to assist us in publicising the start of
the review, by inserting a notice for two successive weeks in local
newspapers. They were also asked to ensure that our consultation
letter was drawn to the attention of those services in respect of
which they have a statutory function.
5.
A period of seven months from the date of our letter was
allowed for local authorities and anyone else interested in the
review to send us their views on whether changes to the boundaries
of the City were desirable and, if so, what those changes should be
and how they would serve the interests of effective and convenient
local government, the criterion laid down in the 1972 Act.
OUR STRATEGIC APPROACH TO THE WEST MIDLANDS

6.
Before considering in detail the response to" our announcement,
we considered the boundaries of the West Midlands metropolitan area
as a whole. This informed our subsequent consideration of the
suggestions submitted to us for large-scale boundary changes, which
in some cases involved major restructuring of the pattern of local
government. We were also mindful throughout of the guidelines given
to us in Department of the Environment Circular 20/86, that this
review should for the most part examine the need for boundary
changes to overcome specific problems arising from historic
anomalies, or from subsequent changes in the pattern of development.
The Circular stressed the Secretary'of State's view that radical
changes - eg the creation or abolition,of a principal area - would
be appropriate only where we considered that present arrangements
clearly failed to provide effective and convenient local government.
7.
Many representations from residents of various areas on the
fringes of Birmingham claimed that local people felt remote from and
neglected by the City Council. Birmingham has by far the largest
population of any local authority district in England, and we
therefore considered whether the evidence before us justified a
consideration of the size of the City itself as part of the review.
However, although Circular 20/86 states that should substantial
changes be found to be necessary, the authorities affected should
have an adequate population base for the efficient and costeffective discharge of their functions, neither it nor the 1972 Act
addresses the question of local authority size, nor whether there
should be any limit to the size of an authority.

8.
We considered this issue very carefully, and concluded that,
while there is no obvious optimum or maximum size for a local
authority, there may be a size below which operating difficulties
may be experienced, depending on the functions that local
authorities are required to perform. While we could not discern any
clear upper limit, we were conscious that our guidelines refer to
"a sense of separation from other areas" as a factor in identifying
the pattern of community life in an area. We took the view that such
a sense of separation was implicit in many of the submissions we
received from Sutton Coldfield, and that our review should take
account of this. However, we concluded that the question of size in
itself should not form part of our consideration, and that we should
consider each of the issues raised on its merits, without regard to
the overall size of the City.
9.
We decided to consider the West Midlands in three phases,
working from east to west. We began with Coventry, on which we
reported to your predecessor in February 1992, when we also reported
on Birmingham's boundary with Bromsgrove (in Hereford & Worcester).
As indicated above, this report considers the boundaries between the
City of Birmingham and the Borough of North Warwickshire, and the
District of Lichfield (in Staffordshire). Reports on the City's
boundaries with Solihull and with the "Black Country" boroughs of
Walsall, Sandwell and Dudley will follow, and will address strategic
issues directly relevant to those areas in addition to consideration
of possible boundary changes.
THE INITIAL SUBMISSIONS MADE TO US

10. In response to our letter launching the review, we received
representations from Birmingham City Council; the County Councils
of Warwickshire and Staffordshire; Rugby and North Warwickshire
Borough Councils; Lichfield District Council; three members of
Parliament; the Chief Constable of the West Midlands; local
councillors; and more than 700 representations from members of the
public. In addition, substantial submissions were received from two
local campaign groups - "Sutton Coldfield Out" (SCout) and the
"Royal Borough Revival Association" (RBRA).
OUR INTERIM DECISIONS AND DRAFT PROPOSALS, AND THE RESPONSES TO THEM

11. Further to our letter of 1 February 1988, we published another
consultation letter on 21 February 1992. This announced our interim

decision to make no proposals for major changes to the northern
boundary of Birmingham, and also set out our draft proposals for
minor changes to the Birmingham/Lichfield boundary in the vicinity
of Watford Gap and Turf Pits Lane, and to the Birmingham/North
Warwickshire boundary near Curdworth. Copies were sent to all the
local authorities concerned, who were asked to publish a notice
advertising our interim decisions and draft proposals and to post
copies of this at places where public notices are customarily
displayed. They were also asked to place copies of our letter on
deposit for inspection at their main offices for a period of six
weeks. Comments were invited by 3 April -1992.
12. We received comments from Birmingham City Council; Warwickshire
County Council; Lichfield District Council; North Warwickshire
Borough Council; Curdworth Parish Council; the nine councillors
representing Sutton Coldfield wards on Birmingham City Council; the
Sutton Coldfield Constituency Conservative Association; the National
Rivers Authority; the Midlands Pensioners Convention; the two
campaign groups, SCout and the RBRA; Chesterton Consulting; and 44
members of the public.
OUR PROPOSALS AND DECISIONS

THE CALL FOR AN INDEPENDENT SUTTON COLDFIELD
Our interim decision
13. Sutton Coldfield was a municipal borough in Warwickshire until
the re-organisation of local government in 1974. The Royal
Commission on Local Government, considering the West Midlands in the
late 1960s, concluded that the links between Sutton Coldfield and
Birmingham were so strong that the town should form part of the
metropolitan area rather than Warwickshire. This recommendation was
implemented, but it was opposed by local residents and campaign
groups. Two such groups were established after 1974 to campaign for
the return of the town to Warwickshire; "Sutton Coldfield Out"
(SCout), and the Royal Borough Revival Association (RBRA).
14. The launch of this review attracted a very large number of
representations from members of the public suggesting that Sutton
Coldfield should be separated from Birmingham and returned to
Warwickshire, while a few suggested that the town might form the
nucleus of an eighth metropolitan district within the West Midlands.

The two campaign groups - SCout and RBRA - submitted detailed
representations together with three petitions (which together
contained between 40,000 and 50,000 signatures) in favour of a
return to Warwickshire. The issue was not however mentioned in the
initial submission to us from Birmingham City Council. Warwickshire
County Council, Rugby Borough Council and North Warwickshire Borough
Council indicated that they did not support the campaign.
15. Sir Norman Fowler, MP for Sutton Coldfield, considered that
local government in the area was generally effective and that it
might be less convenient for local residents to have to deal with
Warwickshire County Council, 25 miles away, but he also believed
that Sutton Coldfield should have greater representation on the City
Council. Mr Iain Mills. MP for Meriden, took the view that there was
much local support for a new district of Sutton Coldfield, while Sir
Dudley Smith. MP for Warwick and Leamington, believed that the town
should remain part of Birmingham.
16. We received letters from six local City councillors, and
another signed by all the nine councillors representing the area.
All favoured the retention of the present boundary, believing that
the campaign groups represented only a minority view and that most
local residents wished to remain in Birmingham. The Sutton Coldfield
Constituency Labour Party believed that local residents look
increasingly to Birmingham as their place of work and for leisure
purposes, and that its links with Warwickshire had greatly
diminished. The Sutton Coldfield Conservative Association opposed
any boundary changes in the area.
17. Given the apparent weight of local feeling on this issue, we
sought the views of the City Council on the points raised by the
campaign groups, which had claimed that the level and quality of
local authority service provision to Sutton Coldfield is lower than
that in other parts of the City, singling out local education,
policing and fire cover, and social services; the management of
Sutton Park; and the standard of electoral representation.
a.

Education

18. The campaign groups claimed that resources are concentrated on
inner city areas at the expense of Sutton Coldfield, that pupil :
teacher ratios are higher there than elsewhere in Birmingham, and
that standards had in general fallen. The City Council said that

pupil : teacher ratios were the same across the City save in
designated inner city areas which had special needs, but considered
that such ratios had become irrelevant since the recentlyimplemented Local Management of Schools initiative.
b.

Police and Fire Services

19. The campaign groups stated that the levels (in terms of
manpower and equipment) of policing and of fire cover in Sutton
Coldfield compared unfavourably with those provided for all other
parts of the City. They noted that, until' 1974, Sutton fire station
had housed three appliances, but that when the area had become part
of Birmingham, two had been moved elsewhere. The groups also stated
that Warwickshire, with a smaller population, provided more
appliances and operated more stations. The City Council pointed out
that both police and fire cover throughout the City conformed to
Government guidelines, although the Home Office had been asked to
authorise more staff for the police service. It also noted that
levels of crime in Sutton Coldfield, in terms of crimes per subdivision and per police officer, were lower than the mean for the
West Midlands as a whole.
c.

Social Services

20. The campaign groups pointed out that Sutton Coldfield did not
have a City Council Neighbourhood Office, unlike all other parts of
the City, so that local people had to travel some distance to obtain
the services to which they were entitled. We noted that a
Neighbourhood Office had been opened in the area (previously the
only Parliamentary constituency in the City without such a facility)
since the end of the consultation period following the launch of
this review.
d.

Sutton Park

21 . This area to the west of the town centre consists of around
2,500 acres of wetland, woodland and heath, and includes several
designated Sites of Special Scientific Interest. The northern edge
of the park forms the boundary between Birmingham and the borough
of Walsall. The City Council had commissioned Cobham Resource
Consultants to study and report on the management of the Park.
22.

The campaign groups claimed that the City Council had allowed
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the physical condition of the Park to deteriorate, by permitting
inappropriate events to take place and employing insufficient
maintenance staff. They considered that a comprehensive management
plan was needed. The groups also alleged that the Council envisaged
what in their view would be inappropriate development in the Park.
23. We obtained a copy of a draft of the consultants' report (which
at that time had not been finalised) from the City Council. This
concluded that the damage mentioned by the campaign groups had
resulted from drainage works during the last century, and from the
effects of the World Scout Jamboree held-in 1957 and of a permanent
fun-fair located in the park before 1975. Wetland areas had also
been lost when a golf course had been built soon after World War I.
Hence, in the consultants' view, much of the damage had occurred
before the City Council became responsible for the park in 1974.
24. However, the report identified management weaknesses. It
recommended that more rangers should be employed and that more
grazing animals should be introduced to control the undergrowth, and
also that the arrangements for growing and cutting timber for the
saw mill in the park could be improved.
e.

Electoral Imbalances

25. The'campaign groups stated that Sutton Coldfield electors are
seriously under-represented on the City Council. Before 1974, Sutton
Borough Council comprised a mayor, 30 councillors and 10 aldermen,
and residents were represented on Warwickshire County Council by 10
councillors and two aldermen. The Citv Council pointed out that
candidates who had stood at the local elections in May 1990 purely
on an "independence for Sutton Coldfield" platform had attracted
little support. We noted that the population of Sutton Coldfield is
some 10% of that of the City as a whole, but that the area returns
only 8% of the councillors (9 out of 117).
26. Many representations, in particular those of the campaign
groups, made much of the former status of Sutton Coldfield as a
"Royal town". We discussed this issue with the Home Office, which
took the view that this status had ended with the charter granted
by the Crown in 1886. This charter had conferred on the town the
status of a municipal borough as that term was understood in the
context of the legislative and constitutional framework of the day,
and had in effect repealed the former charters conferring and
8

confirming "Royal" status.
27. We took the view that these representations raised two
considerations. Firstly, while our guidelines envisaged that
boundary changes might be needed to address historical anomalies or
changes in the pattern of development since the last review, they
did not envisage radical changes save in exceptional circumstances,
where in the view of the Commission present arrangements clearly
fail to provide effective and convenient local government. On the
other hand, Circular 20/86 also recalled the longstanding criteria
that the wishes of the local inhabitants and the pattern of local
community life should be taken into account. We therefore concluded
that the apparent scale of local discontent and of support for an
independent Sutton Coldfield must be addressed by our review of the
West Midlands, despite the fact that radical change would be needed
to reflect these local views.
28. The submission by the City Council in response to the campaign
groups' representations had stated explicitly that local police,
fire and social services shared facilities with Erdington and/or
Kingsbury to the south. Several other representations, recognising
that there were strong links between Sutton Coldfield. and the
conurbation, had suggested that the area might become an eighth
metropolitan district within the West Midlands. In our view, the
evidence before us indicated that there might be merit in these
suggestions, and we therefore sought information from the Council
about the provision of services to the area within the boundary of
the pre-1974 borough of Sutton Coldfield and to the areas (eg Castle
Vale, Erdington, Short Heath, Kingstanding) south of that boundary,
between it and the MS. Such an area would encompass a population of
around 220,000 people, and would in this respect be more akin than
pre-1974 Sutton Coldfield to the other metropolitan districts
(excluding Birmingham).
29. Following a meeting between officials of our secretariat and
of Birmingham, we received a further submission from the City
Council in November 1991. Further submissions were also received
from the majority group on Warwickshire County Council, the campaign
groups, and members of the public.
30. Birmingham's submission addressed the following issues: the
provision of services; the suitability of the M6 as a boundary; the
costs of such a major change, and the implications for future local

authority expenditure patterns in the areas concerned.
31. The Council believed that the separation of Sutton Coldfield
would reduce economies of scale (for example in purchasing goods and
services) and would lead to services being duplicated, and that it
would lose the ability to deploy specialist skills and to undertake
essential planning and co-ordination work. It also feared that
disruption would be caused; generally and to the provision of
national and regional facilities.
32. The Council did not consider that the M6 would be a
satisfactory boundary. It noted that some sections are elevated, and
took the view that the motorway is not a physical barrier between
the northern area and the rest of the City and does not interrupt
the pattern of community life in the area.
33. Birmingham estimated that the combined annual expenditure of
the two authorities would exceed that of the present City Council
by around £3.5 million. It believed that a new "North Birmingham"
authority would therefore have to levy a much higher community
charge than the City Council does at present, and
might be
vulnerable to charge-capping.
34. The majority Conservative Group on Warwickshire County Council
believed that the County Council should now support the campaign to
transfer Sutton Coldfield out of Birmingham. It argued that, under
the proposed review of local government structure, community
identity was intended to be a key issue,'arid it considered that the
wishes of the residents of Sutton Coldfield were significant in that
respect. The group also referred to recent policy decisions that the
County Council should concentrate on its role as an enabling
authority rather than a direct provider of services, and considered
that the Council's effectiveness in this respect would be increased
if the size of the County was increased through the addition of
Sutton Coldfield.
35. SCout restated the issues identified in its earlier submission.
The RBRA noted evidence that Birmingham compared unfavourably with
other education authorities. Late representations were also received
from some 100 members of the public, most of whom believed that
Sutton Coldfield should remain in Birmingham.
36.

We considered all these representations. Although the issues
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were by no means clear-cut, there appeared to be a pervasive feeling
of discontent with Birmingham City Council among many residents of
Sutton Coldfield, arising from a sense that the area was
disadvantaged in terms of electoral representation and of the
services provided to it. While a few local residents argued against
separation from Birmingham and indicated strong feelings of pride
in the City/ this appeared to us to be outweighed by the evidence
that many others were disenchanted, and dissatisfied with the
services they received. As single-issue candidates rarely attract
much attention at elections, we considered ^it unwise to draw
fundamental conclusions from the outcome of the local elections in
May 1990. We also noted that the Strategic Guidance for the West
Midlands issued by the Department of the Environment identifies a
number of "strategic centres" within the area; Sutton Coldfield is
the only one of these which is not the centre or focal point of one
of the metropolitan districts.
37. Moreover, we did not consider that the arguments against change
submitted by the City Council were conclusive. While transitional
costs would inevitably be incurred, it was not clear to us that, in
the longer term, an additional authority wouldv inevitably increase
costs. Birmingham is by far the largest metropolitan authority in
England, with a population of around one million people. Even if
this was reduced by as much as 220,000 (as would be the case if a
new "North Birmingham" authority was created, with a southern
boundary aligned to the vicinity of the M6), the City Council would
in our view still be able to achieve economies of scale.
Furthermore, there appeared to be no reason why a new metropolitan
authority of Sutton Coldfield, with a population of up to 220,000,
should be any less effective than the 13 existing metropolitan
boroughs in England of equivalent size.
38. However, after considering all the submissions we had received,
we were not persuaded that the solution to the problems identified
in the representations lay in re-establishing the pre-1974 Borough
of Sutton Coldfield. The Royal Commission on Local Government
concluded in 1969 that the area had stronger socio-economic links
with the conurbation than with Warwickshire. The evidence submitted
to us indicated that this remains true today and that many Sutton
Coldfield residents look to Birmingham for employment, leisure and
shopping facilities. There appears to be virtually no case in these
terms for transferring the area out of the conurbation. Moreover,
the southern boundary of the former borough now appears to have
11

little relevance in community terms (there is no obvious natural
break until the M6 motorway is reached), while the present outer
boundary of the conurbation has the merit of reflecting the clear
change from town to countryside which is evident on the ground.
39. The final consideration, in our view, was whether the evidence
before us was sufficient to demonstrate that the local authority had
clearly failed to provide effective and convenient local government
in the area, the criterion which has to be met if we are to propose
the abolition or creation of a principal authority. We were not
convinced that this was the case, although it appeared from the
scale of local discontent that the present situation was in some
respects less than satisfactory. We therefore concluded that the
case for major restructuring within the West Midlands at this time
had not been demonstrated sufficiently strongly, and decided to
issue an interim decision not to propose such change. However, we
indicated our intention to draw your attention to the underrepresentation of the area on the City Council and to recommend that
a further electoral review of the City should be conducted as soon
as possible.
Our final decision
40. Responding to our interim decision, Birmingham City Council
supported it, but did not agree that the arguments it had advanced
against major change were inconclusive, considering that any such
changes would be seriously detrimental to the provision of effective
and convenient local government. However, the Council agreed that
a further electoral review would be desirable, pointing out that the
elector: councillor ratio in Birmingham is high in comparison with
other metropolitan districts and with London boroughs.
41. Warwickshire County Council had no comments on our interim
decision, while North Warwickshire District Council supported it.
42. The "Sutton Coldfield Out" campaign group SCout disagreed
strongly with our interim decision. It believed that the petitions
submitted to us (including those sent via Her Majesty the Queen, the
Secretary of State for the Environment, and Sir Norman Fowler MP)
had contained many more signatures than the 44,000 referred to in
our draft proposals letter. SCout considered that an increase in the
number of councillors representing the area would not in itself
improve matters, and submitted further evidence in support of its
12

views on the level and standard of services provided by the City
Council to Sutton Coldfield. SCout also requested us to quantify our
conclusion that local government in the area had not broken down.
43. The Royal Borough Revival Association (RBRA) also disagreed
with our interim decision, reiterating the views it had previously
expressed on the level and quality of the services provided by the
City Council.
44. The Sutton Coldfield branch of the Midlands Pensioners
Convention, which has 300 members, believed that Sutton Coldfield
should stay in Birmingham, although it agreed that the town's
representation on the City Council should be increased. The Sutton
Coldfield Constituency Conservative Association and the nine Sutton
Coldfield councillors supported our interim decision. Of the 44
letters received from members of the "public, eight supported our
interim decision while 36 opposed it, arguing that the. incorporation
of Sutton Coldfield within Birmingham in 1974 had failed.
45. We have reviewed our interim decision in the light of all the
evidence submitted to us, but we have concluded that the responses
have not identified any new evidence or issues that would persuade
us to alter our view that change on the scale advocated cannot be
justified at this time. While the campaign groups have conveyed the
sense of disaffection that appears to exist among many residents of
Sutton Coldfield, neither has provided sufficient evidence to
demonstrate that the present arrangements clearly fail to provide
effective and convenient local government in the area concerned the criterion, given to us in our- guidelines, against which
suggestions for radical change must be measured.
46. In view of this conclusion, we did not consider that further
work - eg a more structured sample survey to test and analyse the
findings of the campaign groups' petitions (which were conducted at
different times, the latest more than three years ago), or a further
study of the costs and benefits of possible alternative patterns of
local government in the area - could be justified; such work would
unnecessarily prolong uncertainty.
47. We have therefore decided to confirm as final our interim
decision not to propose any major change.
48.

We have drawn attention in this report to the scale and range
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of feeling against the City Council expressed in the representations
made to us. While the evidence available to us suggests that the
services being provided to the area at least meet basic national
standards, it must be a matter of some concern that there is such
widespread local dissatisfaction and that so many residents have
supported severance from Birmingham. We reiterate the view expressed
in the letter announcing our interim decision, that the evidence of
widespread local dissatisfaction with Birmingham should be a matter
of concern to the City Council, and we consider that it should look
again at the perception of its services by local people.
49. The under-representation of Sutton Coldfield electors has
already been referred to in this report (paragraph 25 above). We
recommend that a further electoral review of the City (which cannot
be undertaken as part of a boundary review) should be conducted as
soon as possible.
SUGGESTIONS FOR MINOR BOUNDARY CHANGES
BIRMINGHAM/LICHFIELD BOUNDARY AT WATFORD GAP
Our draft proposal

>:

.

50. Watford Gap, a crossroads junction on the A5127 Lichfield Road,
is currently divided between two highway authorities, Staffordshire
and Birmingham. Staffordshire County Council noted that the junction
has been the scene of many accidents, and that the division of the
junction made it difficult to monitor these and to manage junction
improvements. The Council suggested that the junction should be
united in Staffordshire by realigning the boundary to nearby field
boundaries. Birmingham City Council objected to this idea, on the
grounds that the present boundary was both sensible and natural and
that any difficulties could be resolved by liaison between the two
highway authorities.
51. We considered that, although Staffordshire's suggestion had
merit, it was not necessary to transfer more than a minimal area of
land from the City. We therefore issued a draft proposal that the
boundary should be realigned to the edge of the junction.
Our final proposal
52.

Both Birmingham City Council and Lichfield District Council
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pointed out that our draft proposals letter had erroneously referred
to Watford Gap both as a "crossroads" and as a "roundabout". It is
in fact a crossroads. The City Council suggested that, as no
roundabout exists, there is no need for change. Lichfield supported
our proposal, although it noted that the provision of a roundabout
was under consideration. Shenstone Parish Council also supported our
draft proposal, but a member of the public suggested that, as there
is no roundabout, it could not be implemented.
53. We understand that although the possibility of building a
roundabout at the crossroads is under consideration, there are no
immediate plans to proceed. We take the view that the error in our
letter, although regrettable, does not affect the logic of our
proposal, and that it would be desirable for the crossroads to be
united under a single authority to facilitate the implementation and
monitoring of changes aimed at improving its safety. As current
arrangements appear to be unsatisfactory' in this respect, we have
decided to confirm our draft proposal as final.
BIRMINGHAM/LICHFIELD BOUNDARY AT TURF PITS LANE AND BOUNDARIES
BETWEEN BIRMINGHAM AND STAFFORDSHIRE AND BETWEEN BIRMINGHAM AND
WARWICKSHIRE ALONG THE A3 8 DUAL .CARRIAGEWAY
Our interim decision and draft proposal
54. Staffordshire County Council noted that the boundary in this
area pre-dates the construction of \the A38 dual-carriageway and is
defaced. It suggested that the boundary should be realigned to the
south side of Turf Pits Lane and to the A38 embankment, thereby
transferring a small area of Birmingham (now isolated on the eastern
side of the A38) to Staffordshire. Birmingham City Council objected,
preferring a more wide-ranging suggestion by the Chief Constable of
the West Midlands that the boundary for some distance southwards
from Weeford Road should be realigned to the A38.
55 . The Chief Constable of the West Midlands noted that few
residents would be directly affected but that there would be
advantages in terms of policing, particularly in dealing with
accidents and enforcing traffic regulations. However, the Chief
Constable of Warwickshire opposed this, on the grounds that he was
not aware of any policing problems at present. He noted that the A38
will eventually form part of the Northern Relief Road, which will
run mainly through Staffordshire and Warwickshire, and that the only
15

two turning points for vehicles will be located in those counties.
56. While we acknowledged that the A38 might provide a more visible
outer boundary to the conurbation, we decided to issue an interim
decision to make no change, because the present boundary is not
extensively defaced, and does not appear to cause any particular
difficulties. However, we took the view that a minimal change, to
improve the boundary in the vicinity of Turf Pits Lane where it is
defaced and divides a property, would be justified, and we issued
a draft proposal to that effect.
Our final decision and proposal
57. Lichfield supported our draft proposal, but Birmingham
to it and to our interim decision, pointing out that the
crosses and recrosses the A38 in several places to the
Button Coldfield. The City Council reiterated its
suggestion for more widespread change.

objected
boundary
east of
original

58. Chesterton Consulting wrote to us on behalf of the Bryant Group
pic, in association with various landowners in the Bassetts Pole
area. The Group and landowners had jointly presented evidence to the
recent public enquiry into the Birmingham Unitary Development Plan,
in support of the proposal to locate a "Premium Industrial Site" in
the north-west quadrant of the A38/A453 junction at Bassetts Pole.
The consultants considered that planning of this scheme is
complicated by the division of the affected area between two local
authorities, and claimed that the concept of a Premium Industrial
Site is supported by the Secretary of State. The consultants
suggested that the development area should be united in a single
local authority area; by implication, Birmingham.
59. The Draft Birmingham Unitary Development Plan states that the
area at Bassetts Pole will remain designated Green Belt until such
time as the Secretary of State1s conditions regarding the phasing
of the release of premium industrial sites have been met. As
Bassetts Pole is envisaged as the last of the four identified sites
to be developed, it appears unlikely to be released much before the
end of the Plan period (2001).
60. In our view, it would be premature to adopt the realignment
suggested by the consultants, as the planning situation in that
respect may not be resolved for some years, Birmingham has provided
16

no new evidence to support its own suggestion, and the view that the
present boundary causes difficulties with policing does not appear
to command general support. Our draft proposal for a minor
improvement at Turf Pits Lane has attracted no substantive
opposition. We have therefore decided to confirm it as final,
together with our interim decision not to propose a general
realignment of the boundary in this area to the A38.
BIRMINGHAM/NORTH

WARWICKSHIRE BOUNDARY NEAR CURDWORTH

Our draft proposal
61 . The boundary in this area is unsatisfactory as it meanders
through the site of a sewage works and is defaced. We therefore
decided to issue a draft proposal to realign the boundary to ground
features, including the River Tame and the western fringe of the
village of Curdworth.
Our final proposal
62. Birmingham agreed that the present boundary is unsatisfactory,
but suggested that the proposed new alignment north of Kingsbury
Road was itself anomalous, as it followed no ground features. The
City Council suggested an alternative alignment which would transfer
a slightly larger area of land from Warwickshire to Birmingham but
would not affect any residents.
63. North Warwickshire claimed that our proposal was unpopular
among local residents, and that the planned Birmingham Northern
Relief Road will effectively prevent any development to the east.
The Council believed that the village could therefore expand only
to the west, in the areas which would be transferred to Birmingham,
and that this might lead to the erosion of the Green Belt in what
it considered to be a vulnerable area. It suggested alternative
alignments to the north and to the south of Kingsbury Road.
Warwickshire County Council supported these views.
64. Curdworth Parish Council opposed our draft proposal. It
believed that the change would threaten the character and identity
of the village by further reducing the size of the parish, which has
been affected by the M42 motorway and in its view is threatened by
the Birmingham Northern Relief Road. The Council did not agree that
uniting the sewage works under a single authority would necessarily
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affect its administration, and said that it could not understand the
logic of the proposed line north of Kingsbury Road.
65. We agreed that the realignment we had proposed north of
Kingsbury Road would be unsatisfactory, and we have therefore
decided to withdraw this part of our draft proposal. However, we
considered that the two alternatives put forward were also flawed.
The alignment suggested by North Warwickshire would leave the sewage
farm and other properties divided. Birmingham's alternative would
extend the City boundary to the edge of the village; and if, as the
Borough Council envisage, development were to take place west of
Wishaw Lane, the village would be left straddling the boundary.
66. While we note the Parish Council's fears about the future of
the parish, and recognise that our proposal for the area south of
Kingsbury Road would leave the village of Curdworth tightly
constrained between the county boundary and the M42, we consider
that the combined effects of the motorway and of the proposed Relief
Road are far more significant in this respect. In our view, it is
important to establish an easily identifiable outer boundary to the
metropolitan area, and to unite the sewage farm. We have therefore
decided to confirm our draft proposal for the boundary along and to
the south of Kingsbury Road as final, with a small amendment whereby
the boundary would follow Kingsbury Road westwards from the northwest corner of the playing fields to rejoin the present boundary at
the point where it crosses the road.
ELECTORAL CONSEQUENTIALS
67. The electoral consequences of our proposals are outlined in
Annex B to this report. Their effect on the standard of
representation in the areas affected is negligible.
CONCLUSION
68. As required by section 60(2) of the Local Government Act 1972,
we have carefully considered all the representations made to us. We
believe that our final proposals, summarised in Annex C to this
report, are in the interests of effective and convenient local
government in the areas concerned, and we commend them to you.
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PUBLICATION

69. A separate letter is being sent to the five principal
authorities concerned (Birmingham City Council, Staffordshire County
Council, Warwickshire County Council, Lichfield District Council and
North Warwickshire Borough Council), asking them to place copies of
this report on deposit for inspection at their main offices for a
period of six months and to put notices to that effect on public
notice boards. Arrangements have been made for similar notices to
be inserted in the local press. The notices will explain that the
Commission has fulfilled its statutory role in this matter and that
it now falls to you to make an Order implementing our proposals, if
you think fit, though not earlier than six weeks from the date on
which they are submitted to you.
70. Copies of this report, with the maps attached at Annex A
illustrating the proposed changes, are being sent to all those who
received copies of our letter of 21 February 1992 setting out our
interim decisions and draft proposals, and to all those who made
written representations to us.
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signed:

K F J ENNALS

G R PRENTICE

HELEN SARKANY

C W SMITH

K YOUNG

R D COMPTON
Commission Secretary
30 July 1992

(Chairman)
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CONSEQUENTIAL CHANGES
MAP AREA
NUMBER REF.

FROM:

TO:

A

West Midlands County
Birmingham City MB
Sutton Four Oaks Ward

Staffordshire County
Lichfield District
Shenstone CP
Lichfield Rural South ED
Shenstone Ward

B

West Midlands County
Birmingham City MB
Sutton Four Oaks Ward

Staffordshire County
Lichfield District
Shenstone CP
Lichfield Rural South ED
Little Aston Ward

A

West Midlands County
Birmingham City MB
Sutton Four Oaks Ward

Staffordshire County
Lichfield District
Hints CP
Lichfield Rural East ED
Bourne Vale Ward
West Midlands County
Birmingham City MB

A

Warwickshire County
North Warwickshire District
Curdworth CP
Water Orton ED
Curdworth Ward

Warwickshire County
North Warwickshire District
B C Water Orton CP
Water Orton ED
Water Orton Ward

West Midlands County
Birmingham City MB
Sutton New Hall Ward

1

-L

2

1

Sutton New Hall Ward

3

,

West Midlands County
A C Birmingham City MB
E H

Sutton New Hall Ward

Warwickshire County
North Warwickshire District
Water Orton CP
Water Orton ED
Water Orton Ward

4
*1

Warwickshire County
B D North Warwickshire District
F Water Orton CP
G J Water Orton ED
Water Orton Ward

West Midlands County
Birmingham City MB
Sutton New Hall Ward

ANNEX C

BIRMINGHAM CITY'S BOUNDARIES WITH LICHFIELD

NAME

Watford Gap
Turf Pits Lane

PROPOSAL

.

To unite the junction in
Staffordshire
To improve the boundary
and unite a property in
Staffordshire

PARAGRAPHS/MAPS

50-53, Map 1
54-60, Map 2

BIRMINGHAM CITY'S BOUNDARIES WITH NORTH WARWICKSHIRE

Area near
Curdworth

To realign a stretch of
defaced boundary to
ground features

61-66, Maps 3-4

