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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Ann Clarke

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Acocks Green Neighbourhood Forum

Comment text:
ACOCKS GREEN NEIGHBOURHOOD FORUM SUBMISSION TO BOUNDARY COMMISSION JANUARY
2016 At the December 2015 meeting of the Acocks Green Neighbourhood Forum Executive
Committee the following was agreed to be its response to the Boundary Commission draft
proposals. The Forum believed and still believes the recommendation it and other Acocks Green
organisations submitted in September 2015 that a two-councillor ward based on the majority of
the B27 postcode area would be the best and only option to maintain the very close knit
community which now exists in Acocks Green. Although the Forum is relieved that the centre of
Acocks Green has remained in a single ward, members were dismayed to see that one of the
oldest parts of the suburb (north of the railway line) has been included in Yardley West. This
area developed around the old Great Western railway line and Grand Union canal in the 19th
and early 20th centuries. It has no connection whatsoever with the Coventry Road/Hay
Mills/Hobmoor Road/Tyseley areas in West Yardley. Unfortunately, your proposal would return us
to the ‘bad old days’ pre 2004. Acocks Green Neighbourhood Forum is in its 21st year and is
one of the most success- ful and best supported in Birmingham. The Forum area falls into two
wards at present, but under these draft proposals it will be stretched across three wards and
dealing with three sets of councillors and, possibly, Council representatives. It has a very good
relationship with the Ward Councillors and City Council Officers. The Forum is an integral part
of Acocks Green working with other organisations such as Acocks Green Focus Group on the
proposed conservation area, and Acocks Green Village in Bloom with Westley Vale Millennium
Green and Acocks Green train station being part of the Royal Horticultural Society route – from
Bronze to Gold in four years. Members attend the Village Partnership meetings which is an
umbrella group for the different organisations in Acocks Green. The Forum also supports Acocks
Green Carnival, Fox Hollies Forum and Friends of Fox Hollies Park as well as attending the Ward
Committee meetings and works well with sister neighbourhood forum – Fox Hollies Green. The
local police use the Forum public meetings as their Tier 2 meetings with the public. The above
mentioned conservation area will be split in half by these proposals and the Police Station and
Baptist Church are important buildings which will be separated from the rest of Acocks Green.
As we stated in our previous submission, Acocks Green is a very diverse ward, but has been
moving steadily forward through greater representation, membership and collaboration between
groups who have raised the image of the ward and wish to continue to do more. Birmingham is
made up of several urban villages and Acocks Green is one of the oldest. We note that one of
the Boundary Commission aims is to ensure that the pattern of wards reflects the interests and
identities of local communities. We fervently believe that the splitting up of Acocks Green and
moving part into Yardley West goes against this Aim. Therefore, Forum requests that the
Boundary Commission reconsiders its draft proposals and restores the northern boundary of
Acocks Green Ward to the Grand Union canal and makes the Fox Hollies Road the western
boundary. Submitted on behalf of Acocks Green Neighbourhood Forum by Ann Clarke, Forum
Minute Secretary.
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Ann Clarke

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Acocks Green Neighbourhood Forum

Comment text:
From Acocks Green Neighbourhood Forum. This is an appendage to the Forum's submission to
the Boundary Commission on 13th January, 2016. For your information, the Forum held its
scheduled public meeting on 26th January, 2016, which was extremely well attended. The
Boundary Commission draft proposals for Acocks Green were obviously top of the agenda with
many residents expressing their displeasure at the Commission's draft proposal to move the
Acocks Green Ward northern boundary from the Grand Union Canal to the railway line. There
were presentations from two Acocks Green councillors and residents at the meeting concluded
their part of Acocks Green (Polling Districts CAH and CAJ) be included with the majority of B27
in the proposed new Acocks Green Ward and the northern boundary returned to the Grand
Union Canal. Map of area covered by Acocks Green Neighbourhood Forum as used on its
newsletters attached.
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Sugrah Bibi

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Al-Furqan parents association

Comment text:
To whom it may concern We represent parents based in Tyseley and following a parent
consultation yesterday it was agreed to accept the proposed boundaries and name of Tyseley
for our boundaries. Sugrah bibi

Uploaded Documents:
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Josephine Smith

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Allcroft road residents group

Comment text:
Hello there. I am the chair of Allcroft road residents group. I have spoken to people on my
street and they agree with the boundaries called Tyseley ward. People of my street relate
themselves as residents of Tyseley and agree with the name.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Mohammad Sajad

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Alum Rock Youth Project CIC

Comment text:
We are based on Bridge Road which when looking at your most recent proposals falls just into
the Saltley Ward. We have been working across the Washwood Ward but most prominently on
either side of Alum Road Road. It is rather alarming that our provision will be based in one side
of a neighbourhood with clients from both sides of the neighbourhood attending our provision
yet the dividing line cuts across a distinct neighbourhood and community. When reading in the
media about the Kerkslake review and your work, I have come to know that the main objective
is to have wards based on communities; these proposals divide a community. Not only is the
Alum Rock Road an important aspect of this community, the make up of the housing and the
inequalities are very similar either side. For your information, we are a small community based
provider of services for young people and children in the Alum Rock neighbourhood based in the
Washwood Heath Ward. Our work is with young children from the local community, some living
in child poverty and we aim to support families across the neighbourhood. Having a divide will
mean that the young people and families who live in the proposed 'Alum Rock' ward will be
affected negatively. In addition, the service provision will be based in 'Saltley' ward and this will
mean that Alum Rock Youth Project will no longer be in 'Alum Rock'. I would encourage you to
review your proposals.
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

John Parkinson

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Anderton Park Residents' Group

Comment text:
Ward Boundaries Consultation - Response from Anderton Park Residents’ Group. We wish to
make our views known to the LGBCE in regard to our specific area – currently part of
Sparkbrook Ward. The Anderton Park Residents’ Group comprises residents from a triangular
area bounded by Anderton Park Road, Woodstock Road and Yardley Wood Road and this is the
area in question (which we will refer to as ‘our triangle’ in this document). We acknowledge
that whilst ‘our triangle’ is included in both the proposal for the new Moseley Ward proposed by
LGBCE and in that of the Moseley Community Groups – and we fully endorse those inclusions –
we are concerned that at the last Ward Boundaries Consultation held over the period 2001/03,
we were assigned to Sparkbrook Ward instead of the new Moseley and Kings Heath Ward. This
was despite a petition by 105 residents in ‘our triangle’ requesting that we should be included
in the latter. I attach a copy of the covering letter accompanying that petition. As you will see,
the reasons for our request were clearly set out. Although that petition (copies of which were
sent to the Electoral Commission as indicated) was submitted after the deadline for consultation
and therefore rejected, recent meetings with residents in ‘our triangle’ confirm that the same
concerns remain current. In 2001, our area had originally been included in the boundary
revision endorsed by Moseley Forum, but due to a lack of direct lines of communication, we
were not kept informed of subsequent developments either from Sparkbrook or Moseley forum
(as the attached letter outlines) This illustrates the fact that we have effectively been left
disenfranchised and without appropriate representation. Our issues and concerns are more likely
to be addressed by Moseley Ward Councillors than those in Sparkbrook. This is because the
issues that are of high priority for Sparkbrook do not generally apply to us (having seen the
minutes from the Sparkbrook forum over the last 13 years). In summary:- • Geographically, we
live in Moseley. Our postcode and telephone number code are for Moseley (B13 and 449
respectively) • We affiliate far more with Moseley than with Sparkbrook. • We don’t tend to use
the facilities in Sparkbrook. • We use Moseley for socialising, worship, shopping, cultural
activities and also many of our children are educated there. • We actively participate in all that
Moseley has to offer and are enthusiastic supporters of the farmers market and Moseley in
Bloom, and various artistic and musical events. We therefore request that this time around
residents/voters in ‘our triangle’ be included in the new Moseley Ward. Specifically, ‘our
triangle’ (Anderton Park Residents’ Group) comprises the following roads:- • The North side of
Woodstock Road from Yardley Wood Road to Anderton Park Road • The South side of Yardley
Wood Road from Anderton Park Road to Woodstock Road • Both sides of Anderton Park Road
from Yardley Wood Road to Woodstock Road • All of Cadbury Road Please see the attached map
with the boundaries of ‘our triangle’ delineated and shaded green* John Parkinson - Chair
Anderton Park Residents’ Group Appended: Copy of petition to Electoral Commission 2003*
Letter from Mr Ahmad, Chief Legal Officer Birmingham City Council dated 12/11/03* * NB
These documents have been included in a separate written submission
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Parwez Husssain

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: ashiana community project

Comment text:
I am a trustee of Ashiana Community Project and we support around a thousand people a
month, I would like to support the proposed Sparkbrook Ward on behalf of Ashiana Community
Project The proposed boundary reflects very accurately the movement of residents within the
ward, the distance they normally travel to access services, it unites the local secondary school
with its catchment area and the recreational areas that residents normally access are within the
boundary of the ward. As the longest serving Trustee, it is clear to me that the proposed
boundary in considering the natural movement of residents will enable Councillors and BCC to
plan a more coherent and integrated services in the years to come, it will make it easier to
consult with residents on proposals, which will reduce costs in delivering services in the future.
There is also a healthy spread of community organistions, within the proposed boundary that
have a history of working in collaboration with each other, which will make it easier for them to
work in a consortium in securing funding to compliment the services provided by the city.
Parwez Hussain

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Catherine Grylls

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Balsall Heath and Edgbaston Churches

Comment text:
I am writing, as invited, in response to letters to myself as Vicar at St Mary & St Ambrose
Edgbaston, Pershore Rd B5 and of Balsall Heath Church Centre, Mary St B12. Many of us have
spent much time and effort over years seeking to work across Sparkbrook Ward to create a
cohesive community. To tear it apart now seems soul destroying. Even more so, Balsall Heath
(from Pershore Rd to Stoney Lane) has been a cohesive community for years, and to break that
up would be really quite destructive. Relationships take years to grow, and services in deprived
neighbourhoods like these are always sparse, and it is the relationships between people that
enable the neighbourhood to be cleaner, greener and safer than it would otherwise be. Breaking
up the neighbourhood would have disastrous long term effects. Please come and talk to us on
the ground - we have a Neighbourhood Plan in place and a plethora of active community
organisations. We want to work with you to shape our neighbourhood for the future.
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Abdullah Rehman

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Balsall Heath Forum

Comment text:
The Balsall Heath Forum is a group established in the 1990s by residents to represent the
neighbourhood to itself and to its statutory service providers; build the capacity of residents to
help themselves to create social capital; deliver some services, in particular safety,
environmental and youth involving ones; employ a Neighbourhood Manager to help the
community and its service providers to join their action up and manage the neighbourhood
more effectively and Guide other Neighbourhoods along the road to recovery and disseminate
best practice. The Forum is manged by residents who are elected to the Executive from
amongst their membership. The current Draft Recommendations split the area of Balsall Heath
(part of Sparkbrook Ward) into two new Wards (Balsall Heath & Cannon Hill and Sparkbrook).
We strongly object to the Recommendation that Balsall Heath be split. The Balsall Heath Forum
would wish to see the area of the Balsall Heath Neighbourhood Development Plan retained as a
whole. However we do recognise that on its own the Plan Area may be too large (with just
under 11,000 electors) to justify being a single Member Ward. Balsall Heath Forum proposes
the creation of a new two Member Ward comprising of Balsall Heath & Highgate. We believe
that this satisfies the criteria of balancing electoral equality and preserving a clearly identified
community. There are strong reasons why Balsall Heath would be a good fit with its neighbours
in Highgate. The attached document outlines in detail our proposal rationale, arguments and
evidence.

Uploaded Documents:
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Balsall Heath Forum
Submission to the Local Government Boundary Commission
in response to the
Ward Boundary Proposals for Birmingham
Published on 15th December 2015
The Balsall Heath Forum (Appendix 1) is a group established in the 1990s by residents to
represent the neighbourhood to itself and to its statutory service providers; build the
capacity of residents to help themselves to create social capital; deliver some services, in
particular safety, environmental and youth involving ones; employ a Neighbourhood
Manager to help the community and its service providers to join their action up and
manage the neighbourhood more effectively and Guide other Neighbourhoods along the
road to recovery and disseminate best practice. The Forum is manged by residents who
are elected to the Executive from amongst their membership.
The Balsall Heath Forum requests that the Local Government Boundary Commission
considers the following comments and evidence when finalising their proposals for
changes to the Ward Boundaries to the Balsall Heath area (currently part of the
Sparkbrook Ward):
1. The current Draft Recommendations split the area of Balsall Heath (part of
Sparkbrook Ward) into two new Wards (Balsall Heath & Cannon Hill and
Sparkbrook). We strongly object to the recommendation that Balsall Heath be
split.
i.
We believe that the LGBC has placed too much weight on maintaining the ratio
of voters:Councillors at the expense of acknowledging the unique nature of the
local community and its interests.
ii.
This has led to a Draft Recommendation to split a cohesive community which
has a strong identity and a consistent track record for being involved in local
decision-making.
iii.
Splitting Balsall Heath would make it harder for the voice of voters to be heard
and for them to effect change in their own neighbourhood, thus reducing rather
than promoting voter equality.
iv.
Splitting Balsall Heath goes against LGBC technical guidance which states ‘We
balance our consideration of electoral equality with the need to reflect local
community identities and interests, and provide for effective and convenient
local government.’
v.
We believe that the LGBC has not sufficiently taken account of the following
guidance: ‘The Commission accepts that mathematically exact electoral
equality across a local authority is unlikely to be achieved. This is because,
when drawing boundaries, we also consider community identities and interests,
the need for strong, clear boundaries and parish boundaries as well as the need
to secure effective and convenient local government. As a result, there will
always be some variance of actual representation from the theoretical numerical
average.’
1

2. The Balsall Heath Forum would wish to see the area of the Balsall Heath
Neighbourhood Development Plan retained as a whole. However we do
recognise that on its own the Plan Area may be too large (with just under 11,000
electors) to justify being a single Ward.
i.
Appendix 2 is a map that shows the area of Balsall Heath covered by the Balsall
Heath Neighbourhood Development Plan.
ii.
Following the implementation of the Localism Act 2011, Balsall Heath was
selected by Department for Communities and Local Government as one of 10
Neighbourhood planning pilot areas and one of three ‘Our Place’ champions in
Birmingham. It was chosen because of its long track record of involving and
empowering local people to be involved in improving their area and creating a
cohesive community.
iii.
The catalyst for the Forum’s existence was an area-wide conference held as
part of the Build a Better Balsall Heath campaign in the 1990s. The campaign
built on the collective action of the community which came together to picket the
whole neighbourhood of Balsall Heath in order to rid it of the open drug dealing
and prostitution which blighted the streets. This further demonstrates the long
standing affinity that local residents have to the area defined within the
Neighbourhood Development Plan.
iv.
Between 2011 and 2015, the Balsall Heath Forum consulted with thousands of
residents. This was achieved through open sessions at Balsall Heath Carnival, a
series of articles in the Balsall Heathan Community Newspaper (Appendix 3),
meetings with 15 plus local groups, walkabouts with active residents, several
large community meals and a touring exhibition to schools, community centres
and Balsall Heath library where people could make comments and suggestions.
The feedback at each stage was used to further shape and refine the Plan.
v.
In October 2015 the proposed Plan (Appendix 4) was put to referendum.
22.28% of the eligible population turned out to vote. Of the 2,242 votes cast, a
fraction under 90% voted in favour. This is clear and strong evidence that the
electorate recognise the area of Balsall Heath and care enough about it to cast a
vote.
vi.
The Balsall Heath Neighbourhood Development Plan has now been formally
accepted and is recognised by Birmingham City Council.
vii.
It is feared that by dividing the area identified by the Balsall Heath
Neighbourhood Development Plan in two, it will make it very difficult for
residents and the Balsall Heath Forum to implement proposals contained within
the Plan. It would mean for example that support would have to be gained from
two or more Councillors in different Wards; that support would have to be sought
from two Ward Committees (for each of whom the area of Balsall Heath would
be relatively small); as some funding is Ward based, the splitting of Balsall
Heath would create significant barriers to attracting finance for the
implementation of the Plan.
viii.
Splitting Balsall Heath runs the risk of fracturing a cohesive community and
derailing the success of the Neighbourhood Development Plan, thus thwarting
the wishes of local voters, already clearly demonstrated through the democratic
process, and accepted by statutory agencies.
2

ix.

Cllr Quinn (Sparkbrook) recently said that the Balsall Heath Neighbourhood
Development Plan area should be the basic building block for any boundary
changes and be at the very centre of any proposals for a new Balsall Heath
Ward.’

3. The following features clearly demonstrate the strong sense of identity and
community felt by people living or working in Balsall Heath:
i.
The community of Balsall Heath is long established. Its history is recorded in
many publications, most notably Balsall Heath: A History (V. M. Hart (1992);
Brewin Books Ltd; ISBN 9781858580012). Hart says ‘In some ways Balsall
Heath today resembles that of a hundred years ago. This was a time when
newcomers flocked to Balsall Heath to join families and friends already there
and to make a living for themselves. The last 10-20 years have seen a similar
influx of newcomers into Balsall Heath from different parts of the world, but
especially, and Asia. These people have enormously enriched the traditional
cultural patterns of the area, and today it is a model of a thriving inner city
community.’
ii.
Balsall Heath has clear and well defined boundaries. Maps from 1890 show that
the railway line formed the axis of the area rather than a boundary. Current
maps show the same.
iii.
There is a strong and clear sense of identity. This in part is demonstrated by
membership of the Balsall Heath Forum. Some 900 residents are members of
the organisation. They vote to elect 16 residents to sit on the Forum Executive,
who manage the work of the organisation and ensure that it meets the needs of
the whole area. Over 200 residents attended the AGM in December.
iv.
The Balsall Heath Forum works with ten residents groups across the area. If
Balsall Heath is split, the Balsall Heath Forum itself and three of the groups will
be based in Sparkbrook.
v.
Balsall Heath is no longer a drab inner city area, but one which is brightened up
by hanging baskets and planters throughout the neighbourhood, maintained by
residents and the Neighbourhood Forum.
vi.
There are several groups in Balsall Heath whose mission relates to promoting
issues relating specifically to women, including Saheli, WYNGS, Balsall Heath
Women’s Institute and Including Women!. If Balsall Heath is split, the Women’s
Institute will be in Sparkbrook.
vii.
Five community and faith organisations in the area joined forces to form an
environmental organisation called Balsall Heath is Our Planet. The aim of the
charity is to ‘empower people and organisations in Balsall Heath to benefit from
opportunities to reduce the environmental impact of their activities.’ If Balsall
Heath is split, two of the founding organisations will be in Sparkbrook.
viii.
The Balsall Heath Carnival (Appendix 5) has run annually for well over 30 years.
It attracts some 5,000 residents from the whole neighbourhood each year to
Pickwick Park in the east of Balsall Heath. The event sets out to promote
community cohesion by celebrating all that is good about Balsall Heath. If Balsall
Heath is split, Balsall Heath Carnival would take place in Sparkbrook.
3

ix.

x.

xi.

xii.

Streetwatch was initially formed over 20 years ago to help rid the area of vice
and crime. Today it has a different role; in addition to patrolling to help make the
community feel safer, members of Streetwatch help with particular issues, such
as anti-social behaviour and engaging young people.
One unique facility in the area is the Balsall Heath City Farm. It is open to the
public seven days a week and it is the focus for a least four community open
days per year that each attract hundreds of residents and promote community
cohesion. If Balsall Heath is split, the Farm will be in Sparkbrook.
The Balsall Heathan Community Newspaper has been published in the area
since 1973. It has always reported on news and issues which relate to the
identity of the area. To date, over 330 issues have been published. 6,000 copies
are printed and it is delivered free of charge to all households, schools and
community buildings in the Balsall Heath area. If Balsall Heath is split the Office
of the Community Newspaper will be in Sparkbrook.
St. Paul’s Community Development Trust is Balsall Heath’s largest employer. It
has been working in the area for over 40 years. The Trust is a charity which
began in 1973 as a series of groups established by local people to work with the
community of Balsall Heath. Its origins lie in the desire of people in Balsall Heath
to make a better future for their children, getting together to start a nursery,
adventure playground and small school. The three groups joined forces to
establish the Trust in the late 1970s, and from these small beginnings in
voluntary endeavour it has grown to be a thriving organisation. The Trust aims to
work with and alongside the people of Balsall Heath to promote education,
recreation and life-long learning. It works with children, young people and adults,
who are involved with the Trust in many different ways. Many of those who
came at first to use one of the Trust’s facilities have gone on to support it as
volunteers, as committee members, or have joined the staff as employees. If
Balsall Heath is split, St. Paul’s Trust will be in Sparkbrook.

4. The following evidence points to the identity of Balsall Heath being
acknowledged and recognised by organisations and people from outside of the
area:
i.
Several prominent people have been recognised and awarded with Honours for
their work locally: Sir Neville Simms, Chair of the Balsall Heath Employers'
Forum for Business in the Community (1994-1998) was awarded a Knighthood
in 1998; Dick Atkinson was awarded an OBE for services to the community of
Balsall Heath in 2008; Joy Doal was awarded an MBE for her work with the
ANAWIM project in Balsall Heath in 2011; Dr Anita Halliday was awarded an
MBE for services to the community of Balsall Heath in 2013 and Abdullah
Rehman was awarded an MBE for services to the community of Balsall Heath in
2016.
ii.
For over 20 years, Balsall Heath has had a Neighbourhood Strategic
Partnership, which has brought together the strategic service delivery managers
(including Housing, Environment, Police, Fire etc.), strategic players from the
voluntary sector and residents in order to develop solutions which fit the
4

iii.

iv.

v.

vi.

vii.

viii.

requirements of the neighbourhood, rather than accepting Local Authority ‘one
size fits all’ proposals.
Academic and community activist Dick Atkinson has written many books
(Appendix 6) which use the example of Balsall Heath to illustrate how
communities can lead the transformation of their own environment from blighted
area to flourishing neighbourhood.
Dr Phil Jones, Senior Lecturer in Cultural Geography at University of
Birmingham ran two major research projects in Balsall Heath recently. The area
was chosen by Dr Jones because of the strong local sense of its identity as a
neighbourhood. He said that ‘The first project tested smartphone technology as
a means of enabling communities to collect information about their
neighbourhoods to feed into writing local plans. Balsall Heath was an obvious
choice for this because people living there so clearly identified with the
neighbourhood and understood its boundaries.’ The research was published in a
peer reviewed paper in the international journal Planning Practice and
Research. The second project, examined how communities engage with their
neighbourhoods through cultural resources. He said ‘We chose Balsall Heath
because the neighbourhood has a very strong set of civil society and arts
organisations. These organisations are deeply rooted in the idea of serving
Balsall Heath as a discrete entity, thus making the neighbourhood an ideal
testing ground for exploring how community-led cultural budgeting might work.’
The research findings have been presented at the Association of American
Geographers Annual Conference in Chicago April 2015. The findings will be
presented later this year at the Royal Geographical Society Annual Conference.
Be Birmingham, the city’s local strategic partnership organisation carried out an
independent survey which found that people in Balsall Heath were more
confident and felt more involved in their area than in any other neighbourhood in
Birmingham.
Balsall Heath has entered the Urban Community category of Britain in Bloom for
twelve years and was consistently awarded Silver Gilt status. It was always
commended by the judges for the high level of community involvement,
particularly from local schools. If Balsall Heath is split, two of the participating
schools would be in Sparkbrook.
For decades, Balsall Heath has attracted the interest of Government. This has
resulted in a number of high profile politicians such as David Blunket, Paddy
Ashdown, Iain Duncan Smith, Oliver Letwin, David Willets and David Cameron
visiting Balsall Heath to see for themselves how an active neighbourhood can
help in restoring pride in a community. The lessons learned led directly to the
formation of Government policies, such as the Big Society.
Due to its long and successful track record in supporting active residents to
‘own’ and improve their own community, the Balsall Heath Forum has been
asked by DCLG to support the ‘PEER2PEER’ learning hub across the Midlands,
joining up and supporting other community groups who have signed up to the
‘Our Place’ programme. If Balsall Heath is split, we feel that it would send a
message to community groups and residents that their sense of community and
identity mean nothing to officials who may appear to be saying to them ‘We
5

know best.’ Such a move may also cause difficulties for the DCLG and their
efforts to grow community resilience and self-reliance.
5. Balsall Heath Forum proposes the creation of a new two Member Ward
comprising of Balsall Heath & Highgate. We believe that this satisfies the criteria
of balancing electoral equality and preserving a clearly identified community.
i.
Our proposal is for a two Member ‘Balsall Heath and Highgate’ Ward. By 2021
we estimate it would have a population of 15,600 electors.
ii.
Appendix 7 shows the boundary of the proposed Balsall Heath & Highgate
Ward.
iii.
The Balsall Heath Forum has consulted with residents and community groups in
the current Moseley and Kings Heath Ward. After consultation we have all
agreed to propose a common boundary between the proposed Wards of
Moseley and Balsall Heath & Highgate.
iv.
Highgate is an adjoining neighbourhood which shares many common facilities,
bus routes, cycle route and a history of cooperation.
v.
Balsall Heath has a long tradition of working in partnership with Highgate.
vi.
There has been collaboration on projects, such as Urban Care (providing
vulnerable members of the community with access to handyman services.)
vii.
Community groups in Highgate have expressed their support for this proposal.
viii.
The Balsall Heath Forum has been providing support and advice to aid the
development of the Highgate Community Forum for some time. Abdi Samadi,
Chair of the Highgate Forum states ‘We endorse Balsall Heath Forum’s proposal
to create a Balsall Heath and Highgate Ward. We believe that Highgate and
Balsall Heath with their common ground in almost everything, would make a
great Ward. There are many shared services between the areas and we feel
more affinity to Balsall Heath than Bordesley Green.’
6. There are a number of reasons why Balsall Heath would be a good fit with its
neighbours in Highgate:
i.
In the book Balsall Heath and Highgate Past & Present, authors Alan Hemming
and Val Hart write ‘Although Balsall Heath and Highgate are today part of innercity Birmingham, they still have their own unique history… In the twenty-first
century [they] have much to be proud of, past and present.’
ii.
Balsall Heath and Highgate already share the B12 and B5 postcodes (Appendix
8) again pointing to historic links between the areas.
iii.
Balsall Heath & Highgate share a number of important public transport links
(Appendix 9) including the 8, 35 and 50 bus routes.
iv.
The Rea Valley Cycle Route (Appendix 10) winds through both Highgate and
Balsall Heath. It is the Telegraph’s top city cycling route with ‘fine cycling
territory.’
v.
For many years, the Balsall Heath Forum has been running the Dynamic Youth
Awards, and the Heart of Gold Awards, with prestigious guests handing our
awards to local residents who have made a massive contribution to what they
feel is their neighbourhood. This is all followed by a community meal which
brings together 350-400 local residents of mixed and diverse backgrounds from
6

vi.

vii.

across the Balsall Heath Neighbourhood. At the last awards in December, we
were joined by the Highgate Community Forum, who wanted to learn about the
process and nominate a resident for their good work in Highgate.
The Balsall Heath Forum recently met with Cllr Mohammed Aikhlaq (Bordesley
Green Ward) to discuss the Draft Recommendation that Highgate should
become part of the Bordesley Green Ward. His strong view is that the new
boundaries should recognise the identity of communities. He believes that the
proposal to create a Balsall Heath & Highgate Ward would best serve the needs
of residents.
Mohammed Ashfaq, Chair of the Sparkbrook Neighbourhood Forum is in full
support of Balsall Heath Forum’s proposal. He states ‘The proposal to create a
Balsall Heath & Highgate Ward is one which Sparkbrook Neighbourhood Forum
fully endorses. It makes perfect sense to join together two communities with
strong identities and a history of cooperation. The Boundary Commission
recommendation to split Balsall Heath runs the risk of undoing decades of
community cohesion. Sparkbrook Forum has benefitted from the support of the
Balsall Heath Forum, but we do not feel that it is desirable to move them into the
Sparkbrook Ward. We believe that it is a better solution for all three
neighbourhoods if Balsall Heath and Highgate become one Ward.’

Abdullah Rehman
Chief Executive
Balsall Heath Forum

7

Appendix 1
To find out more about the Balsall Forum, please visit our Neighbourhood Development
Plan website: http://www.balsallheathforum.info/
Appendix 2
Map of the Balsall Heath Neighbourhood Plan area. You will see that Balsall Heath
extends to the west and east of the railway line. It is not considered to be a boundary in
Balsall Heath. The Plan was ‘Made’ (adopted) by Birmingham City Council in 2015 after a
public referendum that attracted almost two and a half thousand votes.
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Appendix 3
Below is an extract from the April 2013 edition of the Balsall Heathan Community
Newspaper (circulation 6,000). It shows information about the Balsall Heath
Neighbourhood Development Plan and how to be involved. It is one of many articl3es
published between 2011 and 2015:

Appendix 4
You can read the full text of the Balsall Heath Neighbourhood Development Plan and other
supporting documents on the Birmingham City Council website:
http://www.birmingham.gov.uk/balsallheathndp
The link below will take you to a Birmingham Post article about the unique nature of the
plan and referendum in Balsall Heath:
http://www.birminghampost.co.uk/business/business-news/balsall-heath-residents-uniquesay-9902628
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Appendix 5
Balsall Heath Carnival is the area’s oldest and largest community event attracting some
5,000 people annually. The procession starts in Balsall Heath Park and finishes in
Pickwick Park. If Balsall Heath is split, the Balsall Heath Carnival would no longer take
place in Balsall Heath!
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Appendix 6
Renowned academic and community activist Dr Dick Atkinson has written many books
which use the example of Balsall Heath to illustrate how communities can lead the
transformation of their own environment from blighted area to flourishing neighbourhood.
His books include:
 Radical Alternative, Orthodox Consensus (1971, Heinemann)
 Radical Urban Solutions (1994, Heinemann)
 The Common Sense of Community (1994, DEMOS)
 Cities of Pride: Rebuilding Community, Refocusing Government (1995, Cassell Social
Science)
 Towards Self-governing Schools (1997, IEA)
 Urban Renaissance: A Strategy for Neighbourhood Renewal and the Welfare Society
(2000, Brewin Books)
 Civil Renewal: Mending the Hole in the Social Ozone Layer (2005, Brewin Books)
 Nourishing Social Renewal (2012, Brewin Books)
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Appendix 7
Map of our proposed Balsall Heath & Highgate Ward. We estimate that the voting
population will be 15,600 by 2021. The southern boundary exactly aligns with the
proposed Mosely Ward northern boundary:
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Appendix 8
The map shows that Balsall Heath & Highgate share the same postcodes (B12 and B5):
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Appendix 9
The map shows the shared public transport and cycle links between Highgate in the north
and Balsall Heath in the south:

Appendix 10
Below is a link to the Telegraph newspaper’s article about the Rea Valley cycle route that
passes through Highgate and Balsall Heath on its way from Birmingham City Centre to the
Waseley Hills:
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/travel/activityandadventure/3080378/Top-10-city-cyclingroutes-in-Britain.html
14
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John Newson

E-mail:

Organisation Name: Balsall Heath Is Our Planet

Comment text:
Balsall Heath Is our Planet BHIOP is a charity that has worked since 2007 to improve the
environmental performance of Balsall Heath, and so we benefit by the strong identity of the
area and its strong community organisations, which are represented on our steering group and
which is very clear about the boundaries. As such we do not support splitting Balsall Heath
between three wards, as in the proposals of the Boundary Commission. This would be a huge
step backwards for a struggling inner city area. We work with the Friends of Balsall Heath Park
and do not want the park put into Moseley ward. We contribute to the annual Balsall Heath
Carnival and do not want that put into Sparkbrook ward. We have contributed to the Balsall
Heath Neighbourhood Plan and produced a pioneering neighbourhood Energy Plan. We advocate
re-opening of the rail station in the centre of Balsall Heath. A current project is to make a
pocket park on Moseley Road as a step to making this the Town Square; the A435 Moseley
Road acts the axis of Balsall Heath and should not be made into a boundary. We see the
benefit of continuing to have all of Balsall Heath in one ward, so we support the proposal of
The Balsall Heath Forum for a single 2 member ward of “Balsall Heath and Highgate”. This
maintain a strong relationship with our ward councillors and progress improvements to our
neighbourhood. Our website deals with our work for Balsall Heath
https://balsallheathisourplanet.wordpress.com/about/

Uploaded Documents:
Download

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7588

08/02/2016

Neighbourhood Energy Plan for Balsall Heath
The Community Strand of the West Midlands Low Carbon Economy
Programme has paid for ‘Balsall Heath Is Our Planet’ (BHIOP) to have
tailored support for their Neighbourhood Energy Plan.
Report 12 December 2011 J. R. Newson
Balsall Heath Is Our Planet aims to reduce the environmental footprint of
this inner city neighbourhood of Birmingham, while combating fuel poverty
and empowering those who live and work here to benefit from energy
efficiency and clean energy sources
http://balsallheathisourplanet.wordpress.com
BHIOP is run by a Steering Group that includes reps from local 3rd sector
organisations, which share a long term commitment to the regeneration of this
deprived inner city area.
The BHIOP Steering Group chose John Newson as the consultant, since he
lives in the area and has worked with them before.
Balsall Heath Forum is leading on Neighbourhood Planning under the
Localism Bill, as one of 17 pilot neighbourhoods, nationally. BHIOP has seen
this as an opportunity to develop a parallel ‘Neighbourhood Energy Plan’.
Two key considerations for the Plan were identified as;
1. Insulation of solid walls to cut heat loss from our mainly 19th century
housing stock, and
2. Deployment of solar photovoltaic panels on roofs.
John met with the BHIOP Steering Group, and interviewed key people; local
renewable energy consultant Phil Beardmore, eco-architect John
Christophers, CEO of a Housing Association David Cusack. He read some
reports and websites for desk research and wrote up a report of findings
which is attached.
John Newson has also helped obtain funding from the Chesshire Lehman
Trust and the Ecology Building Society, to allow wider energy issues to be
looked at in the Energy Plan and to explore opportunities for implementation
which have opened up in collaboration with adjoining neighbourhoods..
Consultancy days= 4.5 completed Dec 2011. Separately invoiced for £1,800
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Energy Plan for Homes
in Balsall Heath
Balsall Heath Is Our Planet 2011
This report forms part of a wider ‘Neighbourhood Energy Plan’ that sets out
how Balsall Heath can benefit from the energy transition from the end of
cheap fossil fuels. This report focuses on homes and how to make them
more energy efficient.
Our thanks are due to the Chesshire Lehmann Trust and Sustainable West
Midlands Low Carbon Programme who funded the work, which was carried
out by John Newson for Balsall Heath Is Our Planet.
Response to Fuel Poverty
Rising fuel bills are a threat to the well-being of households in Balsall Heath.
‘Fuel poverty’ is defined as when 10% household income has to be spent on
fuel. One in three households in the West Midlands is in this situation (2011)
and two thirds say they are worried about fuel bills - but this must be greater
in an inner city area like ours1.
All homes in Balsall Heath are on the gas grid. Gas central heating has
progressively replaced other heating systems. However, some people are
afraid to use central heating, or have been cut off for none payment and
substitute more expensive fuels. Some people may be under-heating their
homes, to the detriment of their health.
Much of the energy value of fuel that residents purchase is wasted by heat
loss from the home. The purpose of retrofitting will be to reduce this wastage
while enjoying adequately warm homes. We have to pursue the goal of
‘negawatts’ i.e the energy we avoid buying.
Solar PV-generated electricity is mostly available in the daytime, and this
would fit the consumption pattern of people on low incomes that tend to be
workless and at home much of the time.
Heat Loss from Housing
Balsall Heath was first built up in the period 1850 -1918. Much of this pre
1918 housing remains. It can be called ‘Old Balsall Heath’. It is impractical to
demolish what has become the main asset of home owners, so these houses
will stand in the 21st century.
There was wholesale demolition of the bomb-damaged areas that were then
rebuilt in the 1970s/1980s (New Balsall Heath). However, the majority of the
population lives in Old Balsall Heath, due to the density of terraced housing.
This is the area where energy savings can be the greatest, if we can ‘leapfrog’
from the 19th to 21st century with the energy efficiency of these homes.
1

Fuel Poverty estimates by Consumer Focus http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/business-16005540
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All buildings in Balsall Heath are on the mains gas supply and use gas-fired
boilers. Homes in Birmingham use an average of 15,800 kilowatt hours of gas
a year. This would cost about £700, or 50% of the energy bills.
It is almost always cheaper to save energy than to produce it. Stopping heat
loss is therefore the first priority.
Solid Walls
Walls form a large surface area, so uninsulated walls can account for a third
of heat loss from a house. Most housing in Balsall Heath is pre-1918, so all
the walls are 9 inch solid brick, with no cavity to fill. As windows have been
replaced with double glazed units and lofts insulated, the proportion of heat
loss through solid walls has increased.
Terraces have internal party walls, but they do lose heat to the front and rear,
and via the end-of-terrace houses. The end walls of the terraces are blank
where a house has been demolished, or have doors and windows. End walls
may be structurally weak and need stabilising. One issue is roof overhangs,
which may not be adequate to cover the external insulation layer. Insulation
might be put inside a garage or conservatory space.
Tunnels or passages give access between houses at ground floor, but they
create an external wall with substantial heat loss through the solid wall.
Tunnels are generally too narrow to allow for external insulation. The answer
seems to be internal wall insulation. Air-tight doors might be fitted front and
rear to cut down cold draughts.
External insulation
External cladding of walls with insulated panels is ideal in theory, because it
wraps the whole structure of the house, which becomes a heat store, reducing
temperature fluctuations. It is however an expensive option, so there are very
few houses externally insulated in Balsall Heath to date.
The benefits can be are large. At the Tindal Street ‘Retro Fit for the Future’
house external insulation reduced heat loss tenfold through rear walls2. The
Zero Carbon House also in Balsall Heath has new walls 28 times more energy
efficient than the old ones3.
External insulation produces less disruption to occupants than internal
insulation. It requires scaffolding, so there could be big savings in doing a
whole street. There could be savings if external insulation is done at the same
time as roof repairs, guttering, and perhaps external paintwork.
The external panels need protecting by an overhang of the roof eaves, but in
many terraced houses the roof does not overhang the wall. Extending the roof
adds substantially to the cost of works.
External insulation changes the external appearance of 19th century brick
housing. Some houses already have plaster rendered walls, so external
insulation could re-introduce a more uniform effect. Plastered terraces are
common, in for example Leamington Spa. Residents could be shown

2

Inspiration Birmingham http://inspirationbirmingham2020.com/

3

Zero Carbon House http://zerocarbonhousebirmingham.org.uk/
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illustrations of how the appearance might change. Render provides a rain
protection to the insulation. It can be tinted, so no need to keep repainting it.
Many terraces have decorative features, which it is a pity to lose. A
consensus seems to be emerging, viz; apply internal insulation on the face to
the street to conserve the appearance, but add external insulation to the rear.
Internal wall insulation (dry lining)
Internal insulation is very effective at cutting heat loss and gas consumption
where it has been used, especially where there is a high proportion of outside
wall. However it is an expensive job. The Council and housing associations
have mostly not been able to include this in upgrading their housing stock to
date.
Internal insulation has some drawbacks; such as it involves disruption to the
occupants; it disturbs the electrics, radiators, décor, internal doors, skirting,
and coving. Potentially, a number of tradesmen may be required, so it is most
appropriate when a house is undergoing a general refurbishment.
‘Cold bridging’ results when the insulated outside wall falls to the cold outside
temperature, but part of the masonry still connects with the interior, so heat
flows out through it. This can produce condensation, where warm damp air
meets a cold surface, i.e. the ‘dew point’ is moved inside the wall.
Losing space is a concern with internal insulation. This can be exaggerated
but is significant in already-small kitchens and bathrooms. There is now
super-thin Aerogel-based wall insulation to save space, such as SpacethermR
from Proctor4.
Costs and disruption can be reduced, where panels are manufactured offsite
to minimise time spent in a property: for example WHISCERS™ laser
technology which uses laser scanning of the rooms, off-site cutting of internal
wall insulation and fitting. This leaves the residents in place and claims to
insulate a room inside two hours. The system has been developed by the
Sustainable Energy Academy and United House5 and was used to insulate
the internal walls of 200 Victorian homes in the London Borough of Camden.
‘Birmingham Energy Savers’ is testing some innovative approaches to wall
insulation, including a spray-on product, as part of the Aim High Housing
Retrofit Project, an EU funded programme6.
The Green Deal may make solid wall insulation affordable from 2012. Owners
will be able to pay for it over an extended period, while they benefit by the fuel
savings. Installing it on a widespread basis could allow economies in
materials, labour and management costs. It may be possible to manufacture
insulation panels in Birmingham e.g. via a consortium of housing associations.
At ‘factory prices’, widespread insulation of solid walls could become a reality,
while commercial installations are beyond most people’s pockets.

4

SPACETHERM http://www.proctorgroup.com/products/thermal-insulation/spacetherm

5

WHISCERS http://www.unitedhouse.net/sustainability/sustainability-in-refurbishment

6

Aim High Resco http://www.resco.org.uk/aim-high
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Solar PV (photovoltaic) panels
Daylight on the roof can be turned by PV panels into a valuable commodity –
electricity. The average household electricity consumption in Birmingham is
4,000 kilowatt hours a year7. A 2.5 kw set of panels on the roof would produce
about half of this over the year.
One PV pioneer in Balsall Heath has reported a 40% drop in his electricity
consumption 2010-2011. The Zero Carbon House is energy efficient and
produces more electricity than the family which lives in it has used, since its
construction8. The benefits to householders of PV are indisputable.
The streets of Balsall Heath were mostly built at right angles to the
north/south Moseley Road, as the central axis, e.g. The Seven Streets area.
Rows of housing therefore run east-west, and this may have been deliberate
as a selling point, to allow winter sun to penetrate the rooms. There are likely
to be more south-facing roofs than the usual estimate of one in four. One in
two may be suitable, front or rear. North-south facing houses may have had a
peninsular at right angles added, i.e. south facing.
Balsall Heath’s terraces form one long, continuous roof space. They have
pitched roofs, of overlapping grey slates or red tiles. Roofs may be asbestos
composite artificial slates that were used by Urban Renewal in the 1980s and
should be removed carefully.
Shading from chimneys and dormer windows may be an issue in some cases.
There are very few tall buildings to shade the houses. Street trees may cast a
shade in some places.
Modern buildings with a flat or low pitch roof can have PV without facing
south, as they effectively face the sky. The Balsall Heath Church Centre on
Edward Road/Mary Street has amorphous PV laminate facing east, but is
performing well in 20119. This approach could apply to blocks of flats.
Progress with PV
Birmingham is generally behind other areas with installing PV, with only 1 in
1,000 households having PV by Sept 201110.
However, there is a lot of interest from homeowners. Hundreds of people
have attended the open house days at the Zero Carbon House and Alder
Road, supported by Balsall Heath Is Our Planet. People tend to follow the
lead of people in their neighbourhood but the capital investment of £10-12,000
appears to have been too much for most private owners in Balsall Heath.
Costs have however dropped substantially over the last year, and a number of
new solar PV installations have appeared in late 2011 to anticipate the drop in
the feed in tariff.
The Feed In Tariff (FIT) has allowed home owners to receive a 25-year
payment for every kilowatt hour generated. The starting rate has been 43p per
kilowatt hour, which was calculated at an 8% or better as return on capital,

7

DECC solar pv interactive maps www.decc.gov.uk

8

Zero Carbon House http://zerocarbonhousebirmingham.org.uk

9

Balsall Heath church centre http://www.balsallheathandedgbaston.org.uk/community

10

DECC solar pv interactive maps www.decc.gov.uk

John Newson for BHIOP 30.11.11

Page 5

comparing very well with other investments. The government has now
decided to drop this rate to 21p, on the grounds that the success of the
scheme has created scope for excess profit, and that there are big reductions
in the price per installation since the industry has scaled up. Public
consultation are taking place about this change11
Some companies have been offerng PV panels for free or low cost, e.g. EON,
British Gas, in exchange for signing over the FIT, the so-called ‘Rent a Roof’
schemes. The homeowner will then lose this income over 25 years. If the
occupants are out all day, their electricity saving could be small. Interest can
be a substantial element of the payments and this debt will be inherited by
future occupants. Is the sale value of the house negatively affected by having
signed away the south facing roof, so future occupants cannot install and get
the FIT? Such drawbacks have led to limited take up with households in
Balsall Heath.
PV panels are falling in cost all over the world. It is arguable that when the FIT
rate falls they will fall even faster in UK. Meanwhile, the yield from each panel
is improving on the newer models. The subsidy needed for this technology
should diminish rapidly.
The government’s FIT review at the end of 2011 proposes a lower rate for
multiple FIT addresses held by the same person/organisation i.e. ‘rent a roof’.
Housing associations and local councils are campaigning to be classed as
‘community schemes’, so they can continue with plans for multiple
installations on their housing stock. Accord Housing has frozen plans to add
solar pv to 2,000 homes in Birmingham, due to uncertainty with the FIT.
The economics could be improved if the government adopts a ‘Community
Tariff’ for organisations that operate for the ‘community benefit’. BHIOP will
add its voice to calls for this community tariff at the end of 2011/early 2012.
If the government persists with the proposal in its Review that only homes
with a certain energy efficiency rating, e.g. C-rated, can receive FITs for PV,
then most homes in Balsall Heath would be excluded. Only whole house
retro-fit packages of both insulation and PV, will be possible. Although the
savings should be substantial, so will the capital cost and hence the payments
that home owners will have to agree to – and this may be a serious deterrent.
Organisation and funding of retrofits
All new homes are supposed to be zero carbon, from 2016. This will be
difficult to achieve on-site, so house builders will be looking for ways to
generate zero carbon electricity and heat off-site to off set the carbon
emission from running the houses. There could be an important opportunity
for renewable energy projects.
Bulk ordering of domestic solar installations generally attracts a discount from
Installers for customers living in a defined area, as this reduced their transport
costs, for example the Solar 300 Challenge in the Warwick/Leamington area
organised by Action 2112. Sustainable Crediton has a successful ‘buying
partnership’. This is an area of opportunity for community energy projects.

11
12

DECC FIT consultation
Solar 300 Challenge http://www.action21.co.uk/solar_challenge.html
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Solar PV installation by housing associations on their stock is a major route
for access to the benefits of PV to be made available to people who suffer fuel
poverty. Tenants in social housing are disproportionately elderly or on benefits
so more likely to be at home during the day, using electricity, so can
substantially reduce bills through solar electricity. Those who are out at work
will be donating clean electricity to the local grid which goes to supply
businesses and neighbours. Solar PV is not a measure in the Green Deal,
below, but could be included in a local retrofitting programme.
Green Deal
The government’s Green Deal scheme, starting 2012, will work through PAYS
- Pay As You Save. The owner accepts a charge on the electricity meter to
repay the capital cost (plus interest). The ‘Golden Rule’ is that the savings
must be calculated for the particular house to be as much as the repayments
i.e. zero cost to the household.
A ‘Green Deal Finance Consortium’ has been created, including some big
banks to finance the national programme. Finance institutions may be
interested in debt and interest from householders more than energy saving as
a goal. The rate of interest involved in what is actually a loan could be
decisive to the economics to the householder. Using commercial rates of
interest to lend to people on low incomes may make it very hard to realise the
‘golden rule’. Many residents could be economising by under-heating their
houses, so insulation will make them warmer, but not reduce bills.
There 6 big fuel suppliers may be involved in the Green Deal. This could be
seen as a conflict of interest, if they are involved in delivering energy saving
and collecting the ongoing payments via the meter, while still charging for the
fuel supply with its standing charge etc. The Green Deal will have issues of
trust and credibility, if energy suppliers are involved. They may be seen as
selling to householders, rather than advising them. If local community
organisations are involved in promoting the scheme, their independence could
be seen as compromised.
A danger is that the better-off will feel confident to incur the debt element of
the Green Deal, while the elderly and those on low incomes poor will be
paying through energy bills for the various programmes from which they will
not benefit. We must try to ensure that those in most need do benefit.
The Green Deal has its critics and there is a national campaign to ‘Green the
Green Deal’ which held a workshop in Birmingham in December 201113. An
alternative ‘Community Green Deal’ model is proposed by SHAP, in which
Local Authorities and /or social housing providers come together to form
accredited Community Green Deal ‘Delivery Bodies’, enabling them to cost
effectively deliver ambitious Community Green Deal programmes14.
Birmingham Energy Savers (BES)
This is Birmingham City Council’s own scheme to retrofit homes for energy
efficiency. BES is based on the finding that residents trust their City Council.

13

The Greening Campaign http://www.greeningcampaign.co.uk/

14

Community Green Deal http://www.shap.uk.com/projects/shap10/Local
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As a local authority, they can borrow cheaply, which could help Birmingham
people to get a good deal compared to other Green Deal schemes.
The first and second phases of Birmingham Energy Savers (BES) have
involved council homes, many of which will be getting solar PV as part of an
energy upgrade. The Council could retain the FIT as a flow of income. The
whole programme is designed to be ‘zero cost’ to the Council.
BES phase 3, from October 2012, will work on 15,000 homes over 3 years.
Householders will pay back via a ‘pay as you save’ charge on the meter, or
assign the FIT to BES. Potentially, the demand for BES is huge and the
programme of work will take many years.
The scheme aims to gain economies of scale by bulk buying materials and
equipment, and by doing many homes in the same areas/ streets. These
economies should get the cost of retrofits down to a level where the ‘golden
rule’ will apply, i.e. occupants to get savings that will cover the cost of the
work in a reasonable time and be effectively no cost to them. This factor of
economies of scale could outweigh any disadvantages with BES.
BES has been set up with great input of time, energy, money to make the
Local Authority the driver - with its aims of carbon and energy saving – not the
aims of a commercial company. BES has developed legal agreements to bind
the operating company into delivering the BES aims (even if it is British Gas
or EON).
For the fuel-poor homeowner, BES has planed to offer an alternative of
signing over the FIT to the scheme, so the householder will have no
payments, while still benefitting from the free daytime electricity. This might
appeal to some older homeowners, who may not want to add any debt to the
house. Also, they are at home in the daytime to use the free electricity from
the roof. However, the government’s review proposes a lower FIT rate for
multiple FIT addresses, which means BES must re-think the option of
assigning FITs to itself.
Options for community involvement in the Green Deal
1. The Energy Saving Coop is offering a small scale alternative on
cooperative principles to the government’s Green Deal. It will run local
pilots through 2012, and Balsall Heath can make sure that some homes
in the neighbourhood are recruited as leaders. Jericho Foundation, a
social enterprise based in Balsall Heath, is likely to be an installer for the
scheme.
2. Birmingham City Council is selecting an operating company for
Birmingham Energy Savers (BES) with a view to starting on private
homes at the end of 2012. The contract is likely to require involvement of
community enterprises, such as those in Birmingham Social Energy
Enterprise Network (BSEEN).
3. Housing associations might lead a local version of Green Deal in Balsall
Heath, raising the capital and administering the work. It would start in
streets where there are many of their properties, but taking in private
owners also, if they agree. Housing associations have a long term
interest in the energy standard of their housing stock. If a local scheme
could benefit by BES’s bulk purchasing of materials etc, this would be
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ideal. Management of the 15,000 retrofits in BES 3 will be a large task
that BES may wish to delegate through local partners.
Enterprise and Jobs
A Whole-house approach is required, rather than individual measures. This
means every house has to be surveyed and assessed with its occupants and
pattern of use. Local people could be trained as energy assessors, either for
the national Green Deal or BES. They could guide people through the whole
process.
Local community organisations could help to recruit people for the Green
Deal, using past trust relationships, for example the Balsall Heath Forum’s
wardens. This means that they will need to be very well informed about the
scheme and have confidence in it. They have to be clear as to whether they
are being paid to recruit, and be willing to refer people to a source of impartial
advice, such as the Energy Savings Trust, to resolve any doubts. They will
need to give follow-up advice to householders to ensure they get the best
from any measures installed.
The Green Deal will require assessors to visit homes and diagnose and
prescribe physical measures; doing this accurately will be vital to getting ‘the
golden rule’ – energy savings to equal the cost of the measures. People may
not be trusted if they are seen as representing another deal from the big 6
energy companies. Sales staff could arouse suspicion, as they may be
making claims that the residents cannot verify, and not pointing to cheaper
alternatives.
Birmingham Social Enterprise Energy Network (BSEN) is a network of social
enterprises, including Jericho Foundation and Family Housing Association.
BSEN propose to train and provide community energy assessors by having
experienced energy advisors mentor others. This is described as ‘knowledge
transfer’. Energywise is an emerging cooperative of energy assessors.
The FIT has led to 25,000 new jobs nationally in renewable energy. This is a
growing area and new skills are required for the energy revolution15. It could
just be existing workers in existing companies who add this to their set of
qualifications, but there is an opportunity to get people from the
unemployment queue into the new skills, if short, specific courses can be
offered to local residents. The Jericho Foundation has experience in getting
local people into work, and specifically solar installation.
Energy Advice
The Factor Four solution to fuel poverty requires;
1. Energy advice
2. Bill Payment
3. Money and debt advice
4. Physical measures; insulation
The national “Warm Front” programme found that 30% of householders do not
understand their existing heating controls, which may be higher in Balsall
Heath. Some people overheat their homes, due to not understanding their

15

Skills for the Green Economy, HMG 2011
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heating controls. 1 degree lower room temperature can save 10% of gas
consumption, according to the Energy Saving Trust.
Local experience with the Birmingham Green Doctor and Home Energy
Advice schemes in Moseley and Balsall Heath 2009-11 showed that
empowering people through energy advice can help them to achieve
substantial fuel bill and CO2 savings just through behaviour changes, i.e.
knowing how to control and switch off energy appliances.
Communicating with residents
Sparkbrook ward is one of the most ethnically diverse wards in the country.
Translation into the multitude of languages is prohibitively expensive. People
have generally settled as extended families which manage within the family
their language needs. Plain English is widely understood, but jargon should
be avoided.
Leaflets through the door are even less likely to be read and understood than
in other types of area, so this cannot be the only channel of communication.
Mobile phone ownership seems to be high. Internet access cannot be
assumed, but will be high for young people in the family.
Children all attend school, learn in English and often translate for the family.
This means that schools are a common meeting place and an effective way to
communicate with parents. There is a Balsall Heath ‘extended schools
cluster’, which networks the schools.
Balsall Heath Neighbourhood Forum is in contact with 10 residents’ groups,
covering sub-areas. They have used a system of street reps to spread
various messages in the past e.g. about health and litter. Places of worship
are another place where people get information and a way to reach a wide
diversity of people.
A ‘Solutions Centre’ to give drop-in advice has been tried, in the local police
station on Edward Road, but there seems to be some résistance to this as a
venue. The public library is well used and very helpful in spreading messages.
The BH Children’s Centre is in contact with all young families.
CASA advice agency is based in BH. Although it has a national role it knows
the area well having delivered money, benefits and energy advice 16.
It is important that residents see the measures which are possible, on the
basis that people don’t want what they haven’t seen. Owners of energy
efficient homes in the ‘Old Home Super Home’ have reduced carbon
emissions by 60% or more17. Two homes have been doing this in Balsall
Heath. Follow up studies show that people are encouraged to make changes
by visiting and seeing such a house and talking with a homeowner like
themselves, rather than salesmen or politicians. There could be a role for a
permanent ‘Eco-house’ open to the public, as is found in many cities,
Leicester, Bristol etc. The Northfield Eco-Centre in South West Birmingham
has a demonstration role, but it is not a house and may not attract those who
do not identify with the word “eco”.

16
17

CASA advice agency www.casa-national.org
Old Home Super home http://www.superhomes.org.uk/
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The Balsall Heathan magazine is one of the best and longest established
community magazines in the country, having passed its 300th edition. It is
delivered door to door in the area by BH Forum each month (6,000 copies).18
Reports and written sources consulted
‘Solving Fuel Poverty – opportunities from Green Deal and Localisation’
by Phil Beardmore and Jon Morris, Localise West Midlands 2011
‘Green Deal; public appetite market research’ – Great British Refurb 2010
People consulted
Pat Wing – Balsall Heath Neighbourhood Manager
Phil Beardmore – independent energy consultant
Richard Beard – CEO of The Jericho Foundation
David Cusack – CEO of Moseley & District HA
John Christophers – architect and owner of the Zero Carbon House

18

Balsall Heathan http://www.stpaulstrust.org.uk/community/the-balsall-heathan
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Tony Willis

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Banners Gate Neighbourhood Forum

Comment text:
The document selected below represents the views of the residents of Banners Gate, especially
the 54 residents who attended the Neighbourhood Forum meeting on Monday, 25th January,
2016 at Banners Gate Community Hall Sutton Coldfield.

Uploaded Documents:
Download

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7545

08/02/2016

Mark Pascoe
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
Millbank
London
SW1P 4QP
review@lgbce
Dear Sir,
Ref: Electoral Review for Birmingham District – Sutton Coldfield
Introduction: on January 25th we held a meeting of the Banners Gate Neighbourhood Forum in the
Banners Gate Primary School Hall at 7.30 p.m. Residents were supplied with the following: a map
of Vesey ward showing it as it is and how it will change with the draft recommendations, and an
‘exploded’ map showing the ward split into four parts.
Via a projector and screen the residents viewed the steps needed to access the internet page
https://www.consultation.lgbce.org.uk//node/5688. After a short while they were fully aware of
the draft boundary changes proposed. This was followed by a PowerPoint presentation from Paul
Long, a Boldmere resident and a member of the Sutton Coldfield Town Council Steering Group.
Following a question and answer session during the presentation, the decision-making part of the
meeting was reached, videoed by Paul Long, video attached.
The town boundary: the residents are very happy that the town boundary remains intact. Residents
have a real feeling of belonging to Sutton Coldfield and are very pleased that the review recognises
this and has not changed the town boundary.
The name: residents do not like losing the five-hundred year-old name of Vesey, which has been
substituted with Parkside. (As was pointed out by a resident after the meeting, there is already a
Parkside in Birmingham next to the facilities at Millennium Point.) They would settle for Sutton
Banners Gate or Sutton Vesey. Residents are very conscious of the town’s history and wish to retain
as much of it as possible. Both of the suggestions preferred by the residents have historic links
which support local identity: Vesey is particularly important as local patron Bishop Vesey was
responsible for acquiring common rights to Sutton Park, which had become Crown land, for all
Sutton residents, and a Royal Charter for the town in 1528 through his influence with Henry VIII,
who proclaimed it the Royal Town of Sutton Coldfield in perpetuity. Banners Gate is of equal historic
significance: this gate to Sutton Park served as a landmark meeting point for both Roundhead and
Cavalier troops during the English Civil War, with the banners of both forces being massed there
prior to the Battle of Edge Hill in 1643. The name of Parkside, in contrast, signifies nothing (most of
Sutton Coldfield’s current wards have areas around the park boundary) and does not support local
identity for residents of either Boldmere, New Oscott, or Banners Gate. Further evidence of
residents’ feelings for the town was illustrated in the recent referendum when 70% of a turnout of
40% voted for a Town Council.
The split: residents do not like losing their part of Sutton Park. The Banners Gate Neighbourhood
Forum initiated the building of the playground on the south west corner of the park, opposite
Banners Gate Lodge, by way of a financial contribution. The committee that was set up was chaired
by one of our residents from the Forum. They see no advantage to this part of the park being in the

“control” of councillors in Four Oaks, several kilometres away at the north side of the park, as there
are no votes to be gained, or lost, by any untoward activities in this area. Issues arising in this area
of the park would not be brought to the attention of local councillors, as happens at the moment,
but would rely on residents with grievances travelling to the other side of the town and seeking
representation in a ‘foreign’ ward meeting: or residents would have to rely on the very unlikely
attendance of Four Oaks councillors attending Banners Gate Neighbourhood Forum meetings.
Consequently, residents feel that accountability on the part of local councillors would be severely
compromised.
Mr & Mrs Hardy, who live in
on the south west corner of Sutton Park, have
expressed the desire to live in Vesey ward, not Four Oaks, for these reasons: their polling station
would be 3.6 miles away and their local councillors and Neighbourhood Forum meetings even
further away. Banners Gate Vesey Ward meetings are held less than half a mile away in the
Community Hall, with voting for local elections held in the adjacent Banners Gate Primary School.
At present, the part of the park in Vesey ward, we feel, should be extended to include Longmoor
Pool, the Banners Gate, and Westwood Coppice. This makes sense as the activities that take place in
those areas are the activities of local residents, not Four Oaks residents. This proposal has all-party
support.
There are three schools in the area: Banners Gate Primary School, The Bridge Special School, and
New Oscott Primary School. All three, and at least two privately run nurseries, use the park for
nature studies, the outdoor curriculum, and leisure time. As The Bridge School caters for severely
disabled children, they can also use the playground because our Forum provided it with equipment
for the use of less-abled youngsters.
As you can see from the map below, that part of Sutton Park, including Longmoor Pool and
Westwood Coppice, is as much a part of Banners Gate as any other part and is within easy reach of
many residents, both adults and children. We feel that the boundary in the park should account for
that.

We are aware that Boldmere has a similar problem so we suggest that the areas of the park attached
to the present day Vesey ward remains attached to whatever wards Vesey becomes.
Residents are of the opinion that Banners Gate and Boldmere work well together, one basically
residential and the other retail, with many small independent shops, restaurants and cafes and
other small businesses, so should, preferably, remain as one ward with two councillors. The Banners
Gate Neighbourhood Forum has a representative on the Boldmere Future Partnership because what
goes on in Boldmere affects residents in Banners Gate as it is not only our main shopping centre but
has other facilities, e.g., theatre, library, that are absent in Banners Gate which is primarily a
residential area.
Future possible constituency changes: residents fear that separating Banners Gate from Boldmere
and Sutton Park makes it only too easy for adjusting future boundary changes to the detriment of
the Banners Gate community, as was recently threatened in 2012.
In conclusion:






We respectfully request that if Sutton Parkside’s boundary stays as per the draft
recommendations, it should be known as Sutton Banners Gate, first choice, or Sutton Vesey.
That the boundary of Vesey ward embracing Sutton Park should, at least, include the
Banners Gate entrance and playground, car park, Longmoor Pool and Westwood Coppice so
that the new wards maintain responsibility for their part of the park used by local residents,
not forgetting that the residents of the Lodge wish to be in Sutton.
That Banners Gate and Boldmere become one ward, Sutton Vesey, with two councillors.
Video of decisions made at the Banners Gate Neighbourhood Forum meeting is available at
(Please redact video).

Tony Willis, Chair, Banners Gate Neighbourhood Forum
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

graham Clemson

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
We do not want the district of Yardley to be changed to Stechford East. Yardley is a very old
area our church is 1000 years old and so is the area. why not change Stechford to Yardley
West then. residents of Barrows Lane.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/6753

14/01/2016

Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
08 February 2016 15:02
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Ward Name

From: John Gale
Sent: 06 February 2016 10:43
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Ward Name
On Behalf of Beaumont Gardens Neighbourhood Watch Membership I wish to register our preferred Ward Name for
the Current Soho Ward.
Any reference to Winson Green and Jewellery Quarter as suggested for the new Ward name is inappropriate and
would be misleading in identity, in my members opinion a much more suitable ward name would be either Boulton
Ward or a return to the former Ward name before Soho of All Saints Ward, these suggested names being much
more identifiable to the locality by local residents.
Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Roxanne Green

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Birmingham Friends of the Earth

Comment text:
These proposals have caused a huge amount of concern among the people of Birmingham.
Identity matters, for the city as a whole and for the individual areas and communities within it.
We feel that Birmingham is being unfairly targeted as a guinea pig and this is likely to be a
process that is forced upon many other local authorities in the future. We have concerns about
the lower representation per voter on the council and moving towards a system of all up every
four years. There is a huge amount of change on the electoral horizon. There is a vote on our
membership of the EU. There are going to be parliamentary constituency changes in 2018. At
the moment there is a neat fit between the ward, parliamentary and European constituencies.
Why are we starting with local reorganisation first? Shouldn't that be the final thing to change
once everything else has been determined? Can you reassure us that this is being done in the
best interests of the people of Birmingham and not the start of a process to be inflicted upon
large metropolitan unitary authorities? Birmingham Friends of the Earth have a city-wide view
and we do not believe these proposals are in the best interests of the citizens or of democracy.
We urge you to reconsider the entire proposals and find a solution that considers the best
interests of all the residents of Birmingham.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7708
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Emma Sykes

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Boldmere Futures Partnership

Comment text:
BOLDMERE - SUTTON COLDFIELD BOUNDARY SUBMISSION I am writing on behalf of the
Boldmere Futures Partnership. We would like to see the area around Boldmere Gate included in
the Boldmere electoral ward boundary as this is what we are proposing in our Neighbourhood
Plan - suggested boundary and rationale for this is included in the document uploaded below.
The neighbourhood plan will be a catalyst to deliver improvements to Boldmere Gate, and from
the meeting held a couple of weeks ago the community would like to see a play area and
café / toilets built there. Our neighbourhood plan could develop a community build order for
this part of the park. It is primarily an asset for our community, and a precedent has been set
by allowing the area around Town Gate to be included within the Maney Ward, therefore it
seems reasonable that Boldmere and Banners Gate communities have equal treatment and
allocated an area of the park within their electoral ward boundary. There was significant support
for this from the community too. We hope that you will take into account not only the fact that
this is part of an already established 'natural community' but also that there is strong feeling
from the local Boldmere area that any boundary change should include the Boldmere gate
section of Sutton Park.

Uploaded Documents:
Download

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7428

08/02/2016

Boldmere Futures Partnership
Neighbourhood Planning
Defined Area
Our map can be viewed interactively at www.boldmere.org – click on Boldmere Futures
Red = defined area for the Partnership
Green = Banners Gate Neighbourhood Forum
Black = Boldmere Neighbourhood Forum
Yellow = BCC Boldmere Shopping District Area
Blue = Vesey Ward
Purple = Vesey North Neighbourhood Forum

Rationale in defining the area

















Looking for a natural community area with shared facilities and shared interests
Contained within one electoral ward (currently subject to boundary review) for ease
of communication with elected representatives
Covers all areas to the boundary with Erdington at the south end of the Boldmere
Neighbourhood Forum so as not to isolate residents
Covers the whole of the Boldmere Neighbourhood Forum
Does not include Banners Gate area to enable them to develop their own
neighbourhood plan in the future
The Golf Club’s unusual shape is included at the North West because its entrance is
within our area
Coverage within the park includes Sea Scout, Venture Scout and Sea Cadet facilities,
Powell’s Pool, Miller & Carter and all accessible roads. Boundaries have been
defined by natural tree lines
There is a natural break to the West of Darnick Road
There is a natural break using the railway line to the East, although the railway
station is included hence the slight detour
Boundary to the north-east does not include Somerville Road as that would more
naturally fit in with the Maney area and has shared characteristics with Digby Road
and Clifton Road
All Boldmere trading is included
Three schools, Boldmere Junior, Boldmere Infants and St Nicholas RC Primary are
included.
Two sports/social clubs are included – Boldmere Sports & Social and Boldmere St
Michael’s Football Club
Churches include St Michael’s, Boldmere Methodist, Wylde Green URC, Chester
Road Baptist, St Nicholas RC, North Birmingham Vineyard.
Deliberately not included shops at end of College Road by Homebase as this is more
New Oscott than Boldmere
All residents in the Boldmere Futures Partnership Area is covered by a
Neighbourhood Forum

Issues to be aware of with defined area
 New Oscott is not covered – however, this would naturally fall under a Banners Gate
neighbourhood plan
 We considered College Road (boundary of Boldmere Neighbourhood Forum) and
Melrose Avenue as an alternative boundary than Darnick Road but residents
believed these areas were natural members of the Boldmere community with a
natural border being New Oscott School.
Relationship with Town Council
 Where a Parish council does NOT exist, community interest groups can formulate a
neighbourhood plan.
 A Parish / Town Council has to take the lead on neighbourhood planning where one
exists
 A Parish council can develop several neighbourhood plans or one single
neighbourhood plan with different policies for different neighbourhoods
 Currently we are in a period where we have no Parish Council but one will exist from
1st March 2016
 In considering our application, Birmingham City Council has to consider any other
groups that may hold an interest in developing a neighbourhood plan
 We could potentially start the process before the formation of the TC but it would be
wise to get the agreement of the steering group as this would add weight to the
application
 We are asking the Steering Group to recommend to the BCC Sutton District
Committee that they ask Full BCC Council to accept our proposal
 Each neighbourhood plan attracts the £14K funding and so if Sutton Coldfield
followed Boldmere with several other plans then they would get very decent
funding. If they did a single plan they would only get one round of £14K funding.
 We can be a pilot for Sutton Coldfield to follow.
 We also need to sell to the Town Council the importance of them getting a
Neighbourhood Plan for Walmley and other communities within Sutton

Vesey Ward
Red = defined area for the Partnership
Green = Banners Gate Neighbourhood Forum
Black = Boldmere Neighbourhood Forum
Yellow = BCC Boldmere Shopping District Area
Blue = Vesey Ward
Purple = Vesey North Neighbourhood Forum

Boldmere Futures Partnership Defined Area

Red = defined area for the Partnership
Green = Banners Gate Neighbourhood Forum
Black = Boldmere Neighbourhood Forum
Yellow = BCC Boldmere Shopping District Area
Blue = Vesey Ward
Purple = Vesey North Neighbourhood Forum
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Raymond Beech

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Boldmere Neighbourhood Forum

Comment text:
I write as the elected secretary of Boldmere Neighbourhood Forum. At a residents meeting held
in conjunction with Vesey North Forum on 26th January 2016, a discussion was held and votes
were taken about the boundary changes suggested by LGBCE. The first item was whether the
two proposed wards of Sutton Parkside and Sutton Boldmere should become one ward called
Sutton Vesey with two councillors. The vote was overwhelmingly in favour with only five
against. The next item was whether Monmouth Drive between Melrose Avenue and Stonehouse
Road should be in Boldmere. Residents voted unanimously in favour. The next area considered
was Somerville Road to the east of our area and here most of the residents voted that none of
it should be in Boldmere. It was felt that this area would probably fit better into Sutton Maney.
Residents then voted unanimously that Sutton Park should be split more equally between wards
around the park. They saw potential problems with a Boldmere councillor, for example, being
unable to have a say in what should happen in the Banners Gate playground without having to
consulting with the Four Oaks councillor. A final discussion centred around whether Sutton
Coldfield should have eleven councillors as proposed by the Conservatives or ten as put forward
by the Boundary Commission. Residents were happy to compromise so long as the items
already discussed were supported by the conservative councillors. Videos taken of the voting
can be viewed at
and
. All attendees have consented to be included
in the videos.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7232
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Andrew Coward

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: BSC CCG

Comment text:
Birmingham is facing some of the biggest challenges in its history with the halving of its
controllable spend in the context of increased demand. The potential for bankruptcy looms large
and the clear ( Kerslake) way forward is by the Council effectively and powerfully partnering
with health( as an example). This boundary commission review is a total and complete
distraction from the core challenge we mutually face. At best it will take an imperfect system
and create an imperfect system. It will make local politicians nervous and defensive at a time
when we need to be risk taking and confident! I strongly advise that the whole process is
terminated or moth balled immediately so we can get on with the important task at hand. This
is the equivalent of Nero's violin and look what happened to Rome. Abandon this side show and
lets get on with the real business. I need continuity to partner effectively not a messy
interregnum.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/6447
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Les Sparks

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: The Chamberlain Highbury Trust

Feature Annotations

2: Drawing the boundary along
Yew tree Road would place
1: estate in
all the Trust's
the New Kings Heath Ward

3: The Trust estate

Contains Ordnance Survey data © Crown copyright and database rights 2013.

Map Features:

Annotation 1:
Annotation 2: Drawing the boundary along Yew tree Road would place all the Trust's estate
in the New Kings Heath Ward
Annotation 3:

The Trust estate

Comment text:
31st January 2016 Birmingham Ward Boundary Consultation response from The Chamberlain Highbury Trust. What is The Chamberlain Highbury Trust? The
Chamberlain Highbury Trust is a trust being set up for the former residence and historic grounds of industrialist and politician Joseph Chamberlain. At present it
has 8 Trustees (designate). We are looking to restore the House to its former grandeur and reinstate the historic park and grounds as they were when Joseph
Chamberlain lived there. The extent of the Trust's estate is shown in annotation 3. Our Charitable objectives are as follows: 1. The responsible stewardship of the
Highbury Estate for the general benefit of the citizens of Birmingham 2. The conservation and promotion of the heritage values of the Highbury Estate including
the Grade II* listed house and the Grade II registered historic park 3. The promotion and delivery of activities that increase the sustainability of the heritage,
including the encouragement of biodiversity 4. The promotion of education and training opportunities and support for enterprise, local businesses and community
cohesion within Birmingham 5. The advancement of community engagement and civic responsibility through encouragement and support for volunteering and
participation by people within Birmingham and the region 6. The promotion of the history of the Chamberlain family and its local and national importance 7. The
provision of opportunities to support the arts and culture within Birmingham and the region 8. The promotion and delivery of activities that support mental and
physical health and social well-being 9. The establishment of mutually beneficial partnerships with other organisations that can assist in meeting these objectives
10. To further such other exclusively charitable purposes according to the law of England and Wales as the directors in their absolute discretion from time to time
determine. Proposals of the commission At present the Highbury Estate falls within the Moseley Ward Boundary. Under the boundary commission changes the
estate would be spilt up into 3 wards. We have concerns about the current proposals to split the estate and grounds into three wards: • Could this have an
impact on our business? • How will the boundaries potentially affect decision-making? • How will the boundaries impact on our ability to draw support from
councillors on our key issues? • Will we get inconsistent representation due to competing priorities from different wards? • Who leads on key issues for the trust
when so many councillors are potentially involved? Chamberlain Highbury Trust Proposal Having given this some thought the trust would like to propose the
following options: 1. The Highbury estate should be contained within one ward to avoid the confusion in having to negotiate with additional councillors, ward
based budgets and organisations in order to take proposals forward. 2. By drawing the ward boundary along Yew Tree Road, a minor adjustment to the
Commission’s proposals would incorporate the estate wholly within the new Kings Heath ward (see amended boundary on annotation 2). 3. If the Commission
accepts the response from the local community that the area represented in the Moseley Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) should be the nucleus of the
Moseley ward, then there is a case for including the estate within that ward as it currently falls within the SPD boundary and enjoys considerable support and
engagement from the Moseley community. This would provide the Trust with a context of strong planning policies and strategies regarding the historic
environment and investment in the visitor offer, giving added confidence to funding bids. If you would like to discuss our proposals more fully please contact:
Chair - Les Sparks

Uploaded Documents:
Download

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7288
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31st January 2016

Birmingham Ward Boundary Consultation response from the
Chamberlain Highbury Trust.
What is the Chamberlain Highbury Trust?
The Chamberlain Highbury Trust is a trust being set up for the former
residence and historic grounds of industrialist and politician Joseph
Chamberlain. At present it has 8 Trustees (designate). We are looking to
restore the House to its former grandeur and reinstate the historic park and
grounds as they were when Joseph Chamberlain lived there.
Our Charitable objectives are as follows:
1. The responsible stewardship of the Highbury Estate for the general
benefit of the citizens of Birmingham
2. The conservation and promotion of the heritage values of the Highbury
Estate including the Grade II* listed house and the Grade II registered
historic park
3. The promotion and delivery of activities that increase the sustainability
of the heritage, including the encouragement of biodiversity
4. The promotion of education and training opportunities and support for
enterprise, local businesses and community cohesion within
Birmingham
5. The advancement of community engagement and civic responsibility
through encouragement and support for volunteering and participation
by people within Birmingham and the region
6. The promotion of the history of the Chamberlain family and its local and
national importance
7. The provision of opportunities to support the arts and culture within
Birmingham and the region
8. The promotion and delivery of activities that support mental and
physical health and social well-being
9. The establishment of mutually beneficial partnerships with other
organisations that can assist in meeting these objectives
10. To further such other exclusively charitable purposes according to the
law of England and Wales as the directors in their absolute discretion
from time to time determine.

The estate boundary

The boundary of the Highbury Estate is outlined in green on the plan above.

Proposals of the commission
At present the Highbury Estate falls within the Moseley Ward Boundary.
Under the boundary commission changes the estate would be spilt up into 3
wards.

To indicate the point more clearly:

The estate park
keepers house
would be in
Stirchley

The hall would be in
Balsall Heath

The park would be in
Kings Heath.

We have concerns about the current proposals to split the estate and grounds
into three wards:






Could this have an impact on our business?
How will the boundaries potentially affect decision-making?
How will the boundaries impact on our ability to draw support from
councillors on our key issues?
Will we get inconsistent representation due to competing priorities from
different wards?
Who leads on key issues for the trust when so many councillors are
potentially involved?

Chamberlain Highbury Trust Proposal
Having given this some thought the trust would like to propose the following
options:
1. The Highbury estate should be contained within one ward to avoid the
confusion in having to negotiate with additional councillors, ward based
budgets and organisations in order to take proposals forward.
2. By drawing the ward boundary along Yew Tree Road, a minor
adjustment to the Commission’s proposals would incorporate the
estate wholly within the new Kings Heath ward.
3. If the Commission accepts the response from the local community that
the area represented in the Moseley Supplementary Planning
Document (SPD) should be the nucleus of the Moseley ward, then
there is a case for including the estate within that ward as it currently
falls within the SPD boundary and enjoys considerable support and
engagement from the Moseley community. This would provide the
Trust with a context of strong planning policies and strategies regarding
the historic environment and investment in the visitor offer, giving
added confidence to funding bids.

If you would like to discuss our proposals more fully please contact:
Chair - Les Sparks
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Russell Hall

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Chantry Rd and Park Hill Residents Association

Comment text:
Mosely has worked really hard to create its identity and it would be really unhelpful if the ward
boundaries split up the very heart of the village. As chairman of the chantry road and park hill
residents association I have been asked to strongly object on their behalf to the proposals to
change ward boundaries as this will not give us the voice we need in ward matters.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/6398
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Richard Ardern

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Church Avenue Residents

Comment text:
I am writing on behalf of home owners and tenants of Church Avenue, St Mary’s Row, Moseley
B13. We wish to object in the strongest possible terms to your proposed boundary changes for
our ward. Some of us managed to attend a meeting held on the 16th January at a local
secondary school, organised under the title of ‘Your Moseley – fight for it now’. This was a
packed meeting and we believe that your department is aware of the massively overwhelming
objection to your proposals and support for the alternative proposal put forward by the Moseley
community. Our avenue is right in the middle of what is considered, by anyone who has the
faintest knowledge of this locality, the heart of Moseley. We are located no more than 50
meters from the centre of what everyone in the area knows to be Moseley village green and
opposite Moseley Parish Church. And yet under your proposals all of these locations would no
longer be in the ward of Moseley. For all of us and anyone who I have spoken to the idea is
simply ludicrous and is being taken as a huge, high-handed and insensitive insult to the whole
Moseley community. Many of us are active volunteers in local Moseley groups and have a deep
sense of identity with this area and its people. We are proud of Moseley and cherish the
diversity of inhabitants and opinions that this unique area has shaped over more than 100
years. We are astounded that you could suggest a boundary solution that would so flagrantly
break apart what the community who actually lives here actually understands and feels the area
to be. Your proposals appear to wantonly disregard what the local community wish for and also
run counter to your own policy guidelines: it would only succeed in dismantling a well
established community and damage local governance as well as utterly failing to reflect the
interests and identity of our community. As a group of local, active and passionate ‘Mosleyites’
we implore you to take up the alternative proposal submitted by the Moseley community which
comes much, much closer to achieving both your own guidelines and the wishes of our
community.
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Anne Haigh

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: CP4SO

Comment text:
Writing on behalf of CP4SO I have attached our comments in the document.
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We are writing this response to the proposed ward boundary for Selly Oak in Birmingham
on behalf of Community Partnership for Selly Oak (CP4SO). This is an alliance of around 14
community groups who work in partnership on common issues affecting Selly Oak and its
neighbours, while each group retains its own local responsibility for its more local issues.
The proposed boundary changes removes Selly Oak Ward and splits it between 3 wards,
Bournbrook and Selly Park, Bournville and Cotteridge and Weoley.
This split takes no account of the community area of Selly Oak – which has a main street
down Bristol Road with additional shops on Oak Tree Lane and Chapel Lane.
Given what triggered the Ward Boundary review is the opinion that Birmingham as a whole
is not progressing fast enough and has too many councillors it seems illogical to split one
coherent area that has been making significant progress in its community into 3, thereby
making things 3 times as hard to get done!
When a representative from CP4SO attended a presentation by LGBCE representatives last
year they stressed that how the community used the area was a key principle – and cited an
example in London where people never crossed a large dual carriageway. They didn’t
believe that community but when they checked it out they realised it was a natural
boundary and so used it as a ward boundary.
Having looked at the detailed maps per ward we can see that for part of the new ward
boundary the railway line has been used as the ward boundary. The railway line is
insignificant as a boundary for the ward – it is hidden in cuttings or on embankments and
does not divide the community, in fact it is very central to the activity of the old ward, and
its station access is on the main street of Bristol Road.
Bristol Road and the railway in Selly Oak are not the same as the dual carriageway example
used at the presentation. People cross them all the time (or go under the railway). Bristol
Road/Oak Tree Lane are Selly Oak’s High Street and yet this has been totally ignored by
LGBCE for some fictitious boundary that no-one in the community would ever consider as a
boundary. This is thereby breaking one of the fundamental principles of how LGBCE aimed
to create revised wards.
For the southern portion LGBCE has selected the Bristol Road as the boundary – however
this is the heart of Selly Oak – and splitting the shops in Oak Tree Lane from the shops on
Chapel Lane (Battery Park and current Sainsburys site) and new Sainsburys/retail
development. This shows the LGBCE has no local knowledge and no local consideration. In
addition to the shops it leaves the Doctors’ surgery and the pharmacy in Katie Road in a
different ward from a lot of their patients/users.
The council are hoping the new retail development bordered by Aston Webb Boulevard and
Bristol Road will breath new life into Selly Oak with an open space for community events,
yet by splitting it into 3 new wards, any hope of working to get a coherent strategy for the
community is destroyed by these new boundaries as community groups will need to work
with 6 councillors in 3 sets of 2, all with their own agendas for the bulk of their wards and

not bothering about something on the boundary – which is actually the heart of Selly Oak.
Currently we have 3 councillors for the one ward –which has been working very well for
many years.
We don’t know which group proposed using the railway and the Bristol Road as boundaries
but suggest it has perhaps more political than community aims at its heart. None of the
community groups CP4SO represents share the views of that group that these are
appropriate boundaries – exactly the opposite. Rather we are of the view that the proposed
boundaries will create significant challenges for communities who have been working hard
for years to improve Selly Oak.
To put a large portion of the old Selly Oak ward into Weoley has no logic of community feel
or spirit. The Wood Brook open spaces and the Lodge Hill Cemetery provide natural barriers
to the communities and the issues of the old Weoley Ward are not the same as those of the
old Selly Oak. Weoley is too far from the University and railway station for students to live
to get into the city. Selly Oak (especially Gibbins Road, Lodge Hill Road, Katie Road, Lottie
Road, Winnie Road and Langleys Road) aren’t but now any strategy for these areas – based
on common problems of HMOs/landlords etc. is split across 3 wards and 6 councillors –
which is not going to help this part of Birmingham move forward.
Our preferred option is to keep Selly Oak ward as it is, however it is a 3 councillor ward
currently. Given LGBCE has not retained any 3 councillor wards it is unlikely to allow this to
happen, therefore our alternative option is a 1 councillor ward for Selly Oak and the picture
below illustrates where we propose the commission places the boundaries.

This option proposes taking part of each of the new wards and making 1 ward to keep Selly
Oak working as a whole for all the community. This is our second preference (if the status
quo can’t be maintained) as it addresses the points above – and gives us 1 councillor to
work with to continue to develop our community – moving it forward in the way the
community wants it to.
In Summary:
Don’t split Selly Oak into 3 wards with 6 councillors – give the community 1 ward with 1
councillor to ensure we can continue to work with the elected representative to move Selly
Oak forward as a community.
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Matthew Bowater

E-mail:
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Organisation Name: East Yardley Neighborhood Forum

Comment text:
Residents of stechford and Yardley north would like you to change the new name of
STECHFORD EAST too Yardley. Yardley was the first conservation area in Birmingham. People
who live there are passionate of its heritage and feel it would be lost if the name change went
ahead. Also our forum is called East Yardley neighborhood forum this would be in a completely
different places. Secondly the boundaries with gallon screen and Stechford east soon to be
Yardley we had received complaints asking if we can submitt a change to bring the boundary
line down Cockshut Hill making one side Garrett's Green the other side stechford east/ Yardley
Manny thanks Chair of East Yardley Neighborhood Forum
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Gabriel Maguire

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Erdington Abbey

Comment text:
I am completely opposed to the changes to Erdington. How on earth can you moved historic
buildings and destroy tradition. Maybe the money should be spent an t NHS. V Rev Gabriel
Maguire C.Ss.R. Rector and Parish Priest ERDINGTON ABBEY
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Lesley Bannister

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Birmingham City Council

Comment text:
The following resolution was passed at the meeting of the Erdington Ward Committee on
Thursday 4th February 2016:- 97 residents were in attendance at the Ward meeting and the
resolution was passed 96 for and 1 against.
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Mohammed Ashraf

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Fallows Road Residents Association

Comment text:
Sparkbrook Ward - 2 members After local discussions with residents, we would like to
wholeheartedly support the proposal for Sparkbrook Ward. We are pleased that Sparkbrook has
stayed intact as residents of Fallows Road and surrounding area have always identified them as
residents of Sparkbrook with its long history and identity. We would also support boundary
commission for allocating Sparkbrook with 2 members as the area is highly deprived, has high
unemployment and wordlessness, and would hugely benefit with two members. Again, we
strongly support the Sparkbrook proposal and thank boundary commission for their excellent
consideration.
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Jon Morris

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Chair Fox Hollies Green Neighborhood Forum

Comment text:
The proposals for Acocks Green split a very strong community apart, ignore century old
boundaries, take essentially Acocks Green facilities outside of the village boundary (locals call it
the village) split community and business groups, splits a well advanced community led
conservation area, just because some one has spotted a railway line . The proposed use of the
railway line as a boundary is totally inappropriate and was only suggested by the Conservative
Party. I understand that the Conservative Party did not consult with anyone who knows this
area and now accept that they got this wrong.While the underlying rationale of this review
shows an arrogance and lack of understanding or concern for the implications by Lord Kerslake.
It appears that there is no option but to have this abomination imposed on us. There are no
options that will not make the situation in this area worse and less logical that it currently is.
There appear to be 2 less harmful options than the Boundary Commission draft proposals. The
first makes a logical new Acocks Green East 2 member ward with a 17443 electorate. It would
have a southern boundary along School Road / Lakey Lane to the Solihull border which would
be the eastern boundary and up to the grand Union canal which would then be the northern
boundary till it reaches Stockfield Road which along with Fox Hollies Road would be the western
boundary. While this would work well for the main Acocks Green area it would leave a rather
tortured new Acocks Green West Ward stretching from York Road in the South up to Hob More
Road in the North. This would include 2 unrelated communities divided by the large Tyseley
Industrial estate. The second which I understand is being promoted by the Birmingham Labour
Party is possibly the least illogical. It comprises an Acocks Green Ward with a southern
boundary along Olton Boulevard East but would also include the the areas between the A45 and
Hob Moor Road which has no relationship to Acocks Green. It would also include the Springfield
estate and the area to the west of the former Lucas site. While these areas do have significant
links to Acocks Green they are probably less than those from the area to the North of Fox
Hollies Park (including Curtis Gardens and down to York Road. These areas would by contrast
be in a new Fox Hollies Ward, along with an area to the South of the Fox Hollies Park. There is
a logic to this proposed ward which would be made up of council / ex council estate areas.
Given that we are going to have these boundary reviews and reductions in Councilors forced
onto us, this second option is the least damaging though the first would be far better than the
Boundary Commissions draft proposals
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Mark Wright

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Friends of reddings lane park

Comment text:
We agreed with the tyseley and the boundaries Friends of reddings lane park
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Andrew Schofield

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Friends of Selly Oak Park

Comment text:
Please see the attached document for comments.
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The Friends of Selly Oak Park represent the interests of the park and its users. The park is located on
Gibbins Rd and we note that the proposed plans would place the park on the edge of the new
Weoley Ward and administratively separated from the Bournbrook and Selly Oak Village areas which
would in future fall into Bournbrook and Selly Park and Bournville and Cotteridge wards respectively.
We object to this arrangement. We have complied a detailed history of the park this shows that the
park was established for the benefit of the people of Selly Oak in 1899, 12 years before the district
was absorbed into the enlarged Birmingham City Council area. Furthermore our historical records
show that the park was regularly used by the residents of Bournbrook and Selly Oak Village for much
of the last 115 years. We note for example the regular Children’s Festivals in which some 5000
children mostly from the Schools in Bournbrook would gather in the park. Thus by dividing the ward
using the road network and railway the commission have completely ignored historic and current
links across the current ward.
In our view there is nothing wrong with the current ward system. It is not broken and there is no
need to fix it. We note that the new system would produce a voter: councillor ratio of around
10000:1 whereas in Manchester this figure is closer to 5000:1. We do not agree therefore with the
notion that there too many councillors in the current arrangements. Having three councillors per
ward elected in thirds is a very robust system. If one councillor falls ill the other two can cover for
them and the relatively slow turnover of councillors means that local groups have the continuity of
support needed to pursue projects that typically last several years from inception to completion. We
have undertaken many projects which would have been much more difficult to achieve with a more
volatile election system. We also currently work with a large number of other community groups
(about 14) across the ward. These interactions will be more difficult if the groups representing the
Selly Oak geographic area are split across three wards. We therefore request – by preference – that
the current ward boundaries be retained and Selly Oak Ward left exactly as it is now.
As a second option we are aware that the Community Partnership for Selly Oak is proposing a single
councillor ward which would comprise Bournbrook, Selly Oak Village (Oak Tree Lane area) and Selly
Oak St Mary’s Neighbourhood Forum (area either side of Gibbins Rd). Bordered to the North by the
Bournbrook to the south by Raddlebarn Road and Selly Park Recreation Ground, to the east by
Bournbrook Rd and the west by Weoley Park Rd and Lodge Hill Cemetery, this arrangement would
keep most of the major neighbourhood and residential groups together and give the geographic
district of Selly Oak a proper administrative focus. This alternative proposal would also maintain the
integrity of Selly Oak placing all of its principle features, including Selly Oak Park and St Mary’s
Church into an appropriately named ward.
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Alf Roberts

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Friends of SHort Heath Park

Feature Annotations

2: Perry Common Ward
1: Erdington Ward

Contains Ordnance Survey data © Crown copyright and database rights 2013.

Map Features:

Annotation 1:

Erdington Ward

Annotation 2:

Perry Common Ward

Comment text:
Court Lane has always been in Erdington Ward, since before the 1800's and should remain so. Court Farm where we used to live is well known as part of the
Perry Common,, where as Wyrley Birch is nothing to do with Perry Common and should not be with it. Erdington has a lot of history and this should be
preserved.
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David Owen

E-mail:

Organisation Name: Friends of Spring Lane

Comment text:
Having been to the Erdington Ward meeting on Thursday 5th I was suprised by the biased
commentary offered by the current councillors. No comment was made as to why this changes
are necessary and scaremongering regarding house prices etc. As founder of Friends of Spring
Lane, a local residents group, the current proposals seem very sensible recognising the
difference between Pype Hayes and Erdington and with the understanding that all of the wards
will be apart of Erdington district/constituency. The proposals seem to use geographical
boundaries well.
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Junaid Riaz

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Gladstone Road Residents Association

Comment text:
Upon review of the Boundary commission proposal, the Gladstone Road Resident Association is
in support of the new Sparkbrook Ward. Gladstone Road Resident Association has established
strong ties with many resident associations across Sparkbrook to build stronger communities
and the new ward will consolidate and strengthen current relationships and foster new ones.
Sparkbrook has a strong history of working in partnership and combining the three
neighbourhoods will make a strong identity for the area improving opportunities for local people.
We have considered the boundary and the assets contained within this new ward and can
confidently say it brings communities together by connecting a place to work together sharing
experiences, addressing local issues by creating common platforms to improve the area.
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PAUL CLAYTON

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Glebe Farm Residents Group

Comment text:
The proposed Boundary change for Glebe Farm and Tile Cross has now got parts of Stechford &
Yardley North Ward, Ward End and Alum Rock Wards included in the proposed changes. These
areas have never been part of Glebe Farm or Tile Cross and I am very surprised that it is being
proposed by the Commission. Who actually proposed this? I feel these areas would be better
shared by the Saltley, Ward End and Alum Rock Wards; these are very small wards especially
Alum Rock and I am surprised at how small these wards are in contrast to the proposed Glebe
Farm and Tile Cross Ward. The natural Boundary is the River Cole/Kingfisher Project;
realistically it should be Stechford Retail Park that would include some part of the Stechford &
Yardely North Ward and the Railway Line up to Lea Hall Train Station. In your Proposing New
Wards Guidance 2015-08-04 PDF Document; How to propose a pattern of Wards; part 3
Promoting effective and convenient local government and reflecting electoral cycles page 11
Size of Ward or Division – You state "We will look at the geographic size of the ward or division
and try to ensure that it is not so large that it would be difficult for a Councillor to represent.
Similarly, in urban areas, a ward might be so small in area that its Councillor might not be able
to contribute effectively to the wider business of the council." and page 12 'Detached Ward' –
you state that "We are sometimes presented with proposals to include two geographically
separate areas in the same ward or division. We will not usually accept a proposal of this kind
as it is unlikely to meet our criteria for promoting community identity and interests or
delivering effective and convenient local government." I think that this proposal falls into these
categories and my views are shared by others' within this Community. If you realistically think
about it you are proposing to split residents from Stechford & Yardley North, Ward End and
Alum Rock Wards (Which the above statement is also relevant) and putting them into Glebe
Farm and Tile Cross; actually you’re splitting 3 Wards and putting them all into another Ward.
This is clearly completely contradictory to what your statements above are stating in your
criteria. I hope you will consider my views has valid points and take note of your own set
criteria as mentioned above; when making your decisions on the proposed Boundary changes.
There are also plans to build 250 – 300 Homes on the old Sewage Farm Site; which could
potentially see 1,000 – 1,500 new residents added to the Glebe Farm & Tile Cross Ward. Has
this been taken into account when assessing the number of residents for each ward? Will the
new people moving in have any connections with the local Community? In the ‘Birmingham
Ward Draft recommendations 2015’ Summary under Analysis and Draft Recommendations on
page 14 it states: Ward Name: Glebe Farm & Tile Cross Number of Councillors: 2 Variance
2021: 6% Description: This ward includes the communities of Glebe Farm, Kitt’s Green and Tile
Cross, bounded by the Birmingham Loop railway line to the south and the River Cole to the
north. Detail: We received five submissions that commented on this area of Birmingham,
including four detailed proposals for warding arrangements. The proposals that we received for
this area differed quite significantly. In considering our draft recommendations for this we
visited this part of the city in order to observe the evidence received. As part of our
deliberations we examined whether we could identify two single-member wards of Glebe Farm
and Tile Cross. However, we could not identify a sufficiently clear boundary between the two
areas that would provide an acceptable level of electoral equality. Accordingly, we propose a
two-member Glebe Farm & Tile Cross ward based on one of the submissions that we received.
We consider that this ward provides the best balance between our statutory criteria in terms of
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both reflecting community identity and providing a good level of electoral equality, while also
allowing for effective and convenient local government. There is no mention in these statements
regarding including parts of the Stechford & Yardley North, Alum Rock and Ward End Wards in
this proposed Ward. This is very misleading to residents and interested parties and I would like
to know why this information has been omitted. I am also concerned of the lack of literature
through residents’ doors from the Boundary Commission explaining these proposed changes and
the lack of consultation via Ward Councillors with their electorate.
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Isobel Knowles

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Greenhill Road Neighbourhood Watch

Comment text:
Response to the Local Government Boundary Commission Proposals from residents of Greenhill
Road, Moseley, Birmingham Our part of Moseley is not in Kings Heath. It is included in an area
well known locally as ‘The Moseley Triangle’ (Cambridge Road, Bleinhem Road, Billesley Lane,
Clarence Road and Greenhill Road). Its historical links are with Moseley, from the large
Edwardian houses at the top of the road, to the row of terraced cottages opposite St Agnes
Church hall. The 1920’s semi-detached houses at the bottom of the Greenhill Road were built in
the grounds of a demolished larger house in Billesley Lane, designed by a local Moseley
architect and built by a local Moseley builder, they continue into Billesley Lane with another
identical set of houses further into Moseley at Highfield Road. In 2009 these houses were
adopted into the St Agnes Conservation area, one of two conservation areas in Moseley, and
together with the rest of the Moseley triangle they are included in the Moseley Supplementary
Planning Document, the first such community-led document in the city and upon which the
proposal for a two Councillor Moseley ward boundary has been based. Our residents are totally
involved in the Moseley community; we include the Chair of Moseley Forum, a past treasurer of
the Moseley Society, numerous members of Moseley in Bloom; our gardens have been included
in Moseley in Bloom open gardens scheme. We play tennis at Moseley Tennis Club and golf at
Moseley Golf Club. Our children attend Moseley C of E Primary School. We shop, eat, drink,
exercise, play and worship in Moseley. We walk our dogs in Moseley bog, (the home of JRR
Tolkein) which is just up the road from us. We support and volunteer at the monthly Moseley
Farmers market. We are members of Moseley Timebank. We do not feel effective local
government would be obtained in a one Councillor ward of Kings Heath which included an area
with a community so focused on Moseley. However, it makes total sense for the current polling
district of 'CSG', which is large and currently contains two distinct separate communities, to be
split between new smaller wards. We therefore whole-heartedly reject the LGBCE proposals and
support the submission for a two Councillor Moseley ward made by the joint Moseley community
groups who have widely consulted local residents, and which include representatives with years
of local experience and knowledge. Submission put together by Isobel Knowles (Co-chair of
Greenhill Road Neighbourhood Watch) & Paul Simmons On behalf of Greenhill Road residents
and following responses obtained verbally, door to door and by email and at recent Moseley
Forum public meeting
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Jamil Aslam

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: greet and tyseley neighbourhood resident forum

Comment text:
hello there. i am the chair of greet and tyseley neighbourhood resident forum and we discussed
the tysely at our last meeting and we are happy
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susan green

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Grove Residents Association

Comment text:
Splitting Handsworth park across two wards makes no sense. This is not a rational or
reasonable thing to do. Handsworth Park sits at the heart of Handsworth; not Handsworth the
ward but Handsworth the Place and for the people that live here this covers Birchfield, Soho,
Holyhead, and Handsworth Wood as well as Handsworth. The sense of ownership of the park
has nothing to do with ward boundaries. Those living in Birchfield do not need a boundary
splitting the park into two in order to feel the park is still their park. Putting the boundary in
the park clearly fails on all three of your own key considerations; 1. The park doesn't have a
population and so their is no impact upon the ratio of electors to councillors, therefor there is
no reason on this key consideration for not locating the border down the centre of Hamstead
Road, a convention you are happy to exercise everywhere else in the city. 2. It will not 'provide
for effective and convenient local government', instead it will have the opposite effect. We will
have two separate administrative and political bodies the Birchfield & Handsworth ward
committees to deal with in addition to all the other Council and public sector agencies that have
to be engaged with when trying to organise even the smallest of activities; Police, Fleet Waste
& Management, Severn Trent, Parks, The ranger service, CRB, Emergency Services. You are
going to discourage community participation with this change. Moreover how does this proposal
fit with your third concern ' Reflect community identity' you are being disrespectful to the
community of Handsworth who live adjacent to the park; whatever your intention or rationale,
and I fail to see what this can be, unless you are setting out to deliberately insult us by
proposing that somehow on our own we are not capable of looking after a park in our ward, it
is being seen locally as Handsworth losing half of its park, a very bad message to send out to
people who already feel justifiably angry at the Council and local politicians. Please wake up to
the damage this is going to cause to community relations before it is too late and put the
boundary in the sensible place down the centre of Hamstead road. I speak as someone who
knows my area well. I have been a resident of Handsworth for thirty years. I have worked
voluntarily locally in the following capacities; Committee member Grove Residents Association
19 years (Secretary for 15), during this time I also worked with the Environmental Wardens
and Street Champions Scheme, Member SRB 6 Board, East Handsworth Neighbourhood Board,
Organiser of Play in the Park and Classroom in the Park events, Adviser Handsworth Play
Centre, Informal advice & Support Arthur Road Community Centre Children's nursery & after
school. I have participated in dozens of community consultations; Neighbourhood, Pathfinder,
PFI Smethwick Hospital, Perry Barr District & Constituency. We have suffered greatly since the
last boundary change more than a decade ago when the political balance of power was moved
to Lozells and the Handsworth name eradicated. The greater share of the additional
regeneration money and resources that were pumped into the ward over this time went into the
Lozells neighbourhood. Our politicians and their colleagues in Council promised 'a clean green
environment, a secure and stable neighbourhood and family friendly area, yet we have been
engineered to deliver the opposite with a high number of Multi Occupancy, Hostels, and short
term private rented. Our population density is three times the city average. Houses have been
built on every piece of green land, as well conversions of shops, pubs, garages, inns, factories,
bowling greens, even a swimming pool reducing the overall communal spaces locally to a
fraction of what they were in this historical Staffordshire village and Birmingham Edwardian
suburb. Air pollution is high We have some of the worst rates of childhood obesity and asthma
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in the UK. Congestion and traffic density give us a high rate of RTA's and fatal accidents. Our
violent crime figures including domestic violence are well above average. All of this has been
delivered by the Council and local politicians working with third party agencies, especially in
Social Housing. It didn't just happen this way. It was made this way. Now we have another
proposed boundary change and this time you want to take half our park away from us. Haven't
you taken enough? I might add finally that a single two member ward incorporating both
Birchfield and Handsworth would have avoided all this nonsense. Both neighbourhoods are
historically Handsworth, the arbitrary distinctions of local administrative areas mean nothing to
most local residents, all of the area around the park is Handsworth. That's how it has been,
that's how it is, and that's how it will be.
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Howard Hemmings

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Hall Green and District Amateur Gardeners Society

Comment text:
I write on behalf of the Hall Green & District Amateur Gardeners Society regarding the proposed
boundary changes for the Hall Green ward. We are an active society with over 65 members and
hold meetings every month at Hall Green library. We are just one of the many Hall Green
community groups working for the folk of Hall Green. Most of our members live in Hall Green
and are shocked to hear of the commissions proposal to place the heart of Hall Green into the
Tyseley ward. Hall Green has its own history dating back many hundreds of years and are
proud of its association with Tolkien, Tony Hancock, Matthew Boulton to name a few. A strong
community spirit exists in Hall Green built up over many years. Folk are proud to be associated
with Hall Green and just cannot understand the Boundary Commissions logic in splitting up a
well loved historical Birmingham residential ward by taking away the central features of Hall
Green and putting them in a basically industrial ward. In doing so it goes against it's own
directorate of retaining the central community outlets and well being of the area. Other well
organised community areas of Birmingham are equally affected by the recommendations of the
commission in their areas such as Moseley village. Strong objections have been raised by their
own community groups on the proposals. We appreciate the EC has to make alterations to
boundaries to meet certain criteria and to this end the local Hall Green councillors have
proposed two alternative schemes to the commissions proposals. I understand they have been
working with councillors of the surrounding wards to agree an alternative scheme. The scheme
retains all of the existing areas of Hall Green plus additional roads outside of the existing area.
This plan is acceptable as it retains all of the Hall Green community activities within our
beloved Hall Green. Our Hall Green Gardening Society requests the commission to reassess its
proposal, take the community views of Hall Green into consideration and keep the entire
existing area of Hall Green within the boundary of any proposed changes.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7703

11/02/2016

Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
28 January 2016 13:29
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Boundary Review

From: paul
Sent: 28 January 2016 13:23
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Boundary Review
Dear Sir
I write of behalf of Hall Green Residents Association which is one of the oldest residents association in the country,
regarding the Ward Boundary changes.
We feel Hall Green should be left as it is in its entirety, Hall Green is a quite unique ward, a very lush green space
with wide roads, houses with good spaces around them adding to the greenery of the area.
Tyseley on the other hand is industrialised with smaller roads and terraced housing, with far less greenery. The two
wards couldn't be much further apart.
We would ask please for you to consider carefully the area of Hall Green before you make any decisions. People feel
very strongly about their ward and the great community spirit they have, please do not drive a wedge between those
communities, we are very proud of the ward of Hall Green and the name and all it stands for, please leave us be.
Yours sincerely
P.D.Smith
Honorary Secretary HGRA

1
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Simon Wade

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Handsworth Community

Comment text:
I am disappointed that there are plans to break up places like Handsworth Park. This is
ludicrous from the deeds that were once given to the community. Saying this park is not to be
touched. Have the council throught about this. We don't want a building site in the future.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7334
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Personal Details:
Name:

Elizabeth Wright

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Highbury Orchard Community

Comment text:
Re-drawing Birmingham's ward boundaries does not bring any gains for the wards, or for the
city as a whole. Residents in several wards I know are complaining that most of their iconic
spaces and buildings would no longer even lie within the ward. Moseley (where I work) is a
classic case, but is by no means the only one. This is ridiculous! What a waste of money spent
even to get this far, when it must be obvious that people would protest. When ward boundaries
do not reflect the natural focus of communities and create boundaries running through the heart
ofa community, then there naturally follows an inefficiency of effort to care for these places as
they deserve. There follows a confusion about which ward representatives or officers should do
what. So where the boundaries lie is very significant. No wonder there will be a great hue and
cry about it from all over the city. This has little to do with changes to the number of
councillors over all, or of equalising the representation of voters. These issues could be
adequately addressed WITHOUT ANY CHANGE TO THE BOUNDARIES. What is apprarent is that
the LGBCE has paid scant regard to the natural social cohesion patterns within communities in
Birmingham - when it is in fact mandatory that they do. So back to the drawingboard, please! I
am aware that other cities, for example Manchester, have not been hacked about in this
manner - so it is clearly possible to DO A MUCH BETTER JOB. We citizens of Birmingham are
rightly proud of our communities and deserve better attention. So the LGBCE should give us the
best starting point possible. I have enclosed notes from the public meeting I attended in
Moseley. It goes into much more detail than I can here. Opinions at the meeting about the
proposed new boundaries for Moseley were unanimous and should now be taken fully into
account.

Uploaded Documents:
Download

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7573

08/02/2016

The Community in Moseley’s Public Meeting about the Local
Government Boundary Commission’s proposals for our area.
Saturday 16 January 2016, 10.30-12.00
at Queensbridge School, Moseley.
Over 400 people signed in to the meeting organised by Moseley Forum
and The Moseley Society.

1.

Welcome. Geoff Rees (Co-Chair, Moseley Society) welcomed everyone
and explained that the purpose of the meeting was to judge the level of
support for the Local Government Boundary Commission for England
(LGBCE) proposals for new ward boundaries. He explained the agenda for
the meeting. He said that as far as he and The Moseley Society were
concerned the proposals had turned everything upside down and he was
aware that we were not the only area feeling that the proposals rip
asunder well established community links.

2.

Why is this happening? Izzy Knowles (Chair, Moseley Forum) explained
why the LGBCE proposals had been made. In Birmingham the Kerslake
report, an independent review into the governance and organisational
capabilities of Birmingham City Council made a number of
recommendations. One of these is to reduce the number of Councillors in
Birmingham from the present 120 to 101.
Council elections will then take place every four years (instead of every
year as present with one ‘fallow’ year) with the whole Council standing for
election at once. This would be put in place ready for the local elections in
May 2018. She showed the map of the current ward of Moseley and Kings
Heath, created during the last boundary change in 2004. There are
currently 40 wards in Birmingham, all with three Councillors each. So it
would not be possible to simply remove one Councillor from each ward.
The ward sizes therefore need to be changed. The recommendation is that
they be smaller than the current wards but with more of them. Each ward
will then have either one or two Councillors. The Local Government
Boundary Commission, which is based in Westminster and independent
from the Government is conducting the review to re-draw the boundaries
across Birmingham. In September 2015 they asked residents, local
community groups and politicians to submit proposals. The three main
considerations in conducting an electoral review are set out in legislation
and are to:
Improve electoral equality by equalising the number of electors each
councillor represents.
Reflect community identity.
Provide for effective and convenient local government.
The number of electors forecast for 2021 recommended per one Councillor
ward is 8053. So for a two Councillor ward the figure will be 16,106. They
allow a 10% margin for these figures. The LGBCE considered all the
proposals submitted, of which in Birmingham (a city of a million people)
there were about 80 and on 15th December (just in time for Christmas!) it
published it’s draft recommendations. We now have until February 8th to
comment on these before they publish final recommendations on 17th
May.





3.

The Moseley community proposal – David Isgrove (Vice-chair, Moseley
Forum) explained the thinking around the proposal for a two councillor
ward that had been submitted to LGBCE. Showing plans he went round
the perimeter of the proposed ward explaining the reasons for putting the
boundary where it was. He said that natural boundaries had been used
and on the whole rather than putting a boundary down the middle of a
road, it had been put at the rear of properties so as to exclude or include
both sides of the road. He showed the boundary to the north mainly
keeping to the current ward boundary between Moseley and Balsall Heath,
but including a small triangle of roads at the northern end of Anderton
Park Road where it meets Yardley Wood Road. He said that in 2001 when
he had been involved in the Review, representatives from the Boundary
Commission had walked the area and agreed that the area around
Moseley Bog had been part of the community of Moseley. However when
the proposals were published that area was excluded from the new
Moseley & Kings Heath Ward as there would have been too many electors.
David said he was keen to reclaim that part of Moseley, including Green
Road and Sarehole Mill, for the Ward. The boundary would include
Moseley Golf Course, Springfield Road, Highbury Park. He noted how
much work Moseley Community Development Trust had put into drawing
attention to the problems of governance of Highbury Trust. He concluded
the description of the boundary of the proposed Moseley Ward by saying
that all of Moor Green Lane should be included as people there know they
live in Moseley.

4.

The Local Government Boundary Commission Proposal – David
Isgrove read out the explanation from LGBCE for the proposed Balsall
Heath & Cannon Hill Ward: “Having considered all of the evidence we
received in regard to this area we have taken the view that the detailed
proposals appeared to divide some of the local communities. We therefore
decided to explore alternative warding arrangements for this area and we
are proposing a two-member Balsall Heath & Cannon Hill ward. We
consider that our proposed ward provides the best balance between our
statutory criteria in this area.” He said that the three political parties that
had submitted proposals had divided the area up differently – with the
divisions made either horizontally or vertically. He then showed a map of
existing Polling Districts overlain by the proposed new wards and showed
that with very few exceptions the new wards used existing polling district
boundaries. He pointed out that this was an easy way to do it, but the
proposal was totally based on numbers, and paid no heed to the other two
criteria. He ended by suggesting that the Commission had thought ‘we can
make a mess of Birmingham and the city will rise up and re-draw the
boundaries for us’.

5.
5.1

Community groups & businesses.
Moseley Society Fiona Adams, Secretary, said The Moseley Society is
what is known as a civic amenity society. We are a membership
organisation – it costs £10 a year and anyone not already a member is
welcome to fill in the form on your chair and join today. Having
membership organisations in an area can be extremely useful at times like
this. The 10,000 leaflets that have gone out have mostly been delivered
by Moseley Society members and active residents associations who

responded to my emails. We are a charity and our main objectives are to
do with planning and architecture, spreading information about Moseley
and looking after places like Moseley Hall dovecote and icehouse. We have
an active history group and that’s how I know that Moseley appears in the
Domesday Book and predates any of the surrounding areas. We helped
start Moseley Forum and then the two groups created Moseley Community
Development Trust at Moseley Exchange. This is my third boundary review
and this time it’s much worse than the 1979 changes with the division
between Moseley and Sparkhill Wards. This time only the single councillor
for Moseley Ward will have their undivided attention on an area that is
almost entirely Moseley – although it will include Balsall Heath Park.
Planning and licensing are two of our major interests and, for example, I
have just heard this morning that The Rainbow group that runs The
Bohemian have acquired Pottery and Pieces. If these changes go through
we will have to deal with 5 different wards and 6 councillors only one of
whom will have Moseley as their main focus. As we know, the shopping
centre will be in Balsall Heath and Cannon Hill Ward and yet that affects
us all. Dividing up our community between different wards will make it
harder for the planning department, the people bringing in the new cycle
lanes, the 20mph zones etc to consult us and for local police to continue
neighbourhood policing. So those are some of the reasons we oppose the
new wards – please join the Society and strengthen our voice – and be
ready to do some more leafleting.
5.2

Moseley Forum Esther Boyd said that Moseley Forum would face very
similar problems to The Moseley Society. The Forum responds to the
wishes of the community and organises meetings, activities and reports in
response. It will be extremely difficult to relate to 6 councillors from
different areas. Councillor Claire Spencer comes to Moseley Forum
meetings whenever she can and she makes a huge difference. It would be
a potty idea to expect 6 councillors to attend meetings but, without having
a councillor to represent each ward, meetings would be ineffective. She
said she hoped everyone would respond to the Boundary Commission and
send in their views.

5.3

Moseley in Bloom Trevor Hocking, Co-Chair, said he hoped everyone
present knew what Moseley in Bloom was about ‘and if you don’t know,
shame on you!’ He said that they already work across the ‘greater
Moseley’ area and that would continue, but the impact of the boundary
changes would be very substantial. The work of all voluntary organisations
will be affected. People shouldn’t be separated from services. The route
taken by the judges in 2015 was entirely in what will become Balsall
Heath. They rely on community support, for example for the Open
Gardens weekend, but these proposals will lead to a loss of community
identity. The changes will make it even more difficult to raise money and
Moseley in Bloom will be objecting.

5.4

Moseley Regen Group Alison Millward, Chair, said that as a sub-group of
Moseley Community Development Trust it was made up of representatives
from residents’ associations, some of the community groups represented
at the meeting and businesses. The Group had worked for 5 years to
produce the Moseley Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) a

document which aims to conserve the best of the past while setting out
aspirations for the future. The boundary of the SPD was worked out
during a long period of consultation with local people and it more or less
matches the Ward boundary proposed by Moseley Forum. She asked why
the proposal from LGBCE had been made across an established
community. Why would you want to confuse decision makers? Fewer
Councillors might not affect us but can 6 councillors representing different
wards decide on the future in a way that is efficient? Certainly not! She
said that the LGBCE needed to help us, not make everything more
difficult. She asked everyone to respond to the proposals which will make
everything more difficult for those who try to do good for the community.
5.5

Statement from the Vicar of Moseley Cathy Greenhill read out a
statement from “The Vicar of Moseley Parish Church, which would become
part of Balsall Heath.
The Boundary Commission proposals would separate both our churches
(St Mary's and St Anne's) from the vicarage and the church school and
locate them in the Balsall Heath and Cannon Hill Ward, together with a lot
of our parishioners, while the rest of the parishioners remain in Moseley set apart from their parish churches.
It would mean that we will have to deal with 6 separate sets of councillors
to discuss anything within the Moseley Benefice parish boundaries, which
would be very time consuming and make life very difficult.
It's on the benefice website and both churches are carrying leaflets
against the proposals.
Thanks for the invitation but I am already fully committed on Saturday
Best wishes,
Revd Duncan Strathie
Vicar of St Mary and St Anne, Moseley.”

5.6

Moseley Inter-Faith Forum Richard Tetlow explained that in addition to
Christian Churches the Forum includes Hamza Mosque, the Buddhist
Centre based at Park Hill and the Synagogue at King David School. The
Government’s communities' department has long stressed the need for
social cohesion and identity. These are demonstrated through a sense of
belonging and structures that enable communities to develop. They work
together for the common good, but need to be empowered by the
structures of local government. The Boundary Commission’s proposals
seem set to work in the opposite direction, that is, against social cohesion,
a sense of identity and community wellbeing. When a person is born the
first thing they get is a name. The inter-faith communities are seeking
such well-being together and separately. Building up their joint identity in
a place and a home named Moseley is of strong significance to them.

5.7

Moseley Businesses Keith Marsden of the Prince of Wales and Dark
Horse said the proposals were rubbish and everyone in the hall needed to
get up, write in with their views and engage. He said that Moseley was the
subject of death by a thousand cuts. Fighting for funds would be much
harder under the new ward system. Keith said that coming originally from
Lancashire he know how local government boundary changes could
destroy historic communities. Everyone needs to get engaged. We are a
strong community – go home, get your pens out and start writing.

6.
6.1

The Political perspective.
Roger Godsiff MP He thanked so many people for coming to the
meeting. He said that he had opposed the Kerslake proposals on reducing
the number of councillors and changing ward boundaries. He said that
moving the furniture around would not improve governance in the city.
What would make a difference would be to change the cabinet system and
return to committees, which would make governance much more
inclusive. However Kerslake had been sent by the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government with an agenda and he is not
concerned by the LGBCE proposals. These include wiping out historic
names such as Longbridge. He urged everyone to bombard the
Commission with outrage, because it has been motivated by another
agenda.

6.2

Councillor Claire Spencer (Labour) Claire said she would be brief as
she wished to hear views from the audience. She said that representing
Moseley is a real pleasure – it’s a place where many people work hard for
the benefit of the community. Politicians come and go but in Moseley they
find a place that works – and we want to keep it that way. You all know
what to do – pick up a pen.

6.3

Owen Williams (Conservative) Owen said that when the Conservative
group had looked at the area they had decided Moseley would be too big
for a two-councillor ward and of the other options available they decided
that what would be best would be a series of small, one member wards.
Unfortunately the LGBCE took no notice. The group thinks the
Commission’s proposals are unworkable and they are therefore
considering alternatives. A two councillor Moseley ward is probably the
best alternative. They wish to be pragmatic and be sure that LGBCE will
accept what is proposed as an alternative.

6.4

Martin Mullaney (Liberal Democrat) Martin commented on the great
turn out at the meeting. He said that one of his questions was how city
council services and officers and also the police would align to the new
boundaries. Prior to 2004, when Moseley had a parliamentary boundary
through the middle, services such as street litter collection and from the
police were operated separately on either side of the boundary and the
result was that Moseley was filthy. Since 2004 there has been a big
improvement. He pointed to all the active Moseley organisations –
Moseley in Bloom, The Moseley Society, Moseley Forum, having Keith as
national Licensee of the Year, having Carter’s, a Michelin starred
restaurant. He told people to go home, write letters and not to let Londonbased civil servants split us up.

7.

Questions & Statements from the floor.
Pat Bailey from Kings Heath said that while she sympathised with the
need to have a ward that covered all of the centre of Moseley, she was
concerned about the edges of the area proposed by the organisers and
she hoped there would be some compromise.

Cllr. Phil Davies said he used services in Moseley and advised that
people should not just pay attention to the details of the proposed
boundaries. They should also write to the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government to express their opposition for the
whole process and ask why the people of Birmingham are being penalised
by having their representation cut.
Terry Adams Asked people to respond both to the LGBCE proposals and
the alternative being put forward. He said if you’ve not already written
you should note that Moseley Park and Moseley Parish Church would be in
Balsall Heath and Balsall Heath Park would be in Moseley ward. People
know where the centre of Moseley is – it’s round the shops and parish
church and the LGBCE proposals should reflect that.
A man from Swanshurst Lane asked anyone else from that area at the
meeting to speak to him after the meeting so they could get together and
get a group going to campaign for their area.
Bridget Parsons from School Road said we don’t want this. Why is it
being forced on us? It’s not about improving our democracy. We should
take to the streets and campaign on the streets.
Philip Osman, known as Oz, said he was from Kings Heath but had until
recently been one of the Moseley and Kings Heath Neighbourhood
Wardens. He said that LGBCE should look at local centres and base wards
around centres. The current warding arrangement for Kings Heath is
wrong because the part that includes Sainsbury is in Brandwood Ward.
Fiona Tyson Chair of Moor Green Lane West Residents’ Association said
that their area wanted to be in Moseley and not split off. She also said
that there is an on-line petition to try to stop the whole process and that
whole council elections every four years were wrong because there is
potential for a lack of continuity in council business as all councillors will
focus on their re-election.
Ian Greenwood introduced himself as a structural engineer living in
Moseley but also involved with the Old Print Works in Moseley Road. He
said that divide and rule always resulted in a political mess and Moseley
should be Moseley and Balsall Heath should be Balsall Heath.
Abdullah Rehman of Balsall Heath Forum said he also thought the
LGBCE proposals were an act of vandalism. The Forum base would be in
Sparkbrook under these proposals, and the Balsall Heath Neighbourhood
Plan area will be split in two. He said Balsall Heath Forum was keen to
work with Moseley Forum and the Councillors and people of Moseley had
their support.
A man said he had moved to Moseley because of its community spirit and
he did not understand why the area should be split up.
A man read his submission to LGBCE which mentioned the long history of
Moseley, its high level of political involvement and long record of high

voting levels in elections. He said he would be asking for the wish of the
people to be taken into account.
Chris Crean urged everyone to think about the Birmingham-wide
perspective. He thought all areas of the city should be working together to
get the whole Review stopped. In 2018 the Boundary Commission for
England (BCE) would consider the parliamentary boundaries within the
city and the ward boundaries should be reviewed by the separate LGBCE
thereafter. He urged everyone to think of the bigger picture and to tell the
people in London to think again.
Liz Garnett asked if there had been any national press coverage of the
issue. David Isgrove said that he had been on local cable TV during the
week and that interview could now be seen on YouTube. He said that Izzy
Knowles had been interviewed by the BBC and it was hoped that that
would be on the BBC1 Politics show on Sunday morning. He asked anyone
in the audience with contacts in the national press to speak to him.
Cllr. Tony Kennedy said he represents Sparkbrook Ward but he lived in
Moseley and volunteered with the Moseley Society. He said that this
matter would be discussed at the Hall Green District Committee on
Monday 18 January and the meeting would be webcast. He said this was
the biggest attack on democracy in Birmingham in living memory.
Birmingham will lose two whole constituencies. The single voter
registration process has driven people off the voting register. We needed
to protest to central government about the process.
Marylane Barfield asked what are the chances of getting the proposals
changed and will the LGBCE just ignore us?
8.

Plan of Action. Izzy Knowles thanked so many people for coming to the
meeting and the plan of action was that
8.1
8.2
8.3
8.4
8.5
8.6

Everyone should send in comments to LGBCE.
Moseley Forum, The Moseley Society and others would work with
neighbours in Stirchley, Kings Heath and Balsall Heath to come up
with alternative proposals that meet all three of the LGBCE criteria.
On all the seats was a sheet of information with advice about who
to contact and of what sort of information the Commission would
take notice.
People should tell their neighbours and encourage them to write.
The politicians need to work with representatives of the community
to ensure that all the features end up in the right ward – including
Moseley Park, Balsall Heath Park, Moor Green Lane, Moseley Bog.
Anyone who cares about the issues can vote at the end of the
meeting – it doesn’t matter where they live.

9.

Public Vote. Geoff Rees then asked the meeting to vote:

A) Do you agree with the Local Government Boundary Commission’s
current proposals for new wards in the Moseley area?
In favour – Nil
Against – everyone in the room
Abstentions - None
B) Would you support a submission by representatives of Moseley Forum
and others that expressed grave concerns about the Commission’s
proposals and reaffirmed the case for a 2-councillor ward based on the
Moseley community proposal?
In favour – Almost everyone in the room
Against – Nil
Abstentions – Three
A third vote was suggested, which would allow the meeting to indicate whether
or not there was support for any change to current boundaries and warding
arrangements for Birmingham
Cllr. Lisa Trickett said that Birmingham City Council had already told the
Secretary of State that they considered the Kerslake and the LGBCE proposals
flawed and that if there has to be change each community should be invited to
put forward its own submission.
Roger Godsiff MP said that there had recently been a meeting for all of the City’s
MPs to discuss the proposals with Secretary of State Greg Clark. Even the
Conservative MP for Sutton Coldfield, Andrew Mitchell, had been vociferous in his
condemnation. Greg Clark had told the MPs that he did have the power to
override the LGBCE.
A vote was then taken:
C) We reject the proposals put forward for Birmingham
In favour – Almost everyone in the room
Against – One
Abstentions – Two
The meeting closed at 12.00
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such is in Bournville estate

Contains Ordnance Survey data © Crown copyright and database rights 2013.

Map Features:

Annotation 1:

this is BVT housing and as such is in Bournville estate

Annotation 2:

outline boundary

Annotation 3:

outlines boundary

Annotation 4:

area boundary enclose BVT housing is a community.

Comment text:
Area 1 is BVT housing.. ground rent paid to bvt, doctors and shops at shenley green, schools at green meadow road, community hall at Shenley etc. Whole area
is part of BVT community has been BVT community and weoley ward for 60 plus years. i have had problems with your tool and so annotation 2, 3, and 4 merely
outline the new boundary for "Shenley and Weoley Hill" Ward. The support argument is its all BVT housing and all built at the same time and the whole
community is very BVT centric and of course pays ground rent etc to BVT. This has been one active BVT community since 1950. The splitting of weoley ward in
two wards is logical What is left of the old weoley ward also makes up a Weoley Castle natural community, centred around the weoley castle square of
shops,schools library, village hall,doctors, dentist etc and now the new ASDA. We submit the proposal as a serious one and it does make political sense too. We
do note in your ward size facts you say weoley ward 2015 has 15869 voters and 2 councillors. This is wrong the current weoley ward has 3 councillors. Your
proposal gives it 2. Our proposal makes much more sense electorally and community wise. Spilt the ward into "Weoley Castle " and "Shenely and weoley Hill"
Bring the small area bounded by shenley hill and merritts hill back into "Shenely and weoley Hill".(the area bounded by the green line on the map.) i trust you
will give it serious consideration.
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Comment text:
submission from Holy Cross Church Centre. The proposals herein seem to make good sense in
that the main A435 is a natural boundary and in many places particularly around the Maypole
area acts as a barrier which people dont seem to cross unless they really have to. The
boundary then follows the A4040 and brings back in the area known locally as the Vimy
triangle. In the last round of changes the residents in this area were very unhappy that they
had been moved out into Springfield ward particuarly confusing as a large sign saying Billesley
is clearly visible. The boundary then follows the River Cole and then the City boundary back to
the Maypole. the boundary between the new Highters Heath ward and the remainder of Billesley
ward follows the course of the Stratford upon Avon canal and so makes good sense. Natural
neighbourhoods are observed. From the viewpoint of our parish boundary this falls within the
Billesley ward and mirrors the ward boundary along the Stratford upon Avon canal to the
Yardley Wood Road then it includes Chinnbrook Recreation ground following the Chinn Brook to
Trittiford Road and includes the Billesley estate but not the area of Westridge, Colebourne roads
and the smaller roads within to the point where it meets the ward boundary again at Brook
Lane encompassing Billesley Common and the Hollybank estate, the area from Haunch Lane up
to the A435 and Cocks Moors Woods. Most of the people who attend Holy Cross Church come
from within the parish or ward boundaries, or from further afield outside Birmingham (Solihull).
These proposals seem to make good sense.
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Comment text:
The Jewellery Quarter Neighbourhood Forum (JQNF) is an independent voice for the residents of
the Jewellery Quarter (JQ). We do what we can to make our area the best possible place to
live. See our website for further details: www.jqnf.org.uk The JQ currently forms part of the
Ladywood Ward in Birmingham’s City Centre. The Boundary Commission propose to create a
new Winson Green ward, which would include the JQ. Following consultation with local
residents, the JQNF objects to the Boundary Commission’s current proposals on the grounds
that: - The JQ and Winson Green are very different communities with differing needs. We have
a distinct identity, as an economic driver within the city as well as physically. - As a city-centre
community, inextricably linked with the city core, we are likely to be poorly served by a 2
member ward that covers an area with such diverse needs. - We have to ensure our
representation on the council can give sufficient focus to the specific needs of the JQ, especially
given the growth that is expected in the area in the near future The JQ currently has a
residential population of c7,000. This could easily reach 10,000 in the next five years, when
expected developments are taken into account. Given such a high residential population it is
disappointing we do not have enough voters to justify our own ward; although we recognise
there must be a problem with voter registration in the area. This issue non-withstanding, we
feel the boundaries can be re-drawn in a better way, one which better reflects existing
communities. Our counter-proposal sees the creation of a Jewellery Quarter and St Mark’s Ward
to be represented by 1 Councillor (see attached map). - The area contains what most people
think of as the Jewellery Quarter, alongside an area to the north and east of Great Hampton
Street: this is arguably part of the historic Jewellery Quarter (and indeed forms part of the
proposed Neighbourhood Plan area) and will be come to be seen as such as developments
occur. - We have also included communities located on the city-side of Sandpits and Summer
Hill. These communities already join us as part of the current Ladywood Ward, and the
Jewellery Quarter acts as their nearest hub for services and amenities. We recognise the
Boundary Commission has three (potentially competing) priorities to manage when creating the
new Wards: an equal number of voters, reflecting community identity, enabling effective
government. We believe our counter-proposal best meets these priorities for the JQ. We
recognise, however, that any change to the proposed Ward arrangements for the JQ would
effect other Wards, particularly in relation to the number of voters per Councillor. Should the
Commission choose to stick to its original proposal, it must make sure the community identity
of the JQ is reflected by including ‘Jewellery Quarter’ in the name of the Ward. We believe
‘Jewellery Quarter and Soho Ward’ would be the best name for the Ward currently proposed by
the Boundary Commission. This name draws on the strong industrial heritage that developed in
these parts of the city. Both areas benefited greatly from development by Matthew Boulton and
James Watt during the 18th Century, with the former resident at Soho House during this time.
‘Jewellery Quarter and Soho Ward’ would reflect the significant impact industry has had on all
communities within the proposed Ward, and the pride people still feel about the industrial
discoveries made in the area. We look forward to seeing the final proposals when published in
May. Jonathan Bryce, Chair of Jewellery Quarter Neighbourhood Forum

Uploaded Documents:

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7508

08/02/2016

Local Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

Page 2 of 2

Download

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7508

08/02/2016

Local Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

Page 1 of 1

Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

King Edward Road Residents' Association

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: KERRA

Comment text:
Response from King Edward Road Residents’ Association [KERRA]: King Edward Road is a cul-de
-sac dating from the 1900s with some 50 households right in the centre of Moseley village and
is as ‘Moseley’ as can be! We are currently part of Moseley and Kings Heath Ward with 3
councillors. However the proposed change would put our street instead in Balsall Heath and
Cannon Hill Ward – a change that is illogical, ridiculous and wrong! KERRA is absolutely against
the proposed new boundary. The proposal has not recognised in any way the importance of
community in Moseley to those who live here, the sense of belonging and pride, and the social
cohesion. Carving up Moseley amongst several Wards will make for more complex and
fragmented bidding and grant allocation, leading to impossibly complicated work for the many
volunteers groups that currently thrive here. Fragmenting the people of Moseley across different
Wards takes away local democracy. Lobbying, campaigning and fighting for grants will be
impossible, threatening the work of our local organisations such as Moseley in Bloom, Moseley
Forum and the Moseley Society. The residents of King Edward Road chose to live in Moseley,
are part of Moseley and wish this to be represented in the Ward we belong to and the name of
that Ward. We urge the Boundary Commission to reconsider its proposal, and we support the
plan for a Moseley Ward as detailed in the submission from the Moseley Community Groups.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Tom Tierney

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Kings Heath Residents Forum
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The attached document makes the case for a particular configuration of Kings Heath Ward
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Submission in response to the Local Government Boundary Commission’s Draft Proposals for
Kings Heath Ward from Kings Heath Residents Forum
Kings Heath Residents Forum wishes to make the following points about which we had a full
consensus in our meetings : We very strongly welcome the identification of Kings Heath as an electoral ward. Kings
Heath is a very distinct area, with its own unique characteristics and history. However, the
area which is popularly identified as Kings Heath is currently split between 3 local
government wards and 2 parliamentary constituencies and therefore has not received the
focus which it requires.
 The Residents Forum carried out a public consultation about which boundary should be
recognised for Kings Heath when it was first established in the early 1990s and again when
there was a major renewal of the Forum in 2011. This consultation was conducted through
a number of well attended public meetings, comments through social media and a final
public meeting facilitated by officers from Birmingham City Council at which a number of
options were considered. The option which won overwhelming support is the area which
the Forum currently serves (attached below as Appendix) and is roughly the area
continuously served by the Forum since the 1990s. Birmingham City Council also recognised
this area when it subsequently approved the constitution of the Forum (necessary for the
Forum to be recognised as a legitimate neighbourhood forum).
 Notably this area draws people together around the A435, Kings Heath High Street and
shopping centre. In comparison with the draft Boundary Commission proposals it goes
further south to include Cocks Moors Woods Leisure Centre and Golf Course, and south
east along Hollybank Road to include Kings Heath Boys School and does not include some of
the streets to the north east. It does include some streets clustered around the A435 which
are parts of the current Brandwood and Billesley wards where it appeared people very
strongly identified themselves as belonging to Kings Heath and appeared to see the current
local government wards as artificial administrative creations.
 We would recommend that this area (or as much of it as fits the numbers required for an
electoral ward) is considered the basis for the new Kings Heath ward.
 Kings Heath is the largest shopping centre in South Birmingham . It is also the third biggest
shopping centre in the City and has a vibrant Business Improvement District.
 It is very well served by a network of bus services including a very frequent service into the
city centre and outwards, and also by the outer circle bus route comes through Kings Heath
centre comprising a comprehensive transport hub with Kings Heath at the centre.
 Kings Heath is also a real centre for community with local cafes, pubs, restaurants and music
venues bringing people together. Other organisations and centres include the Baptist
Church, St Duncan’s Catholic Church, Station Rd Mosque, Kings Heath Library, Kings Heath
Residents Forum, Kings Heath Transition, Kings Heath Business Association, All Saints Centre
and Church including the relatively recently created Kings Heath Village Square at the
junction of the High Street and Vicarage Road . There are also many schools in Kings Heath,
which are very significant as part of the local community.
 Recently a major public consultation was undertaken to gain ideas about how Kings Heath
High St could be improved. This was carried out by SUSTRANS (DIY streets) and had wide
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local support to improve the roads, pavements and related features with a proposed
gateway for north and south sides of the High Street.
Highbury Park is a major feature of Kings Heath and we would strongly uphold the case for
it be part of Kings Heath ward. Local residents, businesses and the City Council created
Kings Heath Centre Partnership to improve Kings Heath. One of its first initiatives was to
establish the 10,000 step Kings Heath Floral Trail linking Highbury Park with Kings Heath Park
and the shopping centre. Highbury Park was part of Kings Heath’s The Floral Trail which
came third in the national Britain In Bloom awards in 2013. Kings Heath Centre Partnership
and Kings Heath Business Improvement District have also paid for a community
noticeboard in the park and helped create a Hay Meadow within Highbury Park as well as
providing a number of other planting schemes The park is supported in a number of ways by
volunteers from Kings Heath (eg Community Orchard project, planting, litter-picking etc).
Residents of Kings Heath recognise it as one of their parks intrinsically linked to Kings Heath
High Street and shopping centre. Clearly it is also a wider resource for the area but is very
much serviced in practical ways by activities of volunteers from Kings Heath, which is a key
relationship.
We agree that Yew Tree Lane is an effective boundary around Highbury Park but notice that
that there is a small clutch of buildings on Yew Tree Lane which is not included in the Kings
Heath boundary. We would recommend for simplicity and ease of understanding that these
buildings are included in Kings Heath Ward. We would also suggest that it would be very
practical to include these buildings with the park as they are edging on to it and any issues
concerning the development of these sites would be crucial to the integrity of the park area.
Regarding our suggestion that Kings Heath extends further south than the draft proposals of
the Boundary Commission, we are aware that when Kings Heath Business Improvement
District erected a sign on the Howard Road junction with Alcester Rd there were complaints
from people living further south that Kings Heath really starts a lot further south. There is
indeed a Highways signpost currently present near Cocks Moors Woods Leisure Centre
saying “Kings Heath”.

The Forum also discussed whether one councillor to one ward was likely to be a better system. It’s
fair to say that opinion was somewhat divided on this but we were agreed that the above points
were important if the Commission is minded to pursue that principle.
Tom Tierney
Committee Member (writing on behalf of Kings Heath Residents Forum)
KHResForum@gmail.com
http://www.kingsheathforum.net/
@KingsHeathRF
www.facebook.com/KingsHeathRF

Feb 2015
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Submission in response to the Local Government Boundary Commission’s Draft Proposals for
Kings Heath Ward from Kings Heath Residents Forum
Kings Heath Residents Forum wishes to make the following points about which we had a full
consensus in our meetings :‐
 We very strongly welcome the identification of Kings Heath as an electoral ward. Kings
Heath is a very distinct area, with its own unique characteristics and history. However, the
area which is popularly identified as Kings Heath is currently split between 3 local
government wards and 2 parliamentary constituencies and therefore has not received the
focus which it requires.
 The Residents Forum carried out a public consultation about which boundary should be
recognised for Kings Heath when it was first established in the early 1990s and again when
there was a major renewal of the Forum in 2011. This consultation was conducted through
a number of well attended public meetings, comments through social media and a final
public meeting facilitated by officers from Birmingham City Council at which a number of
options were considered. The option which won overwhelming support is the area which
the Forum currently serves (attached below as Appendix) and is roughly the area
continuously served by the Forum since the 1990s. Birmingham City Council also recognised
this area when it subsequently approved the constitution of the Forum (necessary for the
Forum to be recognised as a legitimate neighbourhood forum).
 Notably this area draws people together around the A435, Kings Heath High Street and
shopping centre. In comparison with the draft Boundary Commission proposals it goes
further south to include Cocks Moors Woods Leisure Centre and Golf Course, and south
east along Hollybank Road to include Kings Heath Boys School and does not include some of
the streets to the north east. It does include some streets clustered around the A435 which
are parts of the current Brandwood and Billesley wards where it appeared people very
strongly identified themselves as belonging to Kings Heath and appeared to see the current
local government wards as artificial administrative creations.
 We would recommend that this area (or as much of it as fits the numbers required for an
electoral ward) is considered the basis for the new Kings Heath ward.
 Kings Heath is the largest shopping centre in South Birmingham . It is also the third biggest
shopping centre in the City and has a vibrant Business Improvement District.
 It is very well served by a network of bus services including a very frequent service into the
city centre and outwards, and also by the outer circle bus route comes through Kings Heath
centre comprising a comprehensive transport hub with Kings Heath at the centre.
 Kings Heath is also a real centre for community with local cafes, pubs, restaurants and music
venues bringing people together. Other organisations and centres include the Baptist
Church, St Duncan’s Catholic Church, Station Rd Mosque, Kings Heath Library, Kings Heath
Residents Forum, Kings Heath Transition, Kings Heath Business Association, All Saints Centre
and Church including the relatively recently created Kings Heath Village Square at the
junction of the High Street and Vicarage Road . There are also many schools in Kings Heath,
which are very significant as part of the local community.
 Recently a major public consultation was undertaken to gain ideas about how Kings Heath
High St could be improved. This was carried out by SUSTRANS (DIY streets) and had wide
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local support to improve the roads, pavements and related features with a proposed
gateway for north and south sides of the High Street.
Highbury Park is a major feature of Kings Heath and we would strongly uphold the case for
it be part of Kings Heath ward. Local residents, businesses and the City Council created
Kings Heath Centre Partnership to improve Kings Heath. One of its first initiatives was to
establish the 10,000 step Kings Heath Floral Trail linking Highbury Park with Kings Heath Park
and the shopping centre. Highbury Park was part of Kings Heath’s The Floral Trail which
came third in the national Britain In Bloom awards in 2013. Kings Heath Centre Partnership
and Kings Heath Business Improvement District have also paid for a community
noticeboard in the park and helped create a Hay Meadow within Highbury Park as well as
providing a number of other planting schemes The park is supported in a number of ways by
volunteers from Kings Heath (eg Community Orchard project, planting, litter‐picking etc).
Residents of Kings Heath recognise it as one of their parks intrinsically linked to Kings Heath
High Street and shopping centre. Clearly it is also a wider resource for the area but is very
much serviced in practical ways by activities of volunteers from Kings Heath, which is a key
relationship.
We agree that Yew Tree Lane is an effective boundary around Highbury Park but notice that
that there is a small clutch of buildings on Yew Tree Lane which is not included in the Kings
Heath boundary. We would recommend for simplicity and ease of understanding that these
buildings are included in Kings Heath Ward. We would also suggest that it would be very
practical to include these buildings with the park as they are edging on to it and any issues
concerning the development of these sites would be crucial to the integrity of the park area.
Regarding our suggestion that Kings Heath extends further south than the draft proposals of
the Boundary Commission, we are aware that when Kings Heath Business Improvement
District erected a sign on the Howard Road junction with Alcester Rd there were complaints
from people living further south that Kings Heath really starts a lot further south. There is
indeed a Highways signpost currently present near Cocks Moors Woods Leisure Centre
saying “Kings Heath”.

The Forum also discussed whether one councillor to one ward was likely to be a better system. It’s
fair to say that opinion was somewhat divided on this but we were agreed that the above points
were important if the Commission is minded to pursue that principle.
Tom Tierney
Committee Member (writing on behalf of Kings Heath Residents Forum)
KHResForum@gmail.com
http://www.kingsheathforum.net/
@KingsHeathRF
www.facebook.com/KingsHeathRF

Feb 2015
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

derek Cooper

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Lodgeark Residents Association

Comment text:
Re the renaming of the ward containing the B18 district. A consensus of opinion from members
of the LodgePark Residents association in Hockley / Winson Green would be for Boulton Ward
Or All Saints Ward.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Fiona Tyson

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Moor Green West Residents' Association

Comment text:
Ward Boundaries Consultation Response from Moor Green West Residents’ Association Is change
really needed? Will ward boundary change not distract Birmingham City Council from the real
task of drawing our city together and tackling some of the big challenges we face with
strengthening social cohesion, offering high quality education, keeping children safe and
ensuring our wonderful city is economically vibrant into the future? If change is essential then
let us do this in a careful and considered manner that reflects the needs of the people of
Birmingham. If change is not essential then let us leave our boundaries like they are and get
on with the real work. Effective and convenient local government will be damaged by these
proposals. Representing people is not a numbers game. It is hard not to think that the LGBC
has taken its proposed ward boundaries from the map of the local polling districts, such is the
closeness of the match. We understand that councillors, like all of us, need a manageable
workload. However, the benefits of working together in larger groups of councillors have not
been taken into account. We are currently part of Moseley and Kings Heath ward with 3
councillors. This ensures that at least one is always available; for example cover is maintained
if one councilor is ill or on holiday. It allows for wider representation within the council. Our
current councillors have different interests and areas of expertise; this means we benefit from
wider knowledge and representation. It will not be efficient or effective to have so many small
wards all raising the same concerns to be dealt with by their individual councillor. Fragmenting
the people of Moseley across so many wards will make it much more difficult to consult with us
and engage us in local democracy. Lobbying, campaigning and fighting for grants will be so
much more of a challenge for our Moseley. The integrity of our local groups such as Moseley in
Bloom, Moseley Forum and the many others will be compromised. The proposal to have
elections for all councillors every 4 years will mean that all work across a ward stops around
election time as all councillors will be focusing on their election campaign. Should there be
significant changes in councillors then much knowledge about local issues and current activities
will be lost, all in one go. Having a phased election system is much more effective for
continuity of business. Notwithstanding, politicians will come and go. Local people need
structures that keep us together and make it easy for us to work together; we need to remain
as Moseley, whichever part of it we live or work in. Much time and 5 years of effort were put
into developing the Moseley Supplementary Planning document (SPD). The Moseley Regeneration
group is now guided by this document. We also have our own local regeneration strategy
‘Making Moseley.’ Any ward called Moseley must have the centre of Moseley within it and take
account of the boundaries for the SPD so that we can respond to future developments coming
down the track, such as HS2 connectivity. It is hard to see how the LGBC has considered
community Identity in its proposals. In 1878 Joseph Chamberlain did not build his beautiful
home, Highbury Hall in Balsall Heath or Cannon Hill. He built it in Moseley. In 1405 the Pope
instructed the Bishop of Worcester to allow the local parishioners to have mass in the chapel of
St Mary Moseley; Our parish Church is not in Balsall Heath or Cannon Hill. It is in Moseley, an
historical village community. The proposal has not recognized in any way the importance of the
name Moseley to those who live here, nor the social, economic and political (with a very small
p and a big P) ties that bind us as the people of Moseley. If implemented it will tear apart well
-established community links, reducing our sense of belonging and social cohesion that are such
a focus for the Government and society currently. As budgets tighten we become more reliant
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on the work of voluntary organisations. Splitting Moseley amongst several wards will make for
more complex and fragmented bidding and grant allocation. The business area of Moseley
according to the proposals will be in a different ward making fundraising much more
challenging. We are concerned that the proposal divides our active Moor Green West Residents’
Association area between Balsall Heath & Cannon Hill and Stirchley. This would have us working
with 3 different wards and 4 councillors. All of Moor Green Lane and Elizabeth Road identify
with Moseley. We shop there, we catch our buses there, we attend meetings, we take part in a
wide range of local events in Moseley Village, we support the Farmers’ market, Mosley in
Bloom, and the various local community groups such as Mosley Forum and The Mosley Society.
We do very few of these things in Stirchley. Like everyone who lives in Moseley we are proud
of Moseley Village and the wider residential area and the local amenities. We actively take part
in sustaining and developing our neighbourhood. For example we clear litter along our roads
and in both Highbury park and Holders Lane woods and fields. We have monthly conservation
working parties maintaining Holders Lane woods that support the council and the park rangers
in the challenging task of working within reducing budgets. The residents of Elizabeth Road and
the western end of Moor Green Lane are part of Moseley and wish this to be represented in the
ward we belong to and the name of that ward. We want the LGBC to reconsider its proposal
and recommend a Moseley ward that reflects the submission from the Moseley Community
Groups. Fiona Tyson Chair Moor Green West Residents’ Association

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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RESPONSE TO THE BOUNDARY COMISSION PROPOSED CHANGES
TO THE WARDS OF BIRMINGHAM
BY THE COMBINED COMMUNITY GROUPS OF MOSELEY February 2016
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BACKGROUND:
This document is a response to the changes proposed to the wards of Birmingham by The Local
Government Boundary Commission for England (LGBCE) with particular reference to Moseley and
the surrounding area.
It has been compiled by a working group drawn from eight community and business groups
currently working with Moseley communities (Moseley Forum; Moseley Society; Moseley
Community Development Trust; Greener, Cleaner, Safer Environment group; Moseley Churches;
Moseley Regeneration Group; Moseley B13 magazine editorial group; Moseley Farmers Market;
local Moseley Businesses).
Preparation for this response has included a public meeting of five hundred residents (video
evidence of this support can be found at Appendix 4) and this response is largely coterminous
with the Supplementary Planning Document adopted by Birmingham City Council in 2014 it
also ensures that the official Conservation Areas of Moseley and St Agnes remain intact
inside the Ward and therefore retain their historical protection1. See Appendix 3 for the SDP map
Every household within our proposed area was leafleted by volunteers and email bases of over
1000 and 3536 on twitter were informed as well extensive use of Facebook reaching over 1000
Moseley residents. Our combined email & social media databases ensured a further reach of
several thousand.
The methodology behind the electoral numbers referred to in this response can be found within
Appendix 2.
The Map illustrating our proposed Ward can be found at Appendix 1

SUMMARY:
The Combined Community Groups of Moseley wholeheartedly reject the proposed
boundary changes to the Moseley and Kings Heath Ward as detailed in the draft LGBCE
recommendations of December 2015 and find that they fail to meet two of the three criteria
they aim to fulfil, namely that they do not reflect community identity and they do not
provide for effective and convenient local government.
We find the LGBCE proposals counter-intuitive and totally unacceptable. This document
details our proposal for a two Councillor ward called Moseley, that geographically aligns
with our statutory planning areas, that ensures electoral equality, that accurately reflects
the strength of our community identity and that provides for considerably more effective
and convenient local government than the LGBCE proposals.
We are aware that you will receive a significant number of individual responses supporting
our proposal.
Although the political party submissions now all agree on a two councillor ward for
Moseley, we note that none of the political party submissions agree completely with each
other with the ward boundary we have drawn in response to on-the-ground feeling. We
therefore urge the LGBCE to recognise the value of a community response and the
1

link to SPD http://www.moseleycdt.com/bigplan , link to Conservation Areas: St Agnes
http://www.birmingham.gov.uk/stagnesca , Moseley http://www.birmingham.gov.uk/moseleyca
2

comprehensive consultation carried out for the benefit of local people over and above the
political submissions designed primarily to support specific political advantages. Indeed,
we were encouraged to hear Professor Colin Mellors stress the importance of such
community responses on the BBC Sunday Politics Show on the 17th January this year.

MAP OF OUR PROPOSED TWO COUNCILLOR WARD, MOSELEY

Our Moseley Ward incorporates the polling districts CSA, CSB, CSH, CSI, and DEH in their
entirety and incorporates part of the polling districts CSC, CSG, CSJ, CSK, DEF, DEI, DEG and
DDD where the polling districts cut across areas that are considered by local people and groups
alike to be definitively part of Moseley. In addition, our Moseley Ward no longer incorporates
polling districts CSD, CSE and CSF.
Our Moseley Ward would have an electorate of 16,357 in 2021 and two Councillors each of
whom would represent approximately 8,178 voters. See Appendix 2 for details

Before finalising the boundary of our proposed Moseley Ward, members of the working group met
with community and political representatives from the wards that share our boundary – to ensure
as far as possible that our electoral total would not compromise other ward proposals from
neighbouring communities. See Appendices 5 and 6
In addition, we have met with and sought cohesion on our ward boundaries with representatives of
neighbouring wards of Balsall Heath, Kings Heath, Hall Green & Stirchley to ensure our
boundaries reflect their own community interests and identities as far as possible. The only known
conflict areas are Highbury Park (not including the Hall) & Sarehole Mill which have joint
community interests and no residents.
3

PROBLEMS CAUSED BY THE LGBCE PROPOSALS:


Equality of representation:

The LGBCE proposals so closely follow the polling district boundaries that we believe this is the
only criterion that has been considered. The LGBCE proposals are unnecessarily constrained by
polling district boundaries.
Polling districts are not well suited for use as building blocks when drawing up ward boundary
proposals. Their boundaries are arbitrary and idiosyncratic, many with highly irregular shapes
including outliers and ‘tentacle’ extensions
Polling districts vary enormously in the size of their electorates (by up to 600% just in the current
Moseley and Kings Heath ward). Some of the larger ones with electorates of several thousand
cover 2 or more distinct communities. The larger ones are especially problematic because
combining adjacent polling districts one by one (without dividing them) to build up a new ward
proposal can tip the combined electorate from well below the required figure for a 1-, 2- or 3councillor ward to far in excess of that figure. Birmingham has some of the largest polling districts
in the country, some of which are larger than whole wards in other cities.
Thus any proposals based solely on polling districts will cause dysfunctional government and
cannot reflect the community.


Reflecting of community interests and identities &
Providing for convenient and effective local government:

Moseley, as understood by its residents, has a phenomenal track record of community action and
achievement. Moseley in Bloom has won eight regional gold awards; Moseley Folk Festival
(staffed by volunteers) has been running for sixteen years and has recently joined with Mostly
Jazz Festival both now attracting tourism and revenue to the area from as far afield as the USA.
In the last three years, approximately £25,000 has been raised by volunteers, local businesses
and the local community to provide Christmas lights for the centre of the area we consider to be
Moseley; upwards of £1,500 has been raised through the actions of the Moseley Alternative Giving
Campaign to support rough sleepers who find themselves in Moseley; Moseley’s Farmer’s Market
(managed by volunteers) has twice won ‘best Farmers Market in the UK and has donated over
£50,000 back into the community of Moseley. Moseley B13 magazine (established in 1974)
reflects these achievements and has been uniting the community ever since, ensuring the
community is kept informed about all Moseley developments (see Appendix 18 for example).2
These achievements and many like them are possible because the fiercely enthusiastic
community of Moseley is able to work with Councillors who are dedicated to their area, and
engage with Council departments (such as Planning or Waste management) who only need
to approve action in one Ward.
Amongst the LGBCE proposals we have found objectionable and of grave concern to the
local community are:







2

Moseley Village Green (centre) would no longer be in Moseley
Moseley Farmers Market would no longer be in Moseley
Moseley Park and Pool would no longer be in Moseley
Moseley Bog would no longer be in Moseley
St Mary’s, the parish church of Moseley, would no longer be in Moseley
St Agnes Conservation Area would be split between two wards

See Appendices 8 to 10 for maps showing the catchment areas for B13 and the Farmers Market
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Balsall Heath park WOULD be in Moseley! (despite it being a recognised facility used by
Balsall Heath residents and included in their neighbourhood plan)

Changes to the ward boundary are not going to stop the Moseley community working together to
provide these events and initiatives. But instead of Councillors and Council officers who at present
only need to think about the issues affecting one ward, each of the achievements listed above
would need the support of up to six different Councillors (all with different interests and priorities)
and would require council officer support across five different wards. It would therefore be very
inconvenient to get effective local government support for any of these established and
successful community activities.
We feel these co-ordination problems would be replicated across every kind of local
government activity for the people who consider themselves to live in ‘Moseley’ and we
fear that convenient and effective local government will be non-existent in this area if the
LGBCE proposals go ahead.
Local press articles covering local feeling:
http://www.birminghammail.co.uk/news/midlands-news/moseley-village-not-moseley-under10603940
http://www.birminghampost.co.uk/news/regional-affairs/new-birmingham-ward-boundaries-could10605461

OUR PROPOSAL FOR A TWO COUNCILLOR MOSELEY WARD:


Equality of representation (see appendix 2):

Total estimated electorate for our proposed Moseley ward
Variance from City Average for a 2-councillor ward

16,357
1.6%3

Our Moseley Ward would have an electorate of 16,357 in 2021 and two Councillors each of
whom would represent approximately 8,178 voters.4 These figures are within a 2% variance
of the LGBCE recommended amount.


Reflecting community interests and identities:

In March 2015, The Sunday Times announced that of all the urban places there were to live in
Britain, Moseley was the best, citing its culture, its community and its independence as some of
the many reasons people should choose to live here. Many were surprised that the best place in
Britain was in Birmingham, the people who live in Moseley were not.
(http://www.thesundaytimes.co.uk/sto/style/homes and gardens/best places/article1527439.ece)

3

A full explanation of these figures can be found at Appendix 2
Sources for figures drawn from:
LGBCE website for whole PD electorate figures (2015 and 2021) and PD boundaries
Electoral Register
Ordnance Survey Mapping
Google Maps and Satellite Imagery
Royal Mail Postcode & Address Finder
Ground Survey
Population Census 2011
4
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In 2014, after five years work by local people, Birmingham City Council officially adopted the
Moseley Supplementary Planning Document, (Moseley SPD) the first such community-led plan in
Birmingham and described at the time by a cabinet member as “a vision for Moseley that will
provide robust guidance for the future”. The Moseley SPD had been produced by the community
groups of Moseley including The Moseley Forum (active since 1998) and The Moseley Society
(active since 1979) and was co-ordinated by The Moseley Community Development Trust (active
since 2000). All of these groups and the SPD itself understand Moseley to be the area covered by
our map. See Appendices 7 to 11. We have not included the players involved in the Moseley
Ashfield Cricket Club, Moseley Rugby Club nor the many volunteers across Moseley who offer
their time through the Moseley Community Development Trust who all could have been mapped.
http://www.moseleycdt.com/bigplan
The Moseley SPD area forms the basis of our proposed Moseley Ward with two additions. In the
north part of Birchwood Crescent, Anderton Park Road, Cadbury Road and Yardley Wood Road
have been added at the request of residents who have been associate members of Moseley
Forum and petitioned to be part of the community-proposed Moseley Ward. In the east the
properties around Moseley Bog have been included. This area was part of Moseley Ward until
2004 and was initially included in the SPD but the properties were removed to keep the area within
the current Moseley & Kings Heath Ward boundary. We feel this is the ideal opportunity to re-unite
this part of the Moseley map.
In short the map of our proposed two councillor ward of Moseley is a visual representation
of what the residents and community groups of Moseley consider to be Moseley.


Providing for convenient and effective local government:

All events, initiatives and activities that are part of the daily life of Moseley residents will be much
easier to organise, fund, regulate and support if they take place across one ward, supported by
Councillors whose only concern is the ward of Moseley. Residents and groups will have clear and
convenient lines of communication. Council departments such as Waste Management, Planning
and Parks and Leisure will be able to engage with the whole area via one ward.


Convenient and effective local government can only be ensured if the area
considered by the community as Moseley is represented by a two Councillor ward
called Moseley.

We feel our proposed two councillor ward of Moseley meets all the criteria set out by the Local
Government Boundary Commission for England and we look forward to hearing your thoughts
about our proposal. Appendices 12 to 17 show a sample of the many responses you will have
received. These and many others have confirmed and reinforced the need for our proposal.
Should you have any questions or require any further information about our proposal please
contact:
David Isgrove
Vice-Chair of Moseley Forum
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Appendix 2

Birmingham Ward Boundary Review 2015/16
Combined Community Groups Proposals for
A New Moseley Ward
Whole PD
Electors
Electors
2015
2021
C
D

Whole or Part PD
(as Applicable)
Electors
Electors
2015
2021
F
G

Polling
District (PD)
A

Current
Ward
B

CSA
CSB
CSH
CSI
DEH

M&KH
M&KH
M&KH
M&KH
SPRGFLD

2,424
1,416
1,176
1,372
1,238

2,689
1,596
1,236
1,478
1,414

No
No
No
No
No

2,424
1,416
1,176
1,372
1,238

2,689
1,596
1,236
1,478
1,414

CSC
CSG
CSJ
CSK
DEF
DEI
DEG
DDD

M&KH
M&KH
M&KH
M&KH
SPRGFLD
SPRGFLD
SPRGFLD
SPKBRK

601
2,462
1,128
3,595
3,854
1,423
1,336
1,279

636
2,745
1,348
3,841
4,420
1,679

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

500
1,389
1,092
3,507
96
171
62
383

529
1,548
1,305
3,747
110
202
68
435

14,826
2.7%

16,357
1.6%

1,463

1,454

Split
E

Total Estimated Electorate for Proposed Moseley Ward
Variance from City Average for a 2-Councillor Ward

Notes
City average electorate for a 2-Councillor Ward: 14,430 (2015) and 16,106 (2021)
PDs in current M&KH Heath ward not included in Community Proposals for Moseley Ward: CSD, CSE & CSF
For whole PDs in proposed Moseley ward:
Column F=C and Column G=D
For split PDs:
Electors in 2015 at addresses in proposed ward based on Electoral Register and sources listed below.
Estimates for 2021 electorates in part PDs based on rate of change in PD as a whole given by LGBCE

Sources
LGBCE website for whole PD electorate figures (2015 and 2021) and PD boundaries
Electoral Register
Ordnance Survey Mapping
Google Maps and Satellite Imagery
Royal Mail Postcode & Address Finder
Ground Survey
Population Census 2011

Video Evidence for Moseley Community:

Appendix 4

1. Videos of the Public Meeting called to consider the LGBCE proposal
and the Moseley Community Proposal. Saturday January 16th at
Queensbridge School, Moseley

Voting on LGBCE proposals for Moseley, the Community’s
proposals and LGBCE proposals for Birmingham as a whole
Vote 1: The motion was: Do you agree with the Local
Government Boundary Commission’s current proposals for new
wards in the Moseley area? [Y,N,A]
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=s2QoMEIP YM&feature=emshare video user
Unanimous vote against

Vote 2: The motion was: Would you support a submission by
representatives of Moseley Forum and others that expressed
grave concerns about the Commission’s proposals and
reaffirmed the case for a 2-councillor ward based on the Moseley
community proposal? [Y,N,A]
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=w8OCPFZWvnc&feature=emshare video user
3 abstentions: everyone else in favour
Vote 3: The motion was: All those in favour of rejecting the
proposals put forward for Birmingham. (Y,N,A)
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=uRcg7UVTj14&feature=emshare video user
2 abstentions 1 against: everyone else in favour

Video of the Moseley Farmers’ Market and the effect on community
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=KMyfMsNAAgc
Video of Moseley Lights Campaign by the community:
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4DV7tEomyKo

Appendix 5
Map suggesting how the southern wards could fit with the proposed Moseley boundary in the South West
The green line is the Moseley boundary and the blue lines showing how Kings Heath and Brandwood could maintain their numbers.
Red lines are the LGBCE’s initial proposals. Stirchley would have 7987 electors in 2010, Brandwood 7900 and Kings Heath 8500

Appendix 6
Map showing the Eastern wards and how they’d be able to fit to the East of Moseley
(Although we prefer to keep Sarehole Mill in with the rest of Sarehole in Moseley where it belongs)
Springfield would be a single-member ward of 7636 and Sparkhill a 2-member ward of 15,272

Context of Moseley Farmers’ Market catchment

APPENDIX 8

Survey of the key locations of customers compared to the other South Birmingham Farmers’ Markets. The total number of customers
surveyed in Moseley came to 4258
This highlights the importance of Moseley in South Birmingham and also how the main catchment area corresponds to the Community
proposal for ward Boundaries. This survey was done by the Plunket Foundation on behalf of FARMA

Appendix 9
Moseley Farmers’ Market 1 Mile Catchment Area: sample of customers done by the Plunkett Foundation on behalf of FARMA
- - - represents the approximate boundary of the LGBCE Moseley Ward proposed by the Moseley Communities

Outlets for the monthly Community Magazine, Moseley B13

Appendix 10

No shops in this area

No shops in this area

*MB13
MB13*
MB13* *MB13
*MB13
MB13**MB13
*MB13
No shops in this area

*MB13
*MB13

*MB13

MB13*

MB13*

Appendix 12
Ward Boundaries Consultation Response from Moor Green West Residents’
Association
Is change really needed?
Will ward boundary change not distract Birmingham City Council from the real task of drawing
our city together and tackling some of the big challenges we face with strengthening social
cohesion, offering high quality education, keeping children safe and ensuring our wonderful city
is economically vibrant into the future? If change is essential then let us do this in a careful and
considered manner that reflects the needs of the people of Birmingham. If change is not
essential then let us leave our boundaries like they are and get on with the real work.

Effective and convenient local government will be damaged by these proposals.
Representing people is not a numbers game. It is hard not to think that the LGBC has taken its
proposed ward boundaries from the map of the local polling districts, such is the closeness of
the match. We understand that councillors, like all of us, need a manageable
workload. However, the benefits of working together in larger groups of councillors have not
been taken into account. We are currently part of Moseley and Kings Heath ward with 3
councillors. This ensures that at least one is always available; for example cover is maintained if
one councilor is ill or on holiday. It allows for wider representation within the council. Our
current councillors have different interests and areas of expertise; this means we benefit from
wider knowledge and representation. It will not be efficient or effective to have so many small
wards all raising the same concerns to be dealt with by their individual councillor.
Fragmenting the people of Moseley across so many wards will make it much more difficult to
consult with us and engage us in local democracy. Lobbying, campaigning and fighting for
grants will be so much more of a challenge for our Moseley. The integrity of our local groups
such as Moseley in Bloom, Moseley Forum and the many others will be compromised.
The proposal to have elections for all councillors every 4 years will mean that all work across a
ward stops around election time as all councillors will be focusing on their election
campaign. Should there be significant changes in councillors then much knowledge about local
issues and current activities will be lost, all in one go. Having a phased election system is much
more effective for continuity of business. Notwithstanding, politicians will come and go. Local
people need structures that keep us together and make it easy for us to work together; we
need to remain as Moseley, whichever part of it we live or work in.
Much time and 5 years of effort were put into developing the Moseley Supplementary Planning
document (SPD). The Moseley Regeneration group is now guided by this document. We also
have our own local regeneration strategy ‘Making Moseley.’ Any ward called Moseley must

have the centre of Moseley within it and take account of the boundaries for the SPD so that we
can respond to future developments coming down the track, such as HS2 connectivity.

It is hard to see how the LGBC has considered community Identity in its proposals.
In 1878 Joseph Chamberlain did not build his beautiful home, Highbury Hall in Balsall Heath or
Cannon Hill. He built it in Moseley. In 1405 the Pope instructed the Bishop of Worcester to
allow the local parishioners to have mass in the chapel of St Mary Moseley; Our parish Church is
not in Balsall Heath or Cannon Hill. It is in Moseley, an historical village community.
The proposal has not recognized in any way the importance of the name Moseley to those who
live here, nor the social, economic and political (with a very small p and a big P) ties that bind us
as the people of Moseley. If implemented it will tear apart well-established community links,
reducing our sense of belonging and social cohesion that are such a focus for the Government
and society currently.
As budgets tighten we become more reliant on the work of voluntary organisations. Splitting
Moseley amongst several wards will make for more complex and fragmented bidding and grant
allocation. The business area of Moseley according to the proposals will be in a different ward
making fundraising much more challenging.
We are concerned that the proposal divides our active Moor Green West Residents’ Association
area between Balsall Heath & Cannon Hill and Stirchley. This would have us working with 3
different wards and 4 councillors. All of Moor Green Lane and Elizabeth Road identify with
Moseley. We shop there, we catch our buses there, we attend meetings, we take part in a wide
range of local events in Moseley Village, we support the Farmers’ market, Mosley in Bloom, and
the various local community groups such as Mosley Forum and The Mosley Society. We do very
few of these things in Stirchley.
Like everyone who lives in Moseley we are proud of Moseley Village and the wider residential
area and the local amenities. We actively take part in sustaining and developing our
neighbourhood. For example we clear litter along our roads and in both Highbury park and
Holders Lane woods and fields. We have monthly conservation working parties maintaining
Holders Lane woods that support the council and the park rangers in the challenging task of
working within reducing budgets.
The residents of Elizabeth Road and the western end of Moor Green Lane are part of Moseley
and wish this to be represented in the ward we belong to and the name of that ward. We want
the LGBC to reconsider its proposal and recommend a Moseley ward that reflects the
submission from the Moseley Community Groups.
Fiona Tyson
Chair Moor Green West Residents’ Association

Appendix 13

Sarehole Residents’ Association
Response to The Boundary Commission Proposals from the Residents
of Green Road, Keel Drive, Burke Avenue,
Moseley, Birmingham B13

Our part of Moseley is not Sparkhill South. In terms of its environment, social and historical
links it is Moseley: shops, churches; local businesses, schools; and all the Moseley
organisations that make up the community.

We have no connection to a proposed Sparkhill South Ward. We are a small enclave: a
corner of Moseley, one mile from Moseley Village centre itself. We are bounded on one side
by the River Cole, with variable access via a ford to the Hall Green area; on the other side
direct access by road to Moseley: its centre; its surgeries; cafes; pubs; festivals and Farmers’
Market. Moseley is where we belong; and we are part of its vibrant community-driven
culture.

As you will know, Moseley, last year, was voted the best urban living environment in the UK
by a panel of Sunday Times judges; and featured widely in newspaper articles. The ward
boundary structure facilitated a cohesive approach to effective local government within the
community.

In our recent door-to-door survey we contacted 35 of the 42 houses in Green Road, Keel
Drive and Burke Avenue. The proposal to include our part of Moseley in Sparkhill South
Ward was rejected unanimously. There are no working links, common issues or affinity with
Sparkhill South. One Sparkhill South councillor, dealing with a heavy workload of different
needs to ours, could well cause our part of Moseley to be severely marginalised.

We value the history here in our small neighbourhood. In Green Road are two properties
dating from the early `17th century. Green Road looks across a field to Sarehole Mill, an 18th
century watermill, with connections to the great industrialist, Matthew Boulton. Now
beautifully restored, it is a fully working mill, supplying flour to a Moseley restaurant for its
bread. Close by us here is Moseley Bog, with its lovely woodland and prehistoric Iron Age
site: the inspiration for J.R.R. Tolkien. Interestingly, both Moseley Bog and Sarehole Mill

were saved from redevelopment through the generosity of a previous resident of Green
Road; and the campaigning of the local community. The Moseley Society with its Historical
Society too; and The Moseley Forum would surely prove effective in safeguarding these
well-loved sites.

The residents of Green Road, Keel Drive, Burke Avenue, form a truly mixed cohesive
community; and they reject wholeheartedly the Boundary Commission proposals and
support the Moseley Community Groups submission.

Edith Moore

Rosie Jenkins

on behalf of Sarehole Residents’ Association

Appendix 14

Ward Boundaries Consultation
Response from Anderton Park Residents’ Group.
We wish to make our views known to the LGBCE in regard to our specific area –
currently part of Sparkbrook Ward.
The Anderton Park Residents’ Group comprises residents from a triangular area
bounded by Anderton Park Road, Woodstock Road and Yardley Wood Road and
this is the area in question (which we will refer to as ‘our triangle’ in this document).
We acknowledge that whilst ‘our triangle’ is included in both the proposal for the
new Moseley Ward proposed by LGBCE and in that of the Moseley Community
Groups – and we fully endorse those inclusions – we are concerned that at the last
Ward Boundaries Consultation held over the period 2001/03, we were assigned to
Sparkbrook Ward instead of the new Moseley and Kings Heath Ward.
This was despite a petition by 105 residents in ‘our triangle’ requesting that we
should be included in the latter. I attach a copy of the covering letter accompanying
that petition. As you will see, the reasons for our request were clearly set out.
Although that petition (copies of which were sent to the Electoral Commission as
indicated) was submitted after the deadline for consultation and therefore rejected,
recent meetings with residents in ‘our triangle’ confirm that the same concerns
remain current. In 2001, our area had originally been included in the boundary
revision endorsed by Moseley Forum, but due to a lack of direct lines of
communication, we were not kept informed of subsequent developments either from
Sparkbrook or Moseley forum (as the attached letter outlines) This illustrates the fact
that we have effectively been left disenfranchised and without appropriate
representation.
Our issues and concerns are more likely to be addressed by Moseley Ward
Councillors than those in Sparkbrook.
This is because the issues that are of high priority for Sparkbrook do not generally
apply to us (having seen the minutes from the Sparkbrook forum over the last 13
years).
1









The first owners of Moseley Hall and its estate were the Grevis family from
Kings Norton, Moseley being part of the parish of Kings Norton
In 1405 Pope Innocent V11 sent a licence to the Bishop of Worcestershire
for a Chapel of Ease to be allowed at St Mary’s, Moseley
During the rapid expansion of Victorian and Edwardian Moseley many local
groups and societies were developed – the Moseley & Balsall Heath
Institute; many sports clubs; an earlier Moseley Society; The Moseley &
Kings Heath Journal. We know a great deal about the flourishing of
sporting, artistic, dramatic, literary and musical Moseley life at that time.
Moseley has always been a place where people moving to Birmingham
wanted to settle and identify with. It welcomed many refugees who
managed to escape from Nazi Germany. Throughout the later part of the
20th century Moseley has continued to attract people moving into
Birmingham or wanting to relocate within the city. Some of the reasons
we have identified are the good reputation of local schools, (including the
only Jewish primary school in the city which these days attracts more
Muslim than Jewish children whose families are drawn together by shared
values); attractive, large houses into which musical instruments fit easily;
proximity to places of employment such as Birmingham University and
hospitals; and above all the community-spiritedness of the local
population.
When people deliberately seek out an area they are also keen to join in
with community life – through places of worship, schools, The Society,
sports clubs and more recently through Moseley Forum, Moseley
Community Development Trust which runs Moseley Exchange, Moseley in
Bloom, the Farmers’ Market and many other local groups. The rooms
available in church halls and other places of worship and at Moseley
Exchange are booked every night by local groups. The most recent arrival
has been U3A – the University of the 3rd Age. It was set up as a Moseley &
Kings Heath branch and the inaugural meeting attracted so many
potential members that the doors had to be closed and a waiting list
formed until the first 200 memberships had been processed.

Our experience of how convenient and effective local government can be
achieved:
We have experience since 1979 of working with councillors and city officers to
try to improve Moseley, and in particular the built environment which is the
remit of our civic amenity society. We have seen councillors of all the main
parties come and go. We have seen enormous changes in the way city officers
working for planning, transportation, waste management, regulatory services
including licensing and environmental health, have been organised and
reorganised. We have experience of what works.
Councillors:
 Your proposals will divide what the community thinks of as Moseley
between five Wards, which will be represented by six councillors. Only one
of these, the councillor for Moseley Ward, will have most of their attention
on what we think of as part of Moseley, although even that person will
have part of Balsall Heath, including Balsall Heath Park and the top end of
Ladypool Road, to care for. All the other councillors will have their main
focus on other areas – Balsall Heath, Stirchley, Kings Heath, Sparkhill
South. In our experience larger wards work better, are much more
efficient to administer, provide citizens with a choice of Councillors to
approach. We think it important that there is a choice of gender available.

In a single councillor ward what will happen if the councillor is ill, becomes
Lord Mayor, is a cabinet member with many other responsibilities?
Neighbouring single councillor wards represented by different political
parties are less likely to cooperate for the common good than to score
political points.
Community, councillor, officer co-operation:








Despite the problems in dealing with the Moseley/Sparkbrook boundary
which gave us six Councillors, two ward sub-committees, two MPs, two
waste collection depots, two planning control areas, we have managed to
develop some successful initiatives. Because the city council has never
owned any public buildings in Moseley (apart from some toilets long since
demolished) and therefore has never based any staff here, and because
we are a relatively less-deprived and needy area than some of our
neighbours, we have got used to taking the initiative.
In 1991 there was a crisis in the shopping area caused by the closure of
the main supermarket. A ‘Moseley Action Plan’ led to a ‘Moseley
Implementation Group’ chaired by a particularly gifted Planning Officer.
The group was an effective combination of city officers and local residents.
This produced a ‘Non-retail uses’ Supplementary Planning Document, and
also led on to the formation of Moseley Forum after the City Council had
agreed that Forum areas could reflect real communities and cross existing
ward boundaries. The Forum and the Society subsequently worked
together to help establish the Moseley Community Development Trust
(MCDT).
In 2004, when most of Moseley was included in the current Moseley &
Kings Heath Ward, forming groups, in the way pioneered by the ‘Moseley
Implementation Group’, became easier. The Moseley Regen Group grew
out of a concern by councillors about empty properties in the area. That
group is now run by a volunteer from MCDT but it represents all of
Moseley - an area large enough to ensure officers find it worthwhile to
work with. That group produced the Moseley Supplementary Planning
Document 2014, the first such community-led document in the city and
upon which the proposal for a two-councillor Moseley ward boundary has
been based.
The Moseley & Kings Heath Ward Greener, Cleaner, Safer Environment
Group is another example of a successful group which, run by a volunteer
from The Moseley Society, is chaired by a councillor and attended by
relevant officers. Started in 2001 in preparation for the boundary changes
that took place in 2004, it has pioneered a number of initiatives that were
taken up and replicated city-wide including graffiti removal; kerbside
collections of recyclable materials; kerbside junk-swaps.

We know we reflect the community interests and identity of Moseley;
we have long experience in providing for convenient and effective local
government. The proposal set out in the documents submitted by David
Isgrove on behalf of us all also provide for equality of representation.
All the criteria are therefore met in the community proposal which had received
widespread support. In the Commission’s proposal only the equality of
representation criterion is met while the other two considerations are failed.
Yours faithfully

Fiona Adams MBE
Secretary, The Moseley Society

Appendix 16

08 February 2016

The Review Officer (Birmingham)
LGBC
London
MOSELEY AND ENVIRONS
I am writing to protest in the strongest terms about your outrageous draft proposals for the
wholesale destruction of Moseley which is my home. I support the Moseley Combined
Community proposal for a larger 2-member ward which preserves the unity and integrity of
Moseley.
You are threatening to rip the heart and soul out of this cohesive, perceptive and thriving
community by actually amputating the Village centre and transplanting it into an alien mutation
called 'Cannon Hill and Balsall Heath.' You compound this for our neighbours with the theft of
Edgbaston's County Cricket ground, severing the Balsall Heath Forum from their legitimate
hinterland, and moving Balsall Heath Park into your own bizarre version of Moseley whilst
repositioning Moseley Park in Balsall Heath. You just couldn't make it up unless you were writing
a new series of "Yes Minister."
Since moving to Moseley almost 30 years ago, I have engaged with the vibrant community life that
centres on Moseley Village. My doctor, dentist, optician and chemist are all in Moseley as are many
of my friends and acquaintances. We meet socially in restaurants, cafes and bars in Moseley
Village and patronise our local shops, St Mary's parish church, the fantastic Farmers' Market, and
our unique Park and Pool with its nationally acclaimed music festivals.
I am one of many active volunteers who are committed to Moseley: I was a founding Trustee of
the Moseley Community Development Trust and then a founding member of the award winning
Moseley in Bloom. I am involved in our local community magazine Moseley B13 as a writer and
Board member: I attach our topical February cover! I recently produced and directed a video to
raise money for Moseley Christmas lights and am working on a WW1 history project based on
the Roll of Honour in St Mary's Church.
This local experience gives me considerable insight into working with councillors and council
officers and the political parties, the latter having their own axes to grind. Your proposal to
fragment Moseley invites the dire prospect of us becoming a peripheral low priority for several
adjoining wards with many different sets of councillors and officers to deal with; this does not
facilitate convenient and effective local government. It wrecks it.
I already know about living on the edge. 30 years ago when I bought this house overlooking
beautiful Moseley Bog, it was in the Moseley ward. 10 years ago at the previous Boundary Review I
discovered that I had been exiled to a new artificial construct called 'Springfield.' I had been
disenfranchised and alienated at the stroke of a bureaucrat's pen. Apart from Sarehole Mill, I have

no ties, no affinity and no interest in Springfield and consequently have had no involvement in "my"
ward. I continue to focus my energies and endeavours on Moseley where ironically I no longer
have a vote. It will therefore be a matter of numbing indifference that you now propose to
re-locate me again to 'Sparkhill South' whatever that is? I wish to be re-united with Moseley but if I
am condemned to perpetual banishment I would prefer the Lib. Dem's proposed name of
'Springfield and East Moseley.' You could make things even easier for the Establishment and
abolish all our proud local names and simply allocate us some code numbers.
I also write in Brummie solidarity with many of my fellow citizens across the second city of this
country who face similar distressing sabotage of their communities: once again we are arrogantly
ignored by London based officials who seem determined to destroy the cohesion, vitality, tradition
and history of our neighbourhoods - of which they know little and care even less. You cannot just
play the numbers game and cynically lump a few convenient polling districts together to achieve
equality of representation. You cannot drive around a city of million people for a couple of
days and then audaciously presume that you know what divides communities better than we the
people do.
This Review will not satisfy the Kerslake recommendation "to help the council produce an
effective model of representative governance"
Quite the reverse - it's all arrogantly anti-democratic and will lead to even greater disillusion with
the political process.
Please review your review.
Yours faithfully
Stephanie Silk

Appendix 17
Response to the Boundary Commission Proposals
from residents of Greenhill Road, Moseley
Our part of Moseley is not in Kings Heath. It is included in an area well known locally as
‘The Moseley Triangle’ (Cambridge Road, Bleinhem Road, Billesley Lane, Clarence Road
and Greenhill Road). Its historical links are with Moseley, from the large Edwardian
houses at the top of the road, to the row of terraced cottages opposite St Agnes Church
hall. The 1920’s semi-detached houses at the bottom of the Greenhill Road were built in
the grounds of a demolished larger house in Billesley Lane, designed by a local Moseley
architect and built by a local Moseley builder, they continue into Billesley Lane with
another identical set of houses further into Moseley at Highfield Road. In 2009 these
houses were adopted into the St Agnes Conservation area, one of two conservation
areas in Moseley, and together with the rest of the Moseley triangle they are included in
the Moseley Supplementary Planning Document, the first such community-led document
in the city and upon which the proposal for a two Councillor Moseley ward boundary has
been based.
Our residents are totally involved in the Moseley community; we include the Chair of
Moseley Forum, a past treasurer of the Moseley Society, numerous members of
Moseley in Bloom; our gardens have been included in Moseley in Bloom open gardens
scheme. We play tennis at Moseley Tennis Club and golf at Moseley Golf Club. Our
children attend Moseley C of E Primary School. We shop, eat, drink, exercise, play and
worship in Moseley. We walk our dogs in Moseley bog, (the home of JRR Tolkein) which
is just up the road from us. We support and volunteer at the monthly Moseley Farmers
market. We are members of Moseley Timebank.
We do not feel effective local government would be obtained in a one Councillor ward
of Kings Heath which included an area with a community so focused on Moseley.
However, it makes total sense for the current polling district of CSG, which is large and
currently contains two distinct separate communities, to be split between new smaller
wards.
We therefore whole-heartedly reject the LGBCE proposals and support the submission
for a two Councillor Moseley ward made by the joint Moseley community groups who
have widely consulted local residents, and which include representatives with years of
local experience and knowledge.
Submission put together by
Isobel Knowles (Co-chair of Greenhill Road Neighbourhood Watch)
& Paul Simmons
On behalf of Greenhill Road residents and following responses obtained verbally, door
to door and by email and at recent Moseley Forum public meeting.
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Comment text:
We are opposed to the proposals as put forward for Moseley. Our detailed objections are
contained in the attached document.
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Moseley in Bloom is a registered charity founded in 2004. Based in the Moseley
area, our mission is to maintain and enhance the green environment, with
particular regard to public plantings, floral displays, education and outreach, and
cleanliness/tidiness. We are responsible for raising funds for the annual floral
displays in the shopping area of Moseley Village and we planted and maintain
public beds in the municipal carpark in the Village. We are a community-based,
entirely volunteer-run organisation (we have over 70 volunteers on our lists),
and we raise funds from both the residents of Moseley and the local businesses.
We exist because there is a strong community spirit in Moseley that makes our
activities not only possible but valued, and through our various activities we in
turn contribute to growing and consolidating that community.
It is from our position at the heart of Moseley’s residential and business
communities that we wish to comment on the LGBCE’s proposals.
The LGBCE report states that the aims of the review are to
 Improve electoral equality by equalising the number of electors each
councillor represents
 Reflect community identity
 Provide for effective and convenient local government
As far as we can see from the report and from the website, there is no statutory
weighting given to one of these three criteria over the others. We accept that
the first criterion has been met by the proposals, but as they ignore completely
the other two, we submit that the review has not met its statutory obligation to
consider all three equally and must therefore be reconsidered.
Community Identity in Moseley
Moseley has a long history going back to the Domesday Book. Vestiges of its
medieval and eighteenth-century past are still here (in the church tower of St
Mary’s Church, and Moseley Hall with its dovecote and ice house—these latter
two restored through the community-based actions of the Moseley Society). The
building of a railroad linked it to the centre of Birmingham in the mid nineteenthcentury and it acquired much of its present character in the Victorian and
Edwardian periods. It is widely regarded in Birmingham as one of the city’s
lovelier areas, a recognition that achieved national prominence in 2015 when the
Sunday Times named it the most desirable urban community in England. But it
would be wrong to assume that Moseley was simply a heritage site. There are
about a dozen active, volunteer-driven community groups in Moseley at the
moment, each with its own area of interest and each drawing its volunteers from
like-minded individuals and groups in Moseley. We are not a ‘divided’
community, as implied by the comments in the report (comments that were
identical to those for ‘Cannon Hill and Balsall Heath’, a ‘community’ which has no
coherent identity at all at present), but rather a vibrant community with a large

range of opportunities for residents and businesses to participate in the way our
community looks and operates. Moseley in Bloom cooperates with all other
community groups in the area in a spirit of respectful collaboration: we talk to
each other, we work together on projects as appropriate, we support each
other’s activities, we recognise each other’s expertise. The existence of these
groups alone is an indication of a healthy, active community, but there are other
signs as well.
On the cultural front, two nationally- and internationally-acclaimed music
festivals take place each summer in Moseley Park and Pool, right in the centre of
the Village. Both of these are branded as ‘Moseley’ festivals. Moseley in Bloom
hosts an annual Open Gardens weekend in June in which up to 30 lovely
gardens, usually hidden from public view, are opened: in 2015, we drew some
1,000 people to this event. We have also organised Moseley’s entry into the
Heart of England regional campaign (part of the RHS’s Britain in Bloom
campaign) for the past nine years, winning gold eight times in the ‘Urban
Communities’ category, and winning best in category nine times. One of our
sister organisations, Moseley in Lights, hosts a December holiday celebration to
light the Christmas tree and enjoy the holiday together with music, food and
entertainment: the video that supports the crowdfunding to pay for Christmas
lights is itself a source of community building as unexpected elements of the
community turn out to ‘perform’. The Farmers’ Market once a month draws
people from all parts of Moseley and from further afield, and it’s clear that
people use this as a good excuse to meet and catch up. The Moseley Society
opens the Dovecote and Ice House (formerly of Moseley Hall) to the public on
Farmers’ Market Saturdays, and also during the UK Heritage Weekend in
September. There is a lively music scene here, encompassing all sorts of music
from rock to classical.
On the ‘political’ front, community groups in Moseley, including Moseley in
Bloom, spent a long and arduous five years developing the Moseley
Supplementary Development Plan, a document which has now been formally
adopted by Birmingham City Council and which forms part of the planning
framework for Moseley. This was a response to a central government initiative to
encourage more local participation in planning—the alacrity with which Moseley
responded to the initiative and the doggedness with which we drove the plan
through speaks to a community that values local participation. Our three local
councillors, sharing a common concern for Moseley, work jointly to represent
Moseley’s interests. It is our observation that this has been true over the years
regardless of the political parties to which the councillors belong.
All of the above is strong evidence, in our view, of a deep-rooted and sustainable
community identity, of which the proposals take no account whatsoever.
Instead, they will rip this coherent, active, sometimes contentious part of
Birmingham apart, dividing it nonsensically into five separate wards, represented

by 6 councillors. Moseley Village (including the area covered by the SDP) will not
be part of Moseley but will be in Balsall Heath and Cannon Hill, as will Moseley
Park and Pool, the Moseley music festivals, and two of Moseley’s churches.
Indeed, St Mary’s church and its vicarage will end up in different wards. As far
as Moseley in Bloom is concerned, the entire 2015 judging route for the regional
Heart of England in Bloom campaign will be in Balsall Heath and Cannon Hill—
the judges would not even set foot in Moseley. We believe that in the short term
this vandalism will make our job considerably harder as we will have to liaise
with 6 councillors instead of 3, 5 of whom will not have ‘Moseley’ as their core
focus (and the sole councillor for ‘Moseley’ will not represent many of the areas
on which we focus our energies). In the longer term, we are concerned that the
competing interests of such different wards will pull at the fabric of the identity
of Moseley, until it is stretched and strained beyond recognition. We can see no
benefit that will be achieved by this.
Effective and convenient local government in Moseley
At present, Moseley and its neighbouring community King’s Heath, are
represented by three councillors. The two communities, although different in
character in some ways, also have many points of commonality and over the
years we have felt that councillors of all political stripes have represented us
fairly. From the perspective of Moseley in Bloom, we are able to call upon them
if we need their help, and they tend to decide amongst themselves how best to
help us. We are therefore assured of good coverage, regardless of holidays,
illness, etc. So for example, in the weeks leading up to the judging for Heart of
England in Bloom, our councillors are at the ready to liaise on our behalf with
City Council agencies such as Highways and Waste Management and private
contractors such as Amey to ensure that we look as good as possible on the
judging day. Trying to organise this with 6 different people, for none of whom
Moseley’s entrance into the Bloom campaign is core, fills us with dread.
Underlying this is the detail of how the various agencies and departments will
align themselves along new ward boundaries, and what knock-on impact that
will have for us. Will what we now recognise as Moseley have five different
rubbish collection days? How will street cleaning work? Highway maintenance
and repair work?
It is counterintuitive to the point of perversity to believe that six councillors
representing the five wards into which Moseley will fall, all facing in different
directions as they look to their wider constituency, will provide any sort of
efficient and convenient local government. Indeed, in the course of gathering
responses to this consultation, one of the most frightening comments we have
heard is the suspicion that these proposals are being put forward precisely to
limit and curtail the effectiveness of local participation in the city’s government.
It seems to us that, at a time of a perceived significant ‘democratic deficit’, both
in the UK and elsewhere, a review of local government should be aiming to do

everything possible to encourage such participation. Participation is not a
numbers game: people don’t choose to engage with their communities because
that group is within a 10% margin of an arbitrarily assigned number. They
engage because they care about where they live, where their children go to
school, where they spend their free time—where they feel at home. Effective
political representation stems from and harnesses precisely this sense of place
and identity. These proposals put all the eggs in the one wrong basket, and
nothing but a sorry mess is the result.
In summary, we are opposed to the proposals put forward by the LGBCE review
on the grounds that they ignore two of the three equally-weighted criteria for
decision making. We have provided evidence of a strong community identity
(criterion 2) and have demonstrated how, in our view, the proposals will fail to
meet criterion 3. We were among the groups that engaged in and supported the
plans put forward by the Moseley Forum in the earlier stages of this review, and
we continue to support those plans. We trust that they will now be revisited and
that a better solution for Moseley will be forthcoming.
Prof Jean Gilkison
Prof Trevor Hocking
Co-Chairs, Moseley in Bloom
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Comment text:
objecting to proposed changes to Moseley ward
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27 January 2016
Dear Sir, Madam

On behalf of over 300 members of Moseley Tennis Club, we object to the absurd proposals
to change the boundaries of Moseley Ward in Birmingham, removing what all local people
consider to be the centre of Moseley from the rest of the ward.
Our tennis club is proud to be an active part of the Moseley community and have worked in
partnership with our Moseley ward councillors, Moseley in Bloom, Moseley Festival, Moseley
Society and the Moseley Forum.
To split Moseley centre from the surrounding area would make it much harder to work with
these organisations and could undermine both the sense of community and the number of
volunteers.

Executive Committee, Moseley Tennis Club
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Feature Annotations

1: To include Moseley Ashfield
Cricket Club in Moseley

Contains Ordnance Survey data © Crown copyright and database rights 2013.

Map Features:

Annotation 1:

To include Moseley Ashfield Cricket Club in Moseley

Comment text:
Moseley Ashfield Cricket Club B13 9LB has been placed just within the Kings Heath ward, with the line drawn to exclude the ground from Moseley. Our ground
has a 101 year old pavilion and is an integral part of Moseley cultural life and Moseley community life. The Edwardian ground is culturally and historically linked
to the St Agnes Road conservation area, which falls on the other side of the line in the Moseley Ward. It would not change the boundary in terms of number of
voters to include our club in Moseley, but it would place it in its correct historical and cultural setting and give us access to the appropriate Moseley
representatives.
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Comment text:
I have attached a document for your consideration re. Moseley Ward
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Comment text:
4 February 2016 The Review Officer (Birmingham) Local Government Boundary Commission for
England 14th Floor Millbank Tower London SW1P 4QP Dear Review Officer Objection to proposed
ward boundary for Moseley This is an objection to the proposed ward boundary for Moseley,
from the Moseley Regeneration Group (MRG). MRG is a sub-group of the Moseley Community
Development Trust and brings together representatives of the public, private and community
sector organisations in Moseley to co-ordinate and develop planning strategy and economic,
environmental and social regeneration activities in the neighbourhood. By working in partnership
we have a strong voice, avoid duplication of effort and save resources. Most significantly, we
are the body that led the creation of the 2014 Supplementary Planning Document for Moseley,
in partnership with Birmingham City Council – the statutory policy document upon which
planning application and investment decisions are made in the neighbourhood
(http://www.birmingham.gov.uk/moseleyspd). The boundary for the SPD (see also the appendix
to this letter) was carefully defined through public consultation and with our neighbouring
communities and ward councillors. In terms of your criteria on community identity and
convenient local government, this is the boundary of the place our community has most
recently affirmed as ‘Moseley’ and is covered by an up to date statutory plan. Please note that
we invite potential developers and other investors to our meetings at which we need to be able
to present a clear picture of what our Moseley is and the policy and political framework it fits
into and which they should take account of. Not having the very heart of Moseley village centre
in what you have suggested should be a new Moseley ward will create enormous confusion
amongst these and other stakeholders. Local support has been gathering behind the Moseley
Forum’s proposed boundary into which the SPD boundary fits quite neatly apart from about four
streets around Ashfield Road. We therefore: 1. Reject the LGBC’s proposed boundaries for
Moseley, Balsall Heath and Cannon Hill and Stirchley wards 2. We would support the proposed
boundary put forward by Moseley Forum into which the SPD boundary already fits 3.
Alternatively we would support the adoption of the 2014 Moseley SPD as the boundary for a
new 2 councillor ward to be called ‘Moseley’. Yours faithfully Dr Alison Millward Chair Moseley
Regeneration Group
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Comment text:
I write with respect to the proposals relating to the proposed Alum Rock and Saltley Wards and
write on behalf of staff, volunteers and our young service users at Naseby Youth Centre, which
is a council supported youth provision working with young people. The Naseby Centre is located
on Naseby Road which would fall under, in the new proposals, in Alum Rock Ward but as
Naseby Centre borders both proposed wards, our clients would come from both wards and
further afield because this is one of two youth provisions across the entire district. We are
concerned that by dividing our target area between both wards, young people in Saltley Ward
could lose out. Furthermore, we are surprised that the dividing line for the proposed wards is
Alum Rock Road when in fact this unites both sides of what we perceive as one neighbourhood.
Please kindly reconsider your proposals. Many thanks in advance.
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Comment text:
Dear Boundary Commissioners, I am writing on behalf of the Nishkam Campus which includes
Guru Nanak Nishkam Sewak Jatha, Nishkam Civic Association, Nishkam Healthcare Trust,
Nishkam Education Trust and Nishkam Community Co-operative (MSS LTD) on Soho Road in
response to the suggested Electoral Ward boundary changes for the City of Birmingham. Whilst
we understand the Government ordered the overhaul in the wake of the Kerslake Review of the
council, which called for a cut in the number of councillors and a switch from large three
member wards to smaller single and two member wards, we still believe there is further
thinking required. We have contended with complexities in the past when attempting to get
decisions made with differing players across existing ‘boundaries’ and we believe that the
proposed changes will not alleviate but rather exasperate the matter. Soho Road, including
Holyhead Road and Soho Hill is covered by 3 Electoral Wards (Soho, Handsworth and Lozells
and Handsworth Wood) with the boundary running down the centre of the road. This complex
governance structure creates unbearable bureaucracy when trying to get something done with
Birmingham City Council. Our Nishkam Nursery, Primary School and Nishkam Health Centre are
in the Soho Ward. The Gurudwara served by Guru Nanak Nishkam Sewak Jatha, Nishkam Civic
Association and the Nishkam Community Cooperative are located in Lozells and East
Handsworth. The point we would like to raise is the impact on joined up thinking, the
unnecessary delays, barriers and bottle-necks that are created need to be designed-out not
overlooked when drawing up new boundaries. Since the Gurudwara and the Nishkam Campus is
one of the largest investors totalling circa £65m, rate payers (collectively) and regeneration
initiators in the locality creating employment for over 200 individuals we would want to see a
more conducive drawing of boundary lines that promote growth, community spirit and harmony,
enable communities to bring about local change with minimal bureaucracy, greatest speed,
transparency and accountability. We know that our locality is made up of a diverse range of
groups: 1. Traders 2. Women and Families 3. Young People 4. Older People 5. Newly Arrived
Communities 6. Hard to Reach (inc gangs / students / BAME) 7. Economically Disadvantaged
Whilst there is considerable overlap in the groups, the needs and requirements of these groups
is diverse as the locals wards are amongst the highest ranking in England in terms of
deprivation indices. The allocation of the number of Councillors based on population does not
take into consideration the greater needs of deprived neighbourhoods when compared to the
more privileged neighbourhoods. Our local wards suffer from very high rates of illiteracy,
cultural barriers, youth unemployment, crime and gangs related issues, drugs and alcohol
related issues, all of which require the appropriate number of councillors to be based on needs
rather than population. If we consider the Government’s Statutory Guidance (DCLG (2008)
Creating Strong, Safe and Prosperous Communities: Statutory Guidance, London) on creating
strong, safe and prosperous communities, the key components of which are: • a recognition
that every place is different, with distinctive strengths and needs • a new approach by central
government that creates space for distinctive local priorities and local innovation • a
commitment to widen and deepen the involvement of local communities in shaping their own
future • councils taking on the role of democratically elected strategic leaders and convenors of
local partnerships in the wider governance of their localities • a focus on coordinated action
tailored to the distinctive needs and opportunities of each place and its people We do not think
the current boundaries and governance arrangements allow the aforementioned to facilitate
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innovation, growth, prosperity and community spirit. The fact the there is no collective
responsibility for the area you find that there is a disregard and general sense of lack of
ownership. We have already experienced the pains of being served by different wards and
districts setting priorities and resource allocations that do not necessarily match priorities set
just 20 yards across the road by another ward or district. The new proposal will further
exasperate the matter by exposing the area to 4 Electoral Wards and two Districts. We make a
humble request that the drawing of the boundaries takes on board the aforementioned points
and before any decision is taken you consider the impact. The redrawing of boundaries should
improve services, accountability, representation and not merely appear to divide established
communities. Yours sincerely, Amrick Singh Ubhi FCMI, FIC, FInstLM, FRSA, MBA (Warwick), BA
(Hons) Nishkam Centre Director Enclosed – Map of Nishkam Campus Organisations
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Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
20 January 2016 08:37
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Boundary Review

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Neal
Sent: 19 January 2016 20:05
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Cc:
Subject: Boundary Review
The Northfield Ward H.L.B committee ask the boundary commission to amend their proposals for the Northfield
area to return the Northfield Shopping Centre , Victoria Common , St Laurence Schools...etc to Northfield Ward
rather than Bournville and combine the Northfield East and West wards into a Northfield Ward which will represent
more effectively the community of Northfield . This would allow the area round West Heath Park to be included in
West Heath ward were it belongs .
King Regards
Neal Hickey
Chair Northfield HLB

1

Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
21 January 2016 14:51
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Northfield Ward Committee - Comments in response to the Boundary
Commission Proposals

From: Kay Thomas
Sent: Thursday, January 21, 2016 2:45 PM
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Northfield Ward Committee ‐ Comments in response to the Boundary Commission Proposals
At a meeting of the Northfield Ward Committee held on 18 January attended by Councillors Brew, Clancy and
O’Reilly and approximately 25 residents the Boundary Commission proposals were discussed and the following
resolution passed and it was requested that it be forwarded as part of the responses to the review;
The Northfield Ward Committee ask the Boundary Commission to amend their proposals for the Northfield area, to
return the Northfield Shopping Centre, Victoria Common, St Laurence schools etc to Northfield Ward , rather than
Bournville and combine the Northfield East and West wards into a Northfield Ward , which will represent more
effectively the community of Northfield. This would allow the area round West Heath Park to be included in West
Heath Ward where it belongs.
(Councillor O’Reilly abstained)
Kay Thomas

1
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Comment text:
Norton Hall Children & Family Centre is a registered charity and voluntary organisation. We
have been supporting children, parents and families in East Birmingham for more than 40
years. We are an inclusive organisation based in the heart of Washwood Heath, East
Birmingham, and our team of 30 staff and dedicated volunteers work towards achieving our
vision for: A community where children and young people are able to fulfill their potential and
where parents and guardians are enabled to support their families We are a community centre
who cater to the entire Washwood Heath Ward and we have a high intake of people who are
service users who live in the proposed 'Alum Rock ward'. The changes will leave us in a new
ward of 'Saltley' which will separate us from half of the community that we work with. It would
be a much better option to split Washwood Heath up in to two wards and have one side as
'Ward End' towards the Pelham side and for the bottom half of Washwood Heath (on both
sides) to be called Alum Rock ( a combination of the proposal of Alum Rock and Saltley wards
respectively). Local residents on the Saltley side (proposed) all identify themselves as living in
Alum Rock and it would make sense to keep them all together. The impact it would have on
the centre would mean that families and children who only live on the opposite side of the
Alum Rock Rd may not be able to benefit when it comes to certain criteria regarding future
funding pots etc. This essentially goes back to the issues around needs and services and
demand for them in the area and overall, they are very similar across both 'Alum Rock' and
Saltley (proposed). I believe that the external boundaries of the two proposed wards are
sensible and do not need to be altered, however the two should be combined as Alum Rock Rd
is a unifier and not a natural boundary. Thank you Suzanne Knipe Chief Executive, Norton Hall
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Comment text:
Comments related to the wards of Balsall Heath and Cannon Hill, Moseley and Sparkbrook.
While there seems to be a comprehension of the number of voters within these areas there
seems to be little understanding of how those voters identify to an area and therefore a
community. The proposals split communities with arbitrary boundaries, it also splits areas that
community led organisations work with and serve. While this proposal provides a functional
democratic process it is a backward step in engaging people within that process related to their
geographic and community identity. The Commission shows little understanding of the intense
loyalty and geographic association that some people feel. Residents associations relate to
specific fora and fora relate to ward boundaries and Councillors. The proposal shows no
understanding of this dynamic or grass roots process. If this is just a proposal to get a specific
number of Councillors to 'manage' the City then it succeeds. If it is a proposal to engage
voters, through their geographic attachment, to a governance and democratic process it fails
miserably.
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Comment text:
Dear Sir/Madam, Re: proposed boundary changes I write in my capacity of Chair of Russell
Road Residents’ Association Moseley, in order to present our strongest opposition to the
proposed boundary changes. Moseley is a cohesive community, with a strong sense of local
identity. It is home to a diverse group of people, which contribute to its social capital, while the
village centre is the focus for many activities and events, in which residents actively participate.
These factors were part of the reason it was considered in 2015 to be the best urban place to
live. The proposed boundary changes will rip the heart out of this community, diminish its
individual character and reference points, as well as weakening the sense of commitment to the
locality. All this flies in the face of the government’s localism initiatives and the underlying idea
behind David Cameron’s notion of the ‘Big Society’. Therefore, the revisions to the boundaries
are diametrically opposed to official central government policy. Moreover, the proposals
contravene the expressed wishes of local residents; this undermines the essential principles of
democracy, and ignores a key criterion in the Boundary Commission’s own strategic framework
– that wards should reflect the identity and interest of the communities involved. In short, the
proposals conflict with both macro and micro-level values, principles and concerns. We are fully
aware of the enormous workload our three councillors already bear. Reducing the number of
elected representatives will inevitably mean that many of the concerns brought to their
attention by local residents will have to be triaged. There is a wealth of evidence which
suggests that ignoring apparently minor problems spawns much bigger ones. There is a very
real possibility that a reduction in councillors will ultimately compromise the quality of the
locality and community in which we live. The consequences of this in terms of quality of life are
obvious and do not require rehearsing. Furthermore, Moseley, over many years, has established
close links with its elected representatives, who, in turn, have developed a considerable depth
and breadth of knowledge of the area and its residents. The trust which has grown from this
relationship is essential to effective governance and management; in an era of political
disaffection and cynicism, it would seem prudent to foster this trust rather than undermine it by
splitting up the community and reducing its representation. It is impossible to overstate the
wholehearted anger and upset felt by local residents about these proposed changes. Quite apart
from the obvious gerrymandering, the proposals clearly ignore local wishes and knowledge,
while simultaneously disregarding government policies and the Boundary Commission’s own
criteria for reorganisation. The proposals prioritise physical boundaries and ward size over local
identity, democratic principles and residents’ preferences. It is difficult, therefore, to find a
cogent argument in favour of the planned boundary changes or the method by which they have
been drawn up. If the changes are effected, they will lead to fragmentation – of representation,
of the community, of our collective identity – and fragmentation in turn leads to disaffection,
inefficiency, disengagement and social breakdown. We urge you to reconsider these changes as
a matter of urgency. Yours faithfully, Professor Carolyn Hicks Chair, Russell Road Residents’
Association

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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RUSSELL ROAD RESIDENTS’ ASSOCIATION

Professor Colin Mellors,
Local Government Boundary Commission,
14th Floor, Millbank Tower,
Millbank,
London,
SW1P 4QP

January 21st 2016

Dear Professor Mellors,
Re: proposed boundary changes Moseley, Birmingham
I write in my capacity of Chair of Russell Road Residents’ Association Moseley, in order to present
our strongest opposition to the proposed boundary changes both for Birmingham generally, and
Moseley specifically.
Our first objection relates to the decision to reduce the number of councillors across Birmingham.
Birmingham is the second largest metropolitan area in the country, with a diverse population and
complex needs. On these grounds alone, there would be a cogent case for increasing the number of
elected representatives, rather than reducing it. Moreover, the fact that no other English city is
subject to a boundary review despite having a similar cultural, religious and demographic profile, as
well as comparable governance concerns, suggests that Birmingham is being unfairly singled out for
changes that will impact adversely on the running of the city and its council. Clearly, reorganising the
manner in which the council conducts its business (for instance by reverting to a committee rather
than cabinet structure) might aid its functionality, but reducing the number of councillors most
emphatically will not. We do not accept that this re-organisation of Birmingham is necessary or
valuable and urge you to reconsider the overall plans, in the interests of public safety, quality of life
and efficiency.
Secondly, we have serious objections to the plans for Moseley itself. Moseley is a cohesive
community, with a strong sense of local identity. It is home to a wide mix of people, which
contributes to its social capital, while the village centre is the focus for many activities and events, in
which residents actively participate. These factors were part of the reason it was considered in 2015
to be the best urban place to live. The proposed boundary changes will rip the heart out of this
historic community, diminish its individual character and reference points, as well as weakening the
sense of commitment to the locality. All this flies in the face of the government’s localism initiatives
and the underlying idea behind David Cameron’s notion of the ‘Big Society’. Therefore, the revisions

to the boundaries are diametrically opposed to official central government policy. Moreover, the
proposals contravene the expressed wishes of local residents; this undermines the essential
principles of democracy, and ignores a key criterion in the Boundary Commission’s own strategic
framework – that wards should reflect the identity and interest of the communities involved. In
short, the proposals conflict with both macro and micro-level values, principles and concerns.
We are fully aware of the enormous workload our three councillors already bear. Reducing the
number of elected representatives will inevitably mean that many of the concerns brought to their
attention by local residents will have to be triaged. There is a wealth of evidence which suggests
that ignoring apparently minor problems spawns much bigger ones. There is a very real possibility
that a reduction in councillors will ultimately compromise the quality of the locality and community
in which we live. The consequences of this in terms of quality of life are obvious and do not require
rehearsing. Furthermore, Moseley, over many years, has established close links with its elected
representatives, who, in turn, have developed a considerable depth and breadth of knowledge of
the area and its residents. The trust which has grown from this relationship is essential to effective
governance and management; in an era of political disaffection and cynicism, it would seem
prudent to foster this trust rather than undermine it by splitting up the community and reducing its
representation.
It is impossible to overstate the wholehearted anger and upset felt by local residents about these
proposed changes. Quite apart from the obvious gerrymandering, the plans clearly ignore local
wishes and knowledge, while simultaneously disregarding government policies and the Boundary
Commission’s own criteria for reorganisation. The proposals prioritise physical boundaries and ward
size over local identity, democratic principles and residents’ preferences – the splitting of two
Moseley churches from their own vicarages is just one example of the nonsensical and divisive
approach taken here. It is difficult, therefore, to find a cogent argument in favour of the planned
boundary changes or the method by which they have been drawn up. If the changes are effected,
they will lead to fragmentation – of representation, of the community, of our collective identity –
and fragmentation in turn leads to disaffection, inefficiency, disengagement and social breakdown.
Birmingham wards and representation currently function effectively for the most part – they do not
need to be reviewed, reduced or reconstructed. We urge you to reject these proposals as a matter
of urgency.
Yours sincerely,

Professor Carolyn Hicks
Chair, Russell Road Residents’ Association
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Aftab Chugtai

E-mail:

Organisation Name: Saltley Business Association

Comment text:
I’m deeply concerned about the proposal to divide Alum Rock between two electoral wards.
Alum Rock Road is a unifying force and brings communities together whilst having a national
reputation that ensures customers to the shopping centre not only visit from the local
community but from other towns and cities. Dividing Alum Rock Road will lead to neglect from
elected members as has been the case on Soho Road where colleagues of mine inform me that
their shopping centre is divided between 3 electoral wards and 2 parliamentary constituencies. I
would strongly encourage you to create a ward that enables both sides of Alum Rock Road, as
much of it as possible, to be part of one ward as there is absolutely no doubt that there is a
sense of community on the road but dividing the road between two ward would defeat the sole
objective of this process to unite communities. Going back to the Soho Road example,
colleagues inform me that having 9 councillors from the three wards currently and 2 MP’s
representing bits of Soho Road leads to them passing the buck to others and ultimately neglect
and no prioritisation. I note that the Lozells Road is under your new proposals going to be ALL
part of the proposed Lozells ward rather than previously being divided between Aston and
Lozells & East Handsworth Wards – shopping centres unite communities and should be wherever
possible placed within single wards.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Sarehole Residents’ Association
Response to The Boundary Commission Proposals from the Residents
of Green Road,Keel Drive,Burke Avenue,
Moseley,Birmingham

Our part of Moseley is not Sparkhill South. In terms of its environment,social and historical
links it is Moseley:shops,churches;local businesses,schools;and all the Moseley
organisations that make up the community.

We have no connection to a proposed Sparkhill South Ward.We are a small enclave: a
corner of Moseley,one mile from Moseley Village centre itself.We are bounded on one side
by the River Cole,with variable access via a ford to the Hall Green area;on the other side
direct access by road to Moseley:its centre;its surgeries;cafes;pubs;festivals and
Farmers’Market. Moseley is where we belong;and we are part of its vibrant communitydriven culture.

As you will know,Moseley,last year, was voted the best urban living environment in the UK
by a panel of Sunday Times judges;and featured widely in newspaper articles.The ward
boundary structure facilitated a cohesive approach to effective local government within the
community.

In our recent door-to-door survey we contacted 35 of the 42 houses in Green Road,Keel
Drive and Burke Avenue.The proposal to include our part of Moseley in Sparkhill South
Ward was rejected unanimously There are no working links,common issues or affinity with
Sparkhill South. One Sparkhill South councillor,dealing with a heavy workload of different
needs to ours,could well cause our part of Moseley to be severely marginalised.

We value the history here in our small neighbourhood.In Green Road are two properties
dating from the early `17th century. Green Road looks across a field to Sarehole Mill,an 18 th
century watermill,with connections to the great industrialist,Matthew Boulton.Now
beautifully restored,it is a fully working mill,supplying flour to a Moseley restaurant for its
bread.Close by us here is Moseley Bog,with its lovely woodland and prehistoric Iron Age
site:the inspiration for J.R.R.Tolkien.Interestingly,both Moseley Bog and Sarehole Mill were
saved from redevelopment through the generosity of a previous resident of Green Road;and
the campaigning of the local community.The Moseley Society with its Historical Society too;
and The Moseley Forum would surely prove effective in safeguarding these well-loved sites.

The residents of Green Road,Keel Drive,Burke Avenue,form a truly mixed cohesive
community;and they reject wholeheartedly the Boundary Commission proposals and
support the Moseley Community Groups submission.

Edith Moore

Rosie Jenkins

on behalf of Sarehole Residents’ Association

Boundary Commission Recommendation – SCIRG Response
Sutton Coldfield Independent Residents’ Group (SCIRG) is very pleased to see that the views
of Sutton Coldfield’s Residents have been taken on board when preparing the boundary
review. We can see that there are considerable similarities between our proposal and that
put forward by LGBCE.
We recognise that you are working with the figures for 2021 with an 8,000 +/- 10%
representation and we have no political motivation for where the boundaries should lie.
We were originally concerned that one political party SCCA (Sutton Coldfield Conservative
Association) was trying to divide Sutton Coldfield into 11 communities in order to get
greater representation on Birmingham City Council rather than trying to identify real
communities. However, there is an issue with the recommendation from LGBCE based on
our proposal for the Whitehouse Common area. It was very difficult for us to get this one
right. However, having 11 councillors does mean that a Whitehouse Common ward can be
created and solve the dissection of this community.
Originally, we did not think that 11 councillors would be mathematically acceptable.
However, looking at the 2021 figures then the average electors per councillor in Birmingham
is 8,053. With 10 councillors, all Sutton wards would have been within 10% with an average
of 8,376 electors per councillor. However, this does mean that Sutton Coldfield is overall
under-represented compared to the rest of Birmingham because the average is so much
higher than the Birmingham average. If there were 11 councillors in Sutton then the
average would be 7,615 which is still within the 10% and allows for further growth,
especially as there are plans to build 6,000 homes on the greenbelt to the east of Sutton
Coldfield. It would therefore be fairer for Sutton Coldfield to be slightly over-represented
than under-represented.
Further to this, the current recommendations for the Parish of Sutton Coldfield has 24
councillors over 10 communities and this means 2.4 town councillors per community which
just does not add up (see our section on this later). If there were 11 communities (and
hence city councillors) then this could easily be turned into 22 town councillors which is
close enough to the 24 for 22 town councillors to be viable.
We have therefore liaised with SCCA and both residents and politicians agree that the 11
councillor proposal put forward by SCCA should take preference, with the inclusion of
Whitehouse Common ward. SCCA have also adapted their plans to meet the desires of
residents around Boldmere and Banners Gate and these can be seen in Appendix 5. As a
result of this, SCIRG have agreed to let SCCA take the lead in proposals for wards North and
East of the city and we accept their broad proposal for these areas although we have
suggested minor changes. We will however still put forward detailed proposals for Banners
Gate, Boldmere and Wylde Green where we have had the most feedback from and where
there are very distinct communities and we believe that SCCA are happy to accept our
proposals for these wards.
Our one major objection to the LGBCE proposals would be to the inclusion of 95% of Sutton
Park in a single ward (Sutton Four Oaks) and our reasons are given under points 5 and 6.
In preparing our response, we sought the opinion of residents across Sutton Coldfield during
various meetings. Two of these meetings were video recorded and votes taken due to the
strength of feeling of residents in Boldmere and Banners Gate (proposed Parkside by LGBCE)
that they should be a single ward called Vesey and that areas of Sutton Park that are

accessed by them should be included in their ward(s). The results of these meetings can be
seen in the appendix. It was also noted that the park should be more fairly divided for
administrative purposes across neighbouring wards. Both meetings were also agreeable to
us seeking a compromise proposal with SCCA. Residents believe that community cohesion is
far more important than getting the numbers precisely right and would rather be out by
more than 10% than divide a natural community.
Further to this, our draft proposal was available on our website
http://www.suttoncoldfieldtowncouncil.com/#!ward-boundaries/fx3sv for several weeks,
was advertised in the local newspaper, and our Google Map had 765 views:

During January, our website had 1,739 page views with 543 unique users over 880 sessions:

We have also worked closely with Birmingham City Council Planning Department to ensure
that our estimate of the number of electorate per ward is accurate and had much support
from two of their officers in making the calculations.

MAIN PROPOSAL – 11 COUNCILLORS FOR SUTTON COLDFIELD
This is our preferred proposal with the reasons given above. We do have a backup proposal
later in this document should the LGBCE decide that they will not allow 11 councillors for
Sutton Coldfield. However, the backup proposal is only for use in that situation.
Our response is based on comparing the SCIRG proposal with both the LGBCE proposal and
the SCCA proposal and commenting on the differences. Where there are differences
between SCIRG and LGBCE we have highlighted these differences with black lines showing
LGBCE’s difference to our original proposal on this map
https://www.google.com/maps/d/edit?mid=zKBQLR8co GY.kZm5KYiTalPg&usp=sharing
and on the cropped maps next to each comment below. On the Google Map, the numbers
for each black line relate to our points below.
Our suggested solution for 11 councillors can be found at
https://www.google.com/maps/d/edit?mid=zKBQLR8co GY.krc1T6O3q qg&usp=sharing
1. Walmley Reddicap border
We are happy with the proposal put forward by SCCA for Walmley & Minworth and
Reddicap border.
2. Walmley Reddicap border
LGBCE’s inclusion of the small set of properties to the
East of Juniper Close in Walmley & Minworth makes
sense as their entry point is in that ward. We agree
with LGBCE’s adjustment. We accept the proposal by
SCCA.

3. Walmley Reddicap border
Where there are fields involved, the difference between the LGBCE proposal and
SCIRG proposal would not matter significantly but there are two properties that
would be isolated. One is off Ox Leys Road where the main access point would be
from the island at Springfield Road and Reddicap Heath Road and the other is on
Springfield Road opposite Churchill Road. We would therefore suggest that the A38
would be a far more natural boundary and so we are in natural agreement with the
SCCA proposal for the border along the A38.

We are also concerned at the isolation of properties on the South side of Reddicap
Heath Road into the Walmley & Minworth Ward. Not only does the road name
reflect the Reddicap ward, but it is unusual to have a split along a road where there
is a shared community, particularly in relation to the two secondary schools, Falcon
Lodge Chapel, convenience stores and the Anvil pub. The only access from Reddicap
Heath Road to the Walmley & Minworth ward is via the island at Ox Leys Road and
there is complete separation from properties on Stephens Road. Therefore we are in
agreement with the SCCA proposal that has the border along the south side of
Springfield Road.

4. Parkside Boldmere border
At meetings of both Banners Gate neighbourhood forum
and Boldmere and Vesey North neighbourhood forum, there
was overwhelming support (evidence in appendix) for
Parkside & Boldmere to be a single ward with two
councillors and for it to be called Vesey ward. There are
many reasons for this. One resident stated that living in the
middle of the proposed Parkside & Boldmere wards meant
she didn’t really know where she belonged any more.
People at the Boldmere & Vesey North meeting were
passionate about the name Vesey which has historic value
to our town dating back to the 1500s when Bishop Vesey
secured Royal status for Sutton Coldfield from King Henry
VIII.
We are puzzled by the inclusion of Melrose Avenue by the
LGBCE into Boldmere when this increases the number of electors for Boldmere to
8,807 at +10% when Parkside is 8,069. It would even the numbers out more if
Melrose Avenue was kept in Parkside as we originally proposed. At a Boldmere
Neighbourhood Forum meeting (evidence in appendix) there was unanimous
agreement that the stretch of Monmouth Drive from Melrose Avenue to Stonehouse
Drive should be in Boldmere. We also request that the north side of Monmouth
Drive which includes Boldmere Golf Club be in the Boldmere area.
In relation to the SCCA proposal, Boldmere and Banners Gate (Parkside) residents
have all agreed to the boundary between the two communities as proposed by
SCIRG rather than SCCA, even if this means that there may be slight underrepresentation in the Boldmere area. This is because the communities are very clear
about which these should be, although they would prefer a single Vesey ward with 2
councillors.

5. Parkside Four Oaks border
This is the first of our concerns about Sutton Park. Banners Gate
(Parkside) has its own entrance to Sutton Park called Banners Gate.
This has now been placed into the Four Oaks ward where the closest
resident is on Rosemary Hill Road over 2.5km away. There is a
natural boundary in the park which is a railway line which separates
the north of the park from the south of the park. This should be
used as the boundary for the Four Oaks ward. The difficulty here is
that if funding for playgrounds or similar is devolved to ward level
then Parkside would have to go begging to Four Oaks for playground
improvements at Banners Gate which would not be in the interests
of Four Oaks. Similarly, if there are issues with car parking, antisocial behaviour, graffiti, damaged equipment etc then residents in Banners Gate
(Parkside) would need to approach the Four Oaks councillor who is very unlikely to
be attending Banners Gate Neighbourhood Forum meetings in which residents and
local councillors are very active. We strongly oppose the domination of the park by
Four Oaks ward as this is not in the interests of residents. There is also no vehicular
access from Four Oaks to Boldmere Gate.
At a Sutton Vesey police tasking meeting on Monday 1st February, the issue of the
LGBCE proposals for Sutton Park was raised. In attendance were members of SCIRG,
Boldmere neighbourhood forum, Banners Gate neighbourhood forum, the fire
service and 2 representatives from the Vesey neighbourhood policing team.
Concern was expressed that any crimes, including anti-social behaviour, reported at
Boldmere Gate or Banners Gate would no longer be dealt with by the Vesey
neighbourhood policing team but would now be dealt with by the Four Oaks
neighbourhood policing team. The police expressed that this would cause
administrative problems for them and would also involve police officers and PCSOs
having to drive several miles around the border of the park in order to get to
Banners Gate and Boldmere Gate as there is no vehicular access from Four Oaks
gate. The police felt that the park should be divided administratively into wards that
reflect the vehicular access and communities that use those areas of the park.
It was reported at the end of 2015 that neighbourhood planners are to identify
greenbelt starter home sites. The government proposes to amend national planning
policy so that neighbourhood plans can allocate appropriate small-scale sites in the
green belt specifically for Starter Homes, with neighbourhood areas having the
discretion to determine the scope of a small-scale site.' We have such sites around
Sutton Park, and in theory Four Oaks would be in a position to allow homes to be
built on Parkside or Boldmere greenbelt (circling the park including the golf course)
at that community's cost in terms of loss of greenbelt, but spend the CIL and other
revenue in their own community away from where the impact of the development
will be felt!
Evidence from the Banners Gate Neighbourhood Forum decisions can be found in
the appendix.
We welcome SCCA’s proposal to include areas of the park on the border within
Banners Gate and Boldmere, but we would also put forward our recommendations
later in this document regarding the division of the park for administrative purposes.

6. Boldmere Four Oaks border
As with point 5, we strongly object to the idea of areas of Boldmere in Sutton Park
being represented by Four Oaks Ward. It does not make much sense at all for
Boldmere Golf Course to be within Four Oaks. It also does not make sense for the
Miller & Carter restaurant, Powell’s Pool, the Sea Scout, Venture Scout and Sea
Cadet groups (just inside Boldmere Gate) to be part of Four Oaks Ward. In May 2016
there will be a Boldmere music festival taking place to the East of Powell’s Pool.
There is a strong community in Boldmere with residents, business and organisations
working together and this includes areas of the park. Boldmere Gate desperately
needs a playground and it would be inappropriate for residents to approach Four
Oaks ward to deal with this or seek funding (if devolved) when the closest Four Oaks
resident to Boldmere Gate is 3.5 km away by road. It is also unlikely that the Four
Oaks councillor would attend Boldmere or Vesey North neighbourhood forums, both
of which are very active and have borders onto the park, with Boldmere having its
own gate into the park.

The Boldmere Futures Partnership has also submitted an application to prepare a
neighbourhood plan for the area identified in this map
https://www.google.com/maps/d/edit?mid=zKBQLR8co GY.kA04I1SfKnTo&usp=sha
ring and also shown in the appendix. The partnership has been commended for its
application but because a significant part of the development area lies within the
Four Oaks ward it delayed significantly because it needed to go to cabinet. This is
not effective governance – evidence of this is in the appendix. This is nonsense and
shows how the domination of the park by Four Oaks will stifle development, growth
and add unnecessary red tape to local governance. It would require residents,
businesses and councillors from Four Oaks to join the Boldmere Partnership which
would be almost impossible to achieve. The residents at Boldmere Lodge occupied
by the park manager’s family would have to travel to the other side of the park to
vote.
There is also no vehicular access from Four Oaks to Boldmere Gate. The Tweet
conversation in the appendix is an example of how the south of the park is not used
by people in Four Oaks. Historically, the name Boldmere comes from mediaeval
times when it meant “Bald Moor” which referred to the area that is now the park.
The Boldmere and Vesey North neighbourhood forums voted unanimously that
areas in the park used by Boldmere residents should be in the Boldmere ward.
Therefore, at the very least, were request that Powell’s Pool, Miller & Carter, the Sea
Scouts, Venture Scouts, Sea Cadets, the field used by the youth organisations and
the car park should all be within Boldmere. See point 17 regarding other issues
around the park.

7. Boldmere Maney border
As Boldmere has a projection of 8,807 for 2021 and Maney has
a projection of 8,286, we are puzzled as to why this inclusion
has been made. At a meeting of the Boldmere and Vesey
North neighbourhood forums, there were over 20 votes
against Somerville Road being included in Boldmere because it
was felt it belonged more in the town centre area.
8. Wylde Green Maney border
We can see that numbers are close with Wylde Green and
Maney and that our proposal had clearly underestimated the
number of residents that we had proposed for Wylde Green
and so some reclamation into Maney by LGBCE does make
sense. However, we are
concerned that Maney Hill Road has been split in
two with the South West side being in Wylde
Green. We would request that a more natural
boundary would be the back gardens of houses
on the South side of Maney Hill Road down to
Maney Hill School. The South end of the Road is
definitely a Wylde Green community and so some
of it will be in Wylde Green anyway. What we
definitely don’t want to see is a split of
neighbours living on opposite sides of the road
who have shared facilities such as Maney Hill
School and St Peter’s Church. We have also recommended that Goldieslie Road and
Birmingham Road up to Highbridge Road are included in Maney (Trinity) ward
because they share facilities with Beeches Walk more than they would Wylde Green.

9. Wylde Green Maney border
This line definitely splits The
Driffold (road) down the middle
which we don’t believe is a
community dividing line. We feel
the line we have drawn makes
much more sense and The Driffold
is definitely more part of the town
centre (Maney) than it is part of
Wylde Green. We would request
that the whole of The Driffold be
in the Maney ward.

On reflection, we also wonder whether the
Beeches Walk shopping area should also be
included in Maney as it is close to the Cinema
and entertainment area of the Business
Improvement District of Sutton Coldfield
which is within the Maney Ward. We would
request that Beeches Walk be included in the
Maney ward.

10. Bishop Walsh School
LGBCE have recommended including Bishop Walsh School
within the Walmley area. However, our original reason for
including it in Wylde Green was due to the proximity of
Wylde Green residential properties to the school which
means that there will be more of a community link for
residents in Wylde Green to the school than to Walmley
residents. Activities of the school will also have more of an
effect on residents in Wylde Green Although the SCCA and
LGBCE proposals do not put the school in Wylde Green, we
still propose that the school remains in Wylde Green as per our original proposal for
effective governance.
11. Four Oaks Maney border
At the South of this border we would refer to point 6 regarding
Four Oaks and Boldmere and ensuring that the park is sensibly
divided in terms of community, natural borders and local
governance. At the north of this border we would refer to our
section on Sutton Park where we have explained and drawn
more sensible borders.

12. Bedford Road
The proposal by LGBCE that is different to that of SCIRG is to
split Bedford Road down the middle so that the west side is in
Maney and the east side is in Roughly. In terms of numbers,
we are confused because Roughly has 8,638 and Maney has
8,286 which means there is room to keep the east side of
Roughly in Maney. We find it concerning that 2 sides of a road should be split when
residents living opposite each other often have more in common than their next
door neighbours due to seeing them more. We are particularly
concerned that residents at the south of Bedford Road are
definitely kept within the Maney ward as this is the ward the
hospital is in. There are major parking issues and obviously
residents living next to the hospital have a vested interest in its
current and future use. We support the SCCA proposal to create
a new ward called Whitehouse Common and for the west border
with Trinity (Maney) ward to run along the passenger railway
line and goods railway line.

13. Little Sutton Lane
It is confusing that the LGBCE have drawn the border between Mere
Green and Roughly through the middle of Little Sutton Lane. As with
our other concerns regarding road splits, we do not think this is
appropriate as people along the same road have the same shared
community. It also means that local governance is more awkward
when it comes to roads maintenance. Looking at the numbers, Mere
Green has a projection of 8,384 and Roughly 8,638. Therefore, we can
see that there is a reason to splitting the road in terms of numbers, but
we would request that in order to keep the road in one ward, that the
border be along the East side of Little Sutton Lane which would even
up the number of residents per electorate and also keep the road
together. Ideally it would make more sense for the border to be on the
West side of the road, but if numbers are an issue, then the East side is
a fair compromise.
14. Mere Green Shopping Centre
The border being proposed here by LGBCE moves about one third of
Mere Green Shopping Centre into the Four Oaks ward including
Waitrose. This makes very little sense at all as it splits the shops on
one side of the island from the
shops on the other side of the
island. This is a single business community and
used by the same residents. There is currently
redevelopment taking place in the area and
residents of Mere Green have a vested interest in
the area. It would be very ‘odd’ to have part of
their shopping area in Four Oaks and part of it in
Mere Green. We would therefore strongly
request that the boundary as per our
recommendation along the yellow and green
border shown in the diagram be used. Further to
this, we are happy with the proposal put forward by SCCA for Mere Green which
includes the whole of Mere Green shopping centre together and the border with
Roughly makes sense although we have drawn a slightly more intricate border
around gardens.
15. Four Oaks railway station
This is Four Oaks railway station. It is a major commuter
station and access to it is from Station Drive. The LGBCE
proposal suggests putting half the station in Mere Green and
half the station in Four Oaks. It makes sense that the station
be in Four Oaks. We would strongly request that the station
itself be within the Four Oaks ward as this is where it is
accessed from. We agree with the SCCA Proposal for the Four
Oaks Mere Green boundary in principal, but have drawn our
own on the map to ensure that properties on Station Drive,
Bowlass Avenue and neighbouring roads are in Four Oaks ward
as their access is from the island at Four Oaks Station in Four
Oaks ward. We have done a similar thing with the flats to the
East of Four Oaks station so that they are in the Four Oaks ward where they are
accessed from. Although we would not normally favour a split down the middle of

the road, we are happy with most of the split along the Lichfield Road A5127
because it is a major strategic route and very busy so the two sides of the road are
separate communities.
16. Tamworth Road
We weren’t very comfortable with the SCCA proposal to put the border of Roughly
and Whitehouse Common along the middle of Tamworth Road so we have proposed
on our map that it goes along the rear gardens on the South side of Tamworth Road
including Kinightswood Close. Although Tamworth Road A452 is a dual carriageway
between the A5127 and the railway line, it is then single carriageway to the East of
the railway line. After Weeford Road it makes sense to go along the centre of
Tamworth Road as this is a national speed limit road.
17. Trinity / Whitehouse Common border
We agree that the sensible place for this is along the passenger railway line and then
the goods railway line. This keeps Good Hope Hospital and Bedford Road and
Whitehouse Common Primary School all in the same ward.
18. Whitehouse Common / Roughly border
Please note that we had difficulty re-drawing this and so the north part of these two
wards is Roughly and the south part is Whitehouse Common. The correct line for the
border is the one used for Roughly.
19. Reddicap / Whitehouse Common border
We are happy with the boundaries proposed by SCCA for Reddicap and Whitehouse
Common with some minor changes that we have indicated on the map. We were
not comfortable with the boundary along the middle of Coleshill Road and Reddicap
Hill Road and so have moved this to north of the industrial estate. We also felt it
important that Rectory Park Avenue be part of the Reddicap ward because its only
vehicular access is via Reddicap Hill. Although it serves Rectory Park, it’s more
sensible to link it to the shops at the corner of Reddicap Heath Road and Holyfield
Road which is a natural part of their community. We have also suggested that the
border around Falcon Lodge be further north as Falcon Lodge is a defined
community mainly of ex council houses and terraced houses / flats / maisonettes
and the SCCA proposal split this slightly. The number of electorate per councillor for
Whitehouse Common is lower than other wards in Sutton. However, residents
believe that it is more important to get the community right than to get the numbers
to add up. Conversely, there are more electorate per councillor in Vesey (Boldmere
& Parkside/Banners Gate) ward in order to maintain the natural community and
Vesey residents are adamant that their community should come before the
numbers. The average for Sutton Coldfield as a whole based on this scheme is 7,615
electorate per councillor.
20. Reddicap, Walmley & Minworth
We are happy with the boundaries proposed by SCCA for Reddicap (except in 19 above) and
Walmley & Minworth and so have omitted these from our map.
21. Wylde Green Station
Although its name suggests it is Wylde Green, this station actually serves Boldmere and so
should be in the Boldmere or Vesey ward. As shown on our map, a small kink along the
railway line is required. Wylde Green shopping centre is served by Chester Road station.

Ward Names

We are happy with most proposed names of wards by LGBCE as they reflect the
communities and areas but we would request that Parkside is named Banners Gate
and Maney is named Trinity as these reflect each community better and include
historic names of importance. Residents at the Banners Gate neighbourhood forum
meeting voted unanimously that they did not want the name Parkside (which had
been proposed by a political party) but that they wanted the name Banners Gate.
They also voted overwhelmingly in favour of a single ward for Boldmere and Banners
Gate named Vesey. The overwhelming preference of all 3 neighbourhood forums is
that there be a single ward named Vesey but that if LGBCE insist on two separate
wards then the names Banners Gate and Boldmere should be used. The reasons are
outlined in point 4 above. Trinity has historic relevance because of the Trinity
Church in the centre of the Town. We welcome the SCCA proposal to include
Whitehouse Common as a ward. All ward names should be preceded by Sutton.
Sutton Park

Much has already been said in points 5 and 6 regarding the border around the edges
of the park and the dominance of the Four Oaks ward for the park. However,
residents have raised other concerns regarding the dominance of the Four Oaks
ward over Sutton Park. Sutton Park was given to Sutton Coldfield by King Henry VIII
and has a lot of history. In mediaeval times, Boldmere was named because of the
“Bald Moor” which was Sutton Park. Sutton Park is also the largest urban park in
Europe and therefore cannot be treated like any other park. It is a national nature
reserve and also a site of special scientific interest.
At the joint Boldmere & Vesey North neighbourhood forums meeting, it was
unanimously agreed that the park should be split more equally for administrative
purposes using the Jamboree Stone as the centre point where wards would split.
The Jamboree Stone is at the centre of the park and recognises the worldwide scout
jamboree that was held in Sutton Park in the 1957.
The proposal that we have put together for the park is based around vehicular
access and tarmacked pedestrian access from the park’s gates. The gates and their
wards are:
Gate
Boldmere Gate
Banners Gate
Streetly Gate

Four Oaks Gate
Hartopp Gate
Town Gate
Wyndley Gate

Ward
Boldmere (Vesey)
Banners Gate (Vesey)
Actually borders with Walsall and not
Birmingham but is most accessible from
Banners Gate (Vesey)
Four Oaks
Four Oaks
Trinity
Trinity

We are also using the railway line as a natural boundary although Blackroot Pool is
accessible from the north of the railway line by vehicular access to the Bistro via Hartopp
Gate and therefore this has been included in Four Oaks ward. This proposal makes more
sense for community policing where they use cars, bicycles and foot as modes of transport.
The Four Oaks community policing team cannot access south of the railway line by vehicle
and there are only two crossing points for bicycles. There are many internal gates within the
park that prevent vehicular access between parts of the park and there are tarmacked areas

that are used by bicycles. It is important that areas accessible to each gate by motor vehicle
and bicycle are kept within the wards for those gates. We have put together on our map a
proposal that divides the park administratively based on these types of community use. We
also recognise that the Park is also an entity in its own right and overall management of the
park is by the Ranger service, but community use is at the foremost of our proposal,
together with policing activity and the facilities within the park.

Summary of our response:
Ward
Sutton Vesey

Number of Councillors
2

Sutton Trinity

Estimated Dec 2021 Electorate
16,720
(Boldmere = 8474)
(Banners Gate = 8246
6948

Sutton Wylde Green

7237

1

Sutton Walmley &
Minworth

14,887

2

Sutton Reddicap
Sutton Roughly
Sutton Mere Green
Sutton Four Oaks
Sutton Whitehouse
Common

7342
7859
7215
7697
6450

1
1
1
1
1

1

Figures supplied by Birmingham City Council planning department – see appendix.
Residents in Sutton Vesey were adamant that they would prefer to have a higher electorate
per councillor than other wards in Sutton if it means that their communities of Boldmere
and Banners Gate remain intact and are not split for the sake of balancing numbers. We
also see Trinity having a lower number of residents per councillor as a positive step because
this ward includes the very busy town centre.
Sutton Coldfield Parish Council Proposals
SCIRG is 100% in agreement that the Sutton Coldfield Parish boundary should match the
Sutton Coldfield Constituency boundary. Regarding ward boundaries within Sutton
Coldfield, the same comments we have made regarding city ward boundaries apply to
Parish ward boundaries.
LGBCE’s proposals for Parish Councillors include a proposal for 24 councillors representing 9
wards. This number of 24 has been arrived at by following the reorganisation order by
Birmingham City Council which the Steering Group for the Town Council has been advised is
temporary until a review by LGBCE. Birmingham City Council have never provided a
coherent justification for the number 24 but SCIRG has been happy to accept the number of
24 based on the original warding arrangements of 4 wards with 6 parish councillors per
ward in order to get the town council off the ground for elections in 2016.
However, this arrangement of 24 councillors does not work in the long-term for elections
from 2018. Walmley & Minworth Ward is twice the size of other wards and so for the

Walmley &
Minworth

Wylde Green
Whitehouse
Common

Original area identified by SCIRG in our first submission as “Walmley Village” to be
named “Walmley Village” and to be a 2 member town council ward. Area north of
Walmley Village to be named “New Hall”. Area south and East of Walmley Village to be
named Minworth.
Approximately North of Greenhill Road and Cambridge Avenue to be named Wylde
Green North and the remainder to be named Wylde Green Village.
Approximately West of B4148 and South West of Ashfurlong Crescent to be named
Rectory and the remainder to be named Langley.

All above should be prefixed Royal Sutton to distinguish them from city wards.
None of these should separate roads along the middle but should separate by gardens and
include cul-de-sacs on opposite sides of roads where appropriate.
Considering the fact that the original boundary review did NOT include Sutton Coldfield
Parish Wards and in order to provide further consultation with residents, we would highly
recommend that an initial proposal for Parish Wards including maps and exact number of
councillors with number of electorate per councillor be put forward by LGBCE. There
should then be another 8 week period of consultation for residents of Sutton Coldfield to
feedback on the proposals for Parish wards on the understanding that city wards have at
that point been fixed and confirmed. We would like LGBCE to put forward a proposal for
22 councillors. These proposals can then be considered by residents. We took this proposal
to the Sutton Coldfield Town Council Steering Group which is tasked with setting up the
Town Council and it was agreed unanimously by members of the group that LGBCE should
be asked to run a separate consultation on Parish wards. You should receive a separate
letter regarding this from the chair, Cllr Anne Underwood. The steering group includes 8 of
Sutton’s 12 councillors, 3 representatives from SCIRG, one representative from the Sutton
Coldfield Civic Society and a councillor from Moseley.
We would also ask LGBCE to evaluate the number of residents per councillor in other large
parish councils and the number of councillors likely to be required for standard committees
so that a justification can be given as to the number of councillors required for Sutton
Coldfield.

BACKUP PROPOSAL – 10 COUNCILLORS FOR SUTTON COLDFIELD
This is a backup proposal in case LGBCE do not accept our main proposal for 11 councillors
across Sutton Coldfield. We are submitting this just in case, but we want to make it clear
that our preference is for 11 councillors.
Our response is based on comparing the SCIRG proposal and the LGBCE proposal and
commenting on the differences. We have highlighted these differences with black lines
showing LGBCE’s difference to our original proposal on this map
https://www.google.com/maps/d/edit?mid=zKBQLR8co GY.kZm5KYiTalPg&usp=sharing
and on the cropped maps next to each comment below. On the Google Map, the numbers
for each black line relate to our points below.
Our suggested solution for 10 councillors can be found at
https://www.google.com/maps/d/edit?mid=zKBQLR8co GY.krJwW8NN4ehQ&usp=sharing
1. Walmley Reddicap border
LGBCE has followed a water course boundary near to
New Hall Hotel. Although there are no properties
involved, our original proposal used the railway line
along East View Road as the boundary which also
meant that the New Hall Valley was all within Walmley
and Minworth rather than being split between wards.
We recommend that LGBCE use the railway line as the
boundary because this will keep New Hall Valley within
a single ward.
2. Walmley Reddicap border
LGBCE’s inclusion of the small set of properties to the
East of Juniper Close in Walmley & Minworth makes
sense as their entry point is in that ward. We agree
with LGBCE’s adjustment.

3. Walmley Reddicap border
Where there are fields involved, the difference
between the LGBCE proposal and SCIRG proposal would not matter significantly but
there are two properties that would be isolated. One is off Ox Leys Road where the
main access point would be from the island at Springfield Road and Reddicap Heath
Road and the other is on Springfield Road opposite Churchill Road. We would
therefore suggest that the A38 would be a far more natural boundary.

We are also concerned at the isolation of properties on the South side of Reddicap
Heath Road into the Walmley & Minworth Ward. Not only does the road name
reflect the Reddicap ward, but it is unusual to have a split along a road where there
is a shared community, particularly in relation to the two secondary schools, Falcon
Lodge Chapel, convenience stores and the Anvil pub. The only access from Reddicap
Heath Road to the Walmley & Minworth ward is via the island at Ox Leys Road and
there is complete separation from properties on Stephens Road. Therefore we
would request that the south side of Reddicap Heath Road be in the Reddicap ward
together with the north side as per our original proposal.

4. Parkside Boldmere border
At meetings of both Banners Gate neighbourhood forum
and Boldmere and Vesey North neighbourhood forum, there
was overwhelming support (evidence in appendix) for
Parkside & Boldmere to be a single ward with two
councillors and for it to be called Vesey ward. There are
many reasons for this. One resident stated that living in the
middle of the proposed Parkside & Boldmere wards meant
she didn’t really know where she belonged any more.
People at the Boldmere & Vesey North meeting were
passionate about the name Vesey which has historic value
to our town dating back to the 1500s when Bishop Vesey
secured Royal status for Sutton Coldfield from King Henry
VIII.
We are puzzled by the inclusion of Melrose Avenue by the
LGBCE into Boldmere when this increases the number of electors for Boldmere to
8,807 at +10% when Parkside is 8,069. It would even the numbers out more if
Melrose Avenue was kept in Parkside as we originally proposed. At a Boldmere
Neighbourhood Forum meeting (evidence in appendix) there was unanimous
agreement that the stretch of Monmouth Drive from Melrose Avenue to Stonehouse
Drive should be in Boldmere. We also request that the north side of Monmouth
Drive which includes Boldmere Golf Club be in the Boldmere area.

5. Parkside Four Oaks border
This is the first of our concerns about Sutton Park. Banners Gate
(Parkside) has its own entrance to Sutton Park called Banners Gate.
This has now been placed into the Four Oaks ward where the closest
resident is on Rosemary Hill Road over 2.5km away. There is a
natural boundary in the park which is a railway line which separates
the north of the park from the south of the park. This should be
used as the boundary for the Four Oaks ward. The difficulty here is
that if funding for playgrounds or similar is devolved to ward level
then Parkside would have to go begging to Four Oaks for playground
improvements at Banners Gate which would not be in the interests
of Four Oaks. Similarly, if there are issues with car parking, antisocial behaviour, graffiti, damaged equipment etc then residents in Banners Gate
(Parkside) would need to approach the Four Oaks councillor who is very unlikely to
be attending Banners Gate Neighbourhood Forum meetings in which residents and
local councillors are very active. We strongly oppose the domination of the park by
Four Oaks ward as this is not in the interests of residents. There is also no vehicular
access from Four Oaks to Boldmere Gate.
At a Sutton Vesey police tasking meeting on Monday 1st February, the issue of the
LGBCE proposals for Sutton Park was raised. In attendance were members of SCIRG,
Boldmere neighbourhood forum, Banners Gate neighbourhood forum, the fire
service and 2 representatives from the Vesey neighbourhood policing team.
Concern was expressed that any crimes, including anti-social behaviour, reported at
Boldmere Gate or Banners Gate would no longer be dealt with by the Vesey
neighbourhood policing team but would now be dealt with by the Four Oaks
neighbourhood policing team. The police expressed that this would cause
administrative problems for them and would also involve police officers and PCSOs
having to drive several miles around the border of the park in order to get to
Banners Gate and Boldmere Gate as there is no vehicular access from Four Oaks
gate. The police felt that the park should be divided administratively into wards that
reflect the vehicular access and communities that use those areas of the park.
It was reported at the end of 2015 that neighbourhood planners are to identify
greenbelt starter home sites. The government proposes to amend national planning
policy so that neighbourhood plans can allocate appropriate small-scale sites in the
green belt specifically for Starter Homes, with neighbourhood areas having the
discretion to determine the scope of a small-scale site.' We have such sites around
Sutton Park, and in theory Four Oaks would be in a position to allow homes to be
built on Parkside or Boldmere greenbelt (circling the park including the golf course)
at that community's cost in terms of loss of greenbelt, but spend the CIL and other
revenue in their own community away from where the impact of the development
will be felt!
Evidence from the Banners Gate Neighbourhood Forum decisions can be found in
the appendix.

6. Boldmere Four Oaks border
As with point 5, we strongly object to the idea of areas of Boldmere in Sutton Park
being represented by Four Oaks Ward. It does not make much sense at all for
Boldmere Golf Course to be within Four Oaks. It also does not make sense for the
Miller & Carter restaurant, Powell’s Pool, the Sea Scout, Venture Scout and Sea
Cadet groups (just inside Boldmere Gate) to be part of Four Oaks Ward. In May 2016
there will be a Boldmere music festival taking place to the East of Powell’s Pool.
There is a strong community in Boldmere with residents, business and organisations
working together and this includes areas of the park. Boldmere Gate desperately
needs a playground and it would be inappropriate for residents to approach Four
Oaks ward to deal with this or seek funding (if devolved) when the closest Four Oaks
resident to Boldmere Gate is 3.5 km away by road. It is also unlikely that the Four
Oaks councillor would attend Boldmere or Vesey North neighbourhood forums, both
of which are very active and have borders onto the park, with Boldmere having its
own gate into the park.

The Boldmere Futures Partnership has also submitted an application to prepare a
neighbourhood plan for the area identified in this map
https://www.google.com/maps/d/edit?mid=zKBQLR8co GY.kA04I1SfKnTo&usp=sha
ring and also shown in the appendix. The partnership has been commended for its
application but because a significant part of the development area lies within the
Four Oaks ward it has been rejected because we need to include Four Oaks
councillors. This is nonsense and shows how the domination of the park by Four
Oaks will stifle development, growth and add unnecessary red tape to local
governance. It would require residents, businesses and councillors from Four Oaks
to join the Boldmere Partnership which would be almost impossible to achieve. The
residents at Boldmere Lodge occupied by the park manager’s family would have to
travel to the other side of the park to vote.
There is also no vehicular access from Four Oaks to Boldmere Gate. The Tweet
conversation in the appendix is an example of how the south of the park is not used
by people in Four Oaks. Historically, the name Boldmere comes from mediaeval
times when it meant “Bald Moor” which referred to the area that is now the park.
The Boldmere and Vesey North neighbourhood forums voted unanimously that
areas in the park used by Boldmere residents should be in the Boldmere ward.
Therefore, at the very least, were request that Powell’s Pool, Miller & Carter, the Sea
Scouts, Venture Scouts, Sea Cadets, the field used by the youth organisations and
the car park should all be within Boldmere. See point 17 regarding other issues
around the park.

7. Boldmere Maney border
As Boldmere has a projection of 8,807 for 2021 and Maney has
a projection of 8,286, we are puzzled as to why this inclusion
has been made. At a meeting of the Boldmere and Vesey
North neighbourhood forums, there were over 20 votes
against Somerville Road being included in Boldmere because it
was felt it belonged more in the town centre area.
8. Wylde Green Maney border
We can see that numbers are close with Wylde Green and
Maney and that our proposal had clearly underestimated the
number of residents that we had proposed for Wylde Green
and so some reclamation into Maney by LGBCE does make
sense. However, we are
concerned that Maney Hill Road has been split in
two with the South West side being in Wylde
Green. We would request that a more natural
boundary would be the back gardens of houses
on the North East side of Maney Hill Road down
to Maney Hill School. The South end of the Road
is definitely a Wylde Green community and so
some of it will be in Wylde Green anyway. We
also recognise that if the South West gardens of
Maney Hill Road were used as a boundary that it
would imbalance the numbers further. What we
definitely don’t want to see is a split of neighbours living on opposite sides of the
road who have shared facilities such as Maney Hill School and St Peter’s Church.
Therefore we request the border to be on the North East side of Maney Hill Road
down to Maney Hill Primary School.

9. Wylde Green Maney border
This line definitely splits The
Driffold (road) down the middle
which we don’t believe is a
community dividing line. We feel
the line we have drawn makes
much more sense and The Driffold
is definitely more part of the town
centre (Maney) than it is part of
Wylde Green. We would request
that the whole of The Driffold be
in the Maney ward.

On reflection, we also wonder whether the
Beeches Walk shopping area should also be
included in Maney as it is close to the Cinema
and entertainment area of the Business
Improvement District of Sutton Coldfield
which is within the Maney Ward. We would
request that Beeches Walk be included in the
Maney ward.

10. Bishop Walsh School
LGBCE have recommended including Bishop Walsh School
within the Walmley area. However, our original reason for
including it in Wylde Green was due to the proximity of
Wylde Green residential properties to the school which
means that there will be more of a community link for
residents in Wylde Green to the school than to Walmley
residents. Activities of the school will also have more of an
effect on residents in Wylde Green and therefore we would
propose that the school remains in Wylde Green as per our
proposal for effective governance.
11. Four Oaks Maney border
At the South of this border we would refer to point 6 regarding
Four Oaks and Boldmere and ensuring that the park is sensibly
divided in terms of community, natural borders and local
governance. At the north of this border we would refer to our
section on Sutton Park where we have explained and drawn
more sensible borders.

12. Bedford Road
The proposal by LGBCE that is different to that of SCIRG is to
split Bedford Road down the middle so that the west side is in
Maney and the east side is in Roughly. In terms of numbers,
we are confused because Roughly has 8,638 and Maney has
8,286 which means there is room to keep the east side of
Roughly in Maney. We find it concerning that 2 sides of a road should be split when
residents living opposite each other often have more in common than their next
door neighbours due to seeing them more. We are particularly
concerned that residents at the south of Bedford Road are
definitely kept within the Maney ward as this is the ward the
hospital is in. There are major parking issues and obviously
residents living next to the hospital have a vested interest in its
current and future use. We therefore request that the
properties at the South West of Bedford Road directly next to
the hospital definitely be in the same ward as the hospital.
Further, we would request that properties near to the hospital
and near to Whitehouse Common School be within the same
ward. We recommend our original boundary in this area. If
Bedford Road is to be split, then we would suggest a north-south
split rather than an east-west split. This north-south split would
be sensible at Barnard Road or Vincent Road.

13. Little Sutton Lane
It is confusing that the LGBCE have drawn the border between Mere
Green and Roughly through the middle of Little Sutton Lane. As with
our other concerns regarding road splits, we do not think this is
appropriate as people along the same road have the same shared
community. It also means that local governance is more awkward
when it comes to roads maintenance. Looking at the numbers, Mere
Green has a projection of 8,384 and Roughly 8,638. Therefore, we can
see that there is a reason to splitting the road in terms of numbers, but
we would request that in order to keep the road in one ward, that the
border be along the East side of Little Sutton Lane which would even
up the number of residents per electorate and also keep the road
together. Ideally it would make more sense for the border to be on the
West side of the road, but if numbers are an issue, then the East side is
a fair compromise.
14. Mere Green Shopping Centre
The border being proposed here by LGBCE moves about one third of
Mere Green Shopping Centre into the Four Oaks ward including
Waitrose. This makes very little sense at all as it splits the shops on
one side of the island from the
shops on the other side of the
island. This is a single business community and
used by the same residents. There is currently
redevelopment taking place in the area and
residents of Mere Green have a vested interest in
the area. It would be very ‘odd’ to have part of
their shopping area in Four Oaks and part of it in
Mere Green. We would therefore strongly
request that the boundary as per our
recommendation along the yellow and green
border shown in the diagram be used.
15. Four Oaks railway station
This is Four Oaks railway station. It is a major commuter
station and access to it is from Station Drive. The LGBCE
proposal suggests putting half the station in Mere Green and
half the station in Four Oaks. It makes sense that the station
be in Four Oaks. We can see there is a case for the flats to the
East of the station to be in Mere Green rather than Four Oaks
due to their access road being in Mere Green, but we would
strongly request that the station itself be within the Four Oaks
ward as this is where it is accessed from.

Rectory Road
The estimated figures we had from Birmingham City Council suggested that the Reddicap
ward had a projection of 9,000 electorate by 2021. We have also suggested that the

border around Falcon Lodge be further north as Falcon Lodge is a defined
community mainly of ex council houses and terraced houses / flats / maisonettes
and the SCCA proposal split this slightly. We have therefore included the houses
North of Rectory Road and on the old Defence Estates to be in Roughly (Moor Hall)
which is more in keeping with their community. Rectory Road itself is in Reddicap
ward and the older houses on the North side of the road have been included in
Rectory ward in order to meet the requirements of <8800 electorate per councillor.
Although St George’s Close looks a little out on a limb, it is part of the old St George’s
Barracks development, as is Blakemore Drive, which is more Whitehouse Common
(and hence Roughly) than Reddicap.
Ward Names

We are happy with most proposed names of wards by LGBCE as they reflect the
communities and areas but we would suggest that Roughly is named Moor Hall,
Parkside is named Banners Gate and Maney is named Trinity as these reflect each
community better and include historic names of importance. Residents at the
Banners Gate neighbourhood forum meeting voted unanimously that they did not
want the name Parkside (which had been proposed by a political party) but that they
wanted the name Banners Gate. They also voted overwhelmingly in favour of a
single ward for Boldmere and Banners Gate named Vesey. The overwhelming
preference of all 3 neighbourhood forums is that there be a single ward named
Vesey but that if LGBCE insist on two separate wards then the names Banners Gate
and Boldmere should be used. The reasons are outlined in point 4 above. Trinity
has historic relevance because of the Trinity Church in the centre of the Town. All
ward names should be preceded by Sutton.
An alternative option to the difficult split between Moor Hall and Reddicap would be
to combine these as a single ward with 2 members and to call it Whitehouse
Common.
Sutton Park

Much has already been said in points 5 and 6 regarding the border around the edges
of the park and the dominance of the Four Oaks ward for the park. However,
residents have raised other concerns regarding the dominance of the Four Oaks
ward over Sutton Park. Sutton Park was given to Sutton Coldfield by King Henry VIII
and has a lot of history. In mediaeval times, Boldmere was named because of the
“Bald Moor” which was Sutton Park. Sutton Park is also the largest urban park in
Europe and therefore cannot be treated like any other park. It is a national nature
reserve and also a site of special scientific interest.
At the joint Boldmere & Vesey North neighbourhood forums meeting, it was
unanimously agreed that the park should be split more equally for administrative
purposes using the Jamboree Stone as the centre point where wards would split.
The Jamboree Stone is at the centre of the park and recognises the worldwide scout
jamboree that was held in Sutton Park in the 1957.

The proposal that we have put together for the park is based around vehicular
access and tarmacked pedestrian access from the park’s gates. The gates and their
wards are:
Gate
Boldmere Gate
Banners Gate
Streetly Gate

Ward
Boldmere (Vesey)
Banners Gate (Vesey)
Actually borders with Walsall and not
Birmingham but is most accessible from
Banners Gate (Vesey)
Four Oaks
Four Oaks
Trinity
Trinity

Four Oaks Gate
Hartopp Gate
Town Gate
Wyndley Gate

We are also using the railway line as a natural boundary although Blackroot Pool is
accessible from the north of the railway line by vehicular access to the Bistro via
Hartopp Gate and therefore this has been included in Four Oaks ward. This proposal
makes more sense for community policing where they use cars, bicycles and foot as
modes of transport. The Four Oaks community policing team cannot access south of
the railway line by vehicle and there are only two crossing points for bicycles. There
are many internal gates within the park that prevent vehicular access between parts
of the park and there are tarmacked areas that are used by bicycles. It is important
that areas accessible to each gate by motor vehicle and bicycle are kept within the
wards for those gates. We have put together on our map a proposal that divides the
park administratively based on these types of community use. We also recognise
that the Park is also an entity in its own right and overall management of the park is
by the Ranger service, but community use is at the foremost of our proposal,
together with policing activity and the facilities within the park.

Summary of our response:
Ward
Sutton Vesey

Number of Councillors
2

Sutton Trinity

Estimated Dec 2021 Electorate
16,755
Boldmere = 8,439
Banners Gate = 8,316
8,624

Sutton Wylde Green

8,081

1

Sutton Walmley &
Minworth

16,215

2

Sutton Reddicap
Sutton Moor Hall
Sutton Mere Green
Sutton Four Oaks

8,789
8,750
8,466
8,096

1
1
1
1

1

Figures supplied by Birmingham City Council planning department – see appendix.

City Ward
Boldmere (to
be Vesey)

20 Parish Councillors
Approximately North and South of
Highbridge Road and Antrobus
Road. Named Boldmere North and
Boldmere South

Parkside (to
be Vesey)

Approximately East and West of
Avery Road. West to be named
Banners Gate and East to be named
New Oscott.

Four Oaks

North of Belwell Lane to be named
Bracebridge and South of Belwell
Lane to be named Doe Bank.
West of the A5127 and shopping
centre to be named Plantsbrook
and East of A5127 including
shopping centre to be named
Sutton Town Centre or Maney or
Trinity.

Maney

Mere Green

Approximately South of Gibbons
Road, Sherifoot Lane and Holy Lane
to be named Mere Green. North to
be named Hill Hook.

Reddicap

East of B4148 and North of
Reddicap Heath Road to be named
Falcon Lodge or St Chads.
Remainder to be named Rectory.
North west of Weeford Road to be
Roughly. Remainder to be
Whitehouse Common.

Roughley

Walmley &
Minworth

30 Parish Councillors
Approximately North of Jockey Road,
South of Beacon Road / St Michael’s Road
and the area between. Named Boldmere
Parkside, Boldmere Central and Boldmere
South
Approximately North of Banners Gate
Road to be named Banners Gate. South
west of Chester Road North and area
around Princess Alice Retail Park and
Warwick Road to be named New Oscott.
Remainder at East to be named Powell’s
Pool.
South West of A454 and West of A5127 to
border with park to be named Four Oaks
Park or Doe Bank.
West of Somerville Road, Upper Clifton
Road and Anchorage Road to be named
Plantsbrook. East of A5127 and Coleshill
Street and North of Rectory Road and
Rectory Park to be named Good Hope.
Remainder to be named Trinity or Town
Centre or Maney. North west of Crown
Lane and Four Oaks Common Road to be
named Park View and remainder south of
Four Oaks Common Road and East of A454
and A5127 to be named Clarence or
Tudor.
West of A5127 and North of Butlers Lane
or Ethelred Close to be named Hillhook.
East of A5127 and North of Sherifoot Lane
and Gibbons Road to be Hillwood.
Remainder to be Mere Green Centre
Falcon Lodge Crescent and areas to East to
be named Falcon Lodge. Area to West of
B4148 to be named Rectory. Remainder
to be named Reddicap or St Chads.
South of A453 to be Whitehouse Common.
North of Slade Road to be Roughly.
Remainder in middle to be Moor Hall.
Area to south west of goods railway line
and including Pype Hayes Golf Course to
be named Walmley Ash. Original Walmley
area identified in yellow on the map to be
named Walmley and to be a 2 member
town council ward. Area between
Walmley and Thimble End Road to include
Elem Road to be named New Hall. Area
north of Thimble End Road and East
through to the city boundary to be named
Thimble End. Area south of Kingsbury
Road and streets immediately North of it
to be named Minworth.

Wylde Green

Approximately South of Kempson
Avenue and South East of Green
Lanes to be named Wylde Green
Centre and area north to be named
St Peter’s.

Approximately north of Wylde Green Road
and Vesey Road to be named St Peter’s.
Approximately East of Brooks Road and
Beech Hill Road to be named Penns and
remainder which is centred on Wylde
Green shopping centre to be called Wylde
Green Centre.

None of these should separate roads along the middle but should separate by gardens and
include cul-de-sacs on opposite sides of roads where appropriate.
Considering the fact that the original boundary review did NOT include Sutton Coldfield
Parish Wards and in order to provide further consultation with residents, we would highly
recommend that an initial proposal for Parish Wards including maps and exact number of
councillors with number of electorate per councillor be put forward by LGBCE. There
should then be another 8 week period of consultation for residents of Sutton Coldfield to
feedback on the proposals for Parish wards on the understanding that city wards have at
that point been fixed and confirmed. We would like LGBCE to put forward two proposals:
one for 20 councillors and another for 30 councillors. These proposals can then be
considered by residents. We took this proposal to the Sutton Coldfield Town Council
Steering Group which is tasked with setting up the Town Council and it was agreed
unanimously by members of the group that LGBCE should be asked to run a separate
consultation on Parish wards. You should receive a separate letter regarding this from the
chair, Cllr Anne Underwood. The steering group includes 8 of Sutton’s 12 councillors, 3
representatives from SCIRG, one representative from the Sutton Coldfield Civic Society and
a councillor from Moseley.
We would also ask LGBCE to evaluate the number of residents per councillor in other large
parish councils and the number of councillors likely to be required for standard committees
so that a justification can be given as to the number of councillors required for Sutton
Coldfield.

Appendix 1 – Evidence of Banners Gate meeting
About 40 residents attended the Banners Gate meeting on Monday 25th February chaired by
Tony Willis with two non-residents present (Cllr Pocock and Paul Long). A video of the
decisions made at the meeting can be viewed here as evidence
(please redact video). Below are the
questions that were asked and the responses:
Are we agreed that Boldmere and Parkside should be joined into one ward with 2
councillors?
UNANIMOUS with 1 abstention
Is the feeling of the meeting that we call that Sutton Vesey?
UNANIMOUS
If we can’t have Parkside and Boldmere together, who wants Parkside to be called “Sutton
Banners Gate”?
23 votes
Who wants Parkside to be called “Sutton Vesey”?
21 votes
In relation to areas of Sutton Park: whatever is in Vesey now should stay within that
boundary. All in favour?
Unanimous
Should SCIRG attempt a compromise with Sutton Coldfield Conservative Association?
Unanimous

Appendix 2 – Evidence of Boldmere & Vesey North meeting

About 35 residents attended the Boldmere and Vesey North Neighbourhood Forum meeting
on Tuesday 26th February chaired by Graham Alkins with questions being asked by Paul
Long. Two videos of the decisions made at the meeting can be viewed here as evidence
and
(please redact both videos). Below are
the questions that were asked and the responses:
Would you like a single Vesey ward incorporating both Boldmere and Banners Gate?
All but 4 people said yes.
Those who would like two single wards of Boldmere and Banners Gate:
4 people.
Should Monmouth Drive from Melrose Avenue to Stonehouse Drive be in Boldmere?
Unanimous
Should Boldmere Gate and facilities around Boldmere Gate be within the Boldmere ward?
Unanimous
Do you agree with the Boundary Commission that the Somerville Road area be in Boldmere?
1 vote for
Over 20 votes against
4 abstentions
Should SCIRG attempt a compromise with Sutton Coldfield Conservative Association on the
proviso that we put in a backup proposal for the 10 wards?
Unanimous
Should Sutton Park in terms of administrative wards be split more equally, up to areas
around the Jamboree Stone between neighbouring wards to the park?
Unanimous

Appendix 4 – SCCA Proposal
This shows the SCCA proposal made at a Conservative Party organised meeting in
Whitehouse Common at
Junior School on Friday 22nd
January. No votes were
taken to seek resident
approval to their proposal
but the Whitehouse
Common suggestion in their
proposal does make sense.
Most concerning is that they
have split the Boldmere
Community completely.
Boldmere does NOT finish on
the Jockey Road. The
compromise that we have
tried to reach is shown with
the black lines and estimated
resident numbers. This
would make Boldmere are
far more recognisable
community and include
Boldmere Gate of Sutton
Park. It would also recognise
Wylde Green better by
removing an area to the
North of the SCCA proposed
Wylde Green area that is not
associated with Wylde Green
at all. The negative effect
would be 8,306 electorate in
Boldmere instead of 7,712,
but Boldmere residents
would rather have a higher
number of electorate per
councillor than have their
community split.
Following this, the SCCA
adapted their proposal to
include areas of the park
which are related to
Boldmere and Wylde Green
and this is shown on the next page. It is the 11 councillor proposal on the next page that we
have agreed to in principal, apart from the differences mentioned in this document,
especially regarding Sutton Park, and any different proposal that is put to the LGBCE is not
part of our agreement. Therefore all references we have made to the SCCA proposal are
shown here as emailed by their agent Alex Hall on 2/2/16:

Above map attached as SCCA Proposal Feb 16.pdf
The maps on the next pages are a more detailed version of the SCCA proposal but it is the
version before the compromise over Boldmere and Banners Gate. It is this map that we
have used for comparison purposes for wards North and East of the park and is what we
have made reference to. The map above however is what we have used for comparison
with Boldmere, Banners Gate and Wylde Green.

Above 3 maps attached as SCCA Proposal Middle.pdf and SCCA Proposal Pages.pdf

Appendix 6 – Boldmere Futures Partnership Neighbourhood Plan Application for a Defined
Area – December 2015.
(attached as Boldmere Neighbourhood Planning Defined Area Application.pdf)

Boldmere Futures Partnership
Neighbourhood Planning
Defined Area
Our map can be viewed interactively at www.boldmere.org – click on Boldmere Futures
Red = defined area for the Partnership
Green = Banners Gate Neighbourhood Forum
Black = Boldmere Neighbourhood Forum
Yellow = BCC Boldmere Shopping District Area
Blue = Vesey Ward
Purple = Vesey North Neighbourhood Forum

Rationale in defining the area

















Looking for a natural community area with shared facilities and shared interests
Contained within one electoral ward (currently subject to boundary review) for ease
of communication with elected representatives
Covers all areas to the boundary with Erdington at the south end of the Boldmere
Neighbourhood Forum so as not to isolate residents
Covers the whole of the Boldmere Neighbourhood Forum
Does not include Banners Gate area to enable them to develop their own
neighbourhood plan in the future
The Golf Club’s unusual shape is included at the North West because its entrance is
within our area
Coverage within the park includes Sea Scout, Venture Scout and Sea Cadet facilities,
Powell’s Pool, Miller & Carter and all accessible roads. Boundaries have been
defined by natural tree lines
There is a natural break to the West of Darnick Road
There is a natural break using the railway line to the East, although the railway
station is included hence the slight detour
Boundary to the north-east does not include Somerville Road as that would more
naturally fit in with the Maney area and has shared characteristics with Digby Road
and Clifton Road
All Boldmere trading is included
Three schools, Boldmere Junior, Boldmere Infants and St Nicholas RC Primary are
included.
Two sports/social clubs are included – Boldmere Sports & Social and Boldmere St
Michael’s Football Club
Churches include St Michael’s, Boldmere Methodist, Wylde Green URC, Chester
Road Baptist, St Nicholas RC, North Birmingham Vineyard.
Deliberately not included shops at end of College Road by Homebase as this is more
New Oscott than Boldmere
All residents in the Boldmere Futures Partnership Area is covered by a
Neighbourhood Forum

Issues to be aware of with defined area
 New Oscott is not covered – however, this would naturally fall under a Banners Gate
neighbourhood plan
 We considered College Road (boundary of Boldmere Neighbourhood Forum) and
Melrose Avenue as an alternative boundary than Darnick Road but residents
believed these areas were natural members of the Boldmere community with a
natural border being New Oscott School.
Relationship with Town Council
 Where a Parish council does NOT exist, community interest groups can formulate a
neighbourhood plan.
 A Parish / Town Council has to take the lead on neighbourhood planning where one
exists
 A Parish council can develop several neighbourhood plans or one single
neighbourhood plan with different policies for different neighbourhoods
 Currently we are in a period where we have no Parish Council but one will exist from
1st March 2016
 In considering our application, Birmingham City Council has to consider any other
groups that may hold an interest in developing a neighbourhood plan
 We could potentially start the process before the formation of the TC but it would be
wise to get the agreement of the steering group as this would add weight to the
application
 We are asking the Steering Group to recommend to the BCC Sutton District
Committee that they ask Full BCC Council to accept our proposal
 Each neighbourhood plan attracts the £14K funding and so if Sutton Coldfield
followed Boldmere with several other plans then they would get very decent
funding. If they did a single plan they would only get one round of £14K funding.
 We can be a pilot for Sutton Coldfield to follow.
 We also need to sell to the Town Council the importance of them getting a
Neighbourhood Plan for Walmley and other communities within Sutton

Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
08 February 2016 14:14
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Electoral Review of Birmingham:Draft Recommendations

From: Ian and Joanne Butler
Sent: 08 February 2016 13:49
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Cc:
Subject: Electoral Review of Birmingham:Draft Recommendations
Dear Sir or Madam,
I am writing in response to your letter of 15th December to Selly Park Garden Club. We are a local gardening club,
meeting monthly throughout the year in the local church (St Stephen's). Our membership is drawn mainly from the
Selly Park area. Under the recommendations as outlined in your letter, there would be great concern that merging
Selly Park with the predominantly student area of Bournbrook, would lead to a loss of local identity.
Bournbrook and Selly Park are very different areas. They have different demographics, housing stock, community
groups, conservation areas and commuting habits. Bournbrook is mainly populated by transient students, in terraced,
multi-occupancy housing, whereas Selly Park is mainly populated by settled families and couples in mainly detached
and larger terraced houses. Selly Park has Conservation Area status, which Bournbrook does not. There is a sense
of community in Selly park, exemplified by the numbers of community groups (Selly Park Residents Community
Association, Selly Park Property Owners Association and Selly Park South Neighbourhood Forum and indeed, our
own Selly Park Garden Club).
These two, very disparate areas, cannot be adequately represented in a single ward. A separate ward for Bournbrook
and for Selly Park would better serve the interests of both groups of residents.
Yours sincerely,
Joanne Butler
Local resident (

and Secretary of Selly Park Garden Club.
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

craig Buckby

E-mail:

Organisation Name: Soho Road BID CIC Ltd

Comment text:
The attached document is the view of the Soho Road Business Improvement District
representing the views of 560 businesses who are affected by the current and suggested
ward/District boundaries.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/6937

22/01/2016

Dear Boundary Commissioners
I am writing in response to the suggested electoral ward boundary changes for the City of
Birmingham and on behalf of 562 businesses which make up the Soho Road Business Improvement
District (BID).
The point we would like to raise is the impact on business and our trading environment of the Soho
Road Local Centre. This area is essentially the A41 limner shopping area. Prior to the suggested
change Soho Road which also includes Holyhead Road and Soho Hill was covered by 3 electoral
wards ( Soho, Handsworth and Lozells and Handsworth Wood) with the boundary running down the
centre of the road/highway. Because of the bureaucracy of Birmingham City Council and its almost
feudal fiefdoms that are wards and their Councillors, the Local Centre has suffered from






3 sets of street cleaners and refuse collections all too different standards and
frequency
Two economic plans and develop plans neither sets joined up.
We suffer from disjointed investment and irregular funding opportunities.
2 sets of enforcement and environmental health services, not joined up
Being on the periphery of all the wards causes a lack of focus, disregard and lack
of engagement.

The structure of the Councils local accountability has our BID covered by to Districts (collection of
geographic wards) Again we suffer from a division line drawn down the middle of the road/highway.
Once again this causes continual problems of service delivery by the Authority as each Districts
priorities differ and resource allocations matching the priorities dis advantage business who face
each other across the street.

Under the new proposal our Business Improvement District will now be covered by 4 electoral
Wards and the two Districts. Even though the names have changed the systemic problems with
service delivery, communication and bureaucracy remains and is extended.
We respectfully ask you to consider moving the red line boundary to match the Soho Road BID area
(map enclosed) so that it has the Local centre and its distinct 562 businesses and the 3.000
employees and the thousands of weekly shoppers have a single or at the most two points of contact
for public services and the accountability and representation that encompasses. That is to be
covered by the newly named Winson Green Ward, therefore removing its inclusion in the newly
named Handsworth Ward and the Lozells Ward. So representing the Business of the Soho Road BID
the ward that we feel would best represent the needs, views and potential of our Local Centre is
Winson Green Ward. We hope you can see the sense that this proposal represents and if you require
any further information please do not hesitate in contact our BID office or myself as the Chairmen.

Yours sincerely
Dipak Patel
Chairman of Soho Road BID CIC
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Siraaj Manir

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Sparkbrook CIC

Comment text:
Sparkbrook CIC would like to endorse the proposal for the Sparkbrook Ward under consultation
from boundary commission. We have consulted many local groups and residents in the proposed
area and the response has been positive. We believe the boundaries preserve existing
communities and bring together a number of groups and communities. Sparkbrook has a long
and rich history, once was a constituency. I have attached a drawing on how the proposed
boundaries will bring together existing communities of Sparkbrook.

Uploaded Documents:
Download

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7074

28/01/2016
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Ann Lovelock

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Sparkhill Senior Citizens Forum

Comment text:
Sparkhill Senior Citizens Forum produced the attached comments at the last meeting. • New
Sparkhill North and Sparkhill South It was felt that it would be better to call Sparkhill South,
Springfield, as it contains the Springfield community and shopping area, leaving Sparkhill North
as just Sparkhill which is the area that has always been known as Sparkhill. • Hall Green Using
the railway line as a boundary means that the community is cut in two. Railway lines pass
through areas not round them. Members felt that this division split the community. Nobody was
in favour of the proposed change to have single councillor wards and were very strongly against
these proposals on the following grounds. • Lack of representation There was a very strong
feeling that in wards of mixed ethnicity there would be lack of representation for all groups.
Different ethnic groups have different problems and all groups need to feel that they are being
heard. Women in particular felt they wouldn’t have a voice. We would have preferred to have a
larger ward with two councillors. • Disenfranchised. It was felt that with the new system there
would be no ward meetings. Members of the public aren’t allowed to raise points at District
meetings and in fact they are very difficult to attend.Members felt they would have no means
of having their point of view raised.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7397

08/02/2016

Standing up Together for our Community Identities in Erdington

Standing up Together for our Community Identities in Erdington
To The Local Government Boundary Commission,
Dear Sir or Madam,
Proposals for new Birmingham City Council ward boundaries in Erdington
The purpose of any local authority boundaries should be the fair representation of the
communities within that authority. In a city as wonderfully diverse as Birmingham, and
especially in Erdington, this is a task as challenging as it is important.
As I hope you will see, the variety of the 26 community groups and interests that have
entered statements as part of this submission demonstrate the success that your proposals
have had in maintaining community identities. Not only does this ensure the fair,
representative democracy of Birmingham City Council but it strengthens those communities
– a goal that should always be to the forefront.
The reduction in the number of councillors from 120 to 101 was always going to lead to
contentious decisions being made but we, the community groups of Erdington, are
committed to ensuring that the reduction does not lead to a weakening of community
identities. Contained in the submission are the individual motivations for our support for
your proposals. Collectively these statements are testament to our determination to
maintain these identities, which are held in such high esteem. Taken together they
represent the bond that we, as proud Brummies, have in our desire for a better, fairer,
stronger Birmingham.
Yours sincerely,
Standing up Together for our Community Identities in Erdington
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The Rev Gerard Goshawk, Erdington Baptist Church

TYBURN
This is the area in which I live and I feel that it makes sense to combine the three
communities of Birches Green, Erdington Hall and the Limes (where I live). This makes sense
to me. Gravelly Hill and Gravelly Hill North between Stockland Green and the Kingsbury
Road is a sensible boundary as is the boundary between Erdington and Tyburn, because
Birches Green and Erdington Hall are very similar communities with similar needs, so should
be in the same ward.
ERDINGTON
The proposed Erdington Ward (the ward in which my church is) also seems to be a sensible
ward to me. This ward has sensible boundaries along the Chester Road, Kingsbury Road and
Sutton New Road and contains the major parts I think of when I think about Erdington, the
High Street and St Barnabas Church, which has been the centre of Erdington since it opened
almost 200 years ago in 1823.
Yours Faithfully
Rev. Gerrard Goshawk
Erdington Baptist Church
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Dennis Neenan, Chair Erin go Bragh Sports and Social Club

Dear Sir/Madam,
As chair of local sports club Erin go Bragh, I think the current proposals make a lot of sense.
The club is based on the Erdington area and the Chester Road provides a widely recognised
boundary with the Pitts Farm Estate, being seen as distinctly different and understandably
part of Pype Hayes. The Kingsbury Road also separates the distinct community of Birches
Green.
I currently reside in Stockland Green ward and understand, with the local community
associations based around the green the logic behind it’s boundaries. Having been a
resident for many years I feel part of the Stockland Green Community and recognise it being
built around the Green with six ways, the Sutton New Road and Short Heath Road acting as
boundaries.
I hope this issue can be swiftly sorted so that the city and concentrate on far more
important issues.
Yours sincerely
Dennis Neenan
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Standing up Together for our Community Identities in Erdington
Khalid Mahmood, President Slade Road Mosque

Dear Commissioner,
At the Slade Road Mosque, we are very supportive of your proposed Stockland Green Ward.
Over the years we have grown to become one large multi‐cultural community and we feel
that your proposal keeps our community together, which is something we are very
passionate about.
We also sit on the Ward Advisory Board and work together with the other Community
Groups for the good of Stockland Green. This joint community working helped us to forge
links with the West Midlands Greek Cypriot Association at the Magnet Centre who have
helped us hold our Eid Celebration outside on their large venue.
I love living in the Stockland Green community and endorse your proposal for Stockland
Green.
Best Wishes
Khalid Mahmood
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Standing up Together for our Community Identities in Erdington
Peter Richmond, Chief Executive Castle Vale Community Housing Association
Peter Richmond, Castle Vale Neighbourhood Partnership Board
Also submitted individually

Dear Sirs,
I am writing to confirm the support of CVCHA for the proposed one‐member Castle Vale
Ward, in the way in which it has been drawn. I feel that the proposed Ward reflects the
community ties and boundaries of Castle Vale very precisely.
As a community, Castle Vale has grown a lot over recent years. This has been done by the
community coming together and working hard to improve the area in which we live and
work. The residents of Castle Vale are very proud of the area they helped shape and have
made Castle Vale a very distinct place to live, with a distinct community identity.
Your report stated that the proposed Castle Vale would provides a ward based on class and
identifiable boundaries and provides a strong reflection of community ties. At CVCHA, as
stated earlier, we agree with your assessment and endorse the boundaries you have
proposed.
Best Wishes
Peter Richmond
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Standing up Together for our Community Identities in Erdington
Ray Goodwin, Chief Executive Castle Vale Tenants and Residents Association

To whom it may concern,
Castle Vale Tenants and Residents Association feel that the one member ward of Castle Vale
drafted by the Local Boundary Commission reflects the community ties and boundaries of
Castle Vale very accurately.
Castle Vale has developed a lot in recent years as a local community. Castle Vale is now a
distinctive place to live with an obvious community identity that the residents and I are very
proud to have helped shape and improve.
The physical boundaries of Sutton Coldfield to the east, the A38 to the north and the
authority boundary to the south combined with the community identity of the residents in
Castle Vale result in the Castle Vale Tenants and Residents Association fully endorsing the
new proposed ward.
Kind Regards
Ray Goodwin
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Standing up Together for our Community Identities in Erdington
Felicia Grice, Project Manager Kingstanding Food Community

Dear Sir/Madam
Thank you for making available information regarding the proposed new arrangements for
ward boundaries.
I'd like to confirm my support for the boundary commission proposal to make the
Kingstanding ward a 2 councillor area.
I feel that this proposal would reflect the strong local identity of Kingstanding, which has
become evident to me while working in the area over many years, and would serve to
enhance a sense of belonging and community cohesion.
I am always happy to share my views and experiences of working with local people.
Please feel free to share my contact details.
Kind regards
Felicia
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Standing up Together for our Community Identities in Erdington
Lee Parks, Spade, Hammer and Pen Society for the Afro‐Caribbean Community

To whom this may concern,
I am writing to you, as the Chair of the Spade, Hammer and Pen Society in Stockland Green
and am happy to say that I think you have done a very good job in your proposal at keeping
the Stockland Green Community in Stockland Green together. Our society is an African
Caribbean society based on Slade Road and we very much feel a part of Stockland Green
and have done for many years and would like to continue being part of this large and
accepting community.
Best Wishes
Lee Parks
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Standing up Together for our Community Identities in Erdington
The Rev Nigel Traynor, St Mary’s Church

Dear Sir/Madam,
As the Reverend for St Mary’s Church Pype Hayes I was very happy that a Pype Hayes Ward
has been created. Pype Hayes is a brilliant community and your proposal realises that.
It brings together the Pitts Farm Estate with Pype Hayes, which in my mind is very sensible
because we all use Pype Hayes Park regularly, particularly in the summer and this brings us
all together.
You have my support.
Reverend Nigel Traynor
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Standing up Together for our Community Identities in Erdington
Ian Lowe, Head Teacher Topcliffe Primary School

Dear Sir/Madam,
As the Head Teacher of Topcliffe Primary School I fully support the one member ward of
Castle Vale drafted by the Local Boundary Commission as I believe the new ward reflects the
local community ties of residents in Castle Vale precisely.
Over the years I have witnessed the progress made in the local community that families at
my school work and live in. Residents across Castle Vale have helped to outline and improve
the community identity that clearly represents Castle Vale.
Kind Regards
Ian Lowe
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Standing up Together for our Community Identities in Erdington
Harry French, Head Teacher Greenwood Academy

To whom it may concern,
On behalf of the families at Greenwood Academy I fully support the boundary for the Castle
Vale Ward as proposed in the Boundary Commission report.
Castle Vale has, over the past several years, established a vibrant and united community.
The families have formalised and tightened the community bond of our residents.
It is important that our community is represented strongly at City Council and, furthermore,
the natural boundary of main roads and the M6 mean that the proposed ward fits well. As a
result I fully support the changes that have been proposed.
Kind Regards
Harry French
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Standing up Together for our Community Identities in Erdington
Linda Hines, Chair Witton Lodge Community Association
Also submitted individually

To whom it may concern
As an organisation (Witton Lodge Community Association) we are writing to indicate our
support for the boundaries of three of your proposed wards: Kingstanding, Perry Common
and Stockland Green, subject to a minor change in the Stockland Green/ Perry Common
border, which would put the entirety of Witton Lakes in the Stockland Green Ward, rather
than following the path that goes through the lakes, as the current proposal does.
The proposed Perry Common Ward, subject to the mentioned minor change, combines the
three communities of Perry Common, Wyrley Birch and the New Oscott Estate. All three of
the communities engage in work with us at Witton Lodge Community Association, which
binds the communities together, as well as the work of other community groups. All of the
communities are well defined and have defined boundaries that have be respected by your
submission.
We agree with your proposals for the proposed Stockland Green, as it builds the ward
around the 'green', keeps the community who identify as living in Stockland Green together
and also keeps the green corridor between Brookvale Park and Witton Lakes together. The
ward also has the Ward Advisory Board, which many different community groups in
Stockland Green are a part of and work well together across the whole of the proposed
Ward.
Finally on the Kingstanding Ward, the boundary with the Perry Common Ward along the
College Road makes complete sense, as it provides a natural barrier between the
community of Kingstanding and the communities in Perry Common. Your ward boundary
also makes sense, at it unifies the Bandywood Estate, a historic part of the old Kingstanding
estate back with Kingstanding.
In Summary we agree with your proposals, as they best represent community identity.
Regards
Linda Hines
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Standing up Together for our Community Identities in Erdington
Vass Koni, Chair Midlands Greek Cypriot Association

Dear Sir/Madam,
I am writing to put the support of the Greek Cypriot Association behind your proposed
Stockland Green Ward. We have worked in Stockland Green for many years and love being
part of the great community that there is in Stockland Green. This is why we support your
plan as it keeps the Stockland Green community together and is built around the Green,
where many people go to school, shop, get buses and use the Stockland Green Health
Centre on Reservoir Road.
Best Wishes
Vass Koni
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Standing up Together for our Community Identities in Erdington
Jim Sullivan, Managing Director Thoughts of Others

Dear Sir/Madam,
As managing director of Thoughts of Others, a company providing schools and homes for
vulnerable children, I deal with families and communities across the city. Having looked at
the whole city proposals, they represent the communities well using recognised natural and
man‐made boundaries.
The main focus of my business is within the Erdington Constituency, based within three
wards – Short Heath, Erdington, Stockland Green and Tyburn. The current proposals in this
area fit well with the communities I understand.
Our school on Station Road hopes to gain from the new boundaries. The local facilities that
we use, are in the newly designated Short Heath boundary. The Sutton New Road and the
Short Heath Road make suitable boundaries which are very difficult to cross, particularly
with the children in our care. It will make the park on Court Lane the centre of it. A place
that is regularly used by our families.
The use of the A5127, A453 and M6 provide locally recognised boundaries with sympathy to
local subtleties. For example, the Lyndhurst has been incorporated into Erdington as the
railway has no access to link it with Short Heath. The roads adjacent to Chester Road
(northern boundary) see themselves as part of Sutton Coldfield. Castle Vale has always
been recognised as its own local community, while Tyburn is made up of Birches Green and
Erdington Hall.
Yours sincerely
Jim Sullivan
Managing Director
Thoughts of Others – schools and homes for vulnerable children
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Standing up Together for our Community Identities in Erdington
Tom Truman, Training and Employability Officer YMCA

Dear Sir or Madam
I would like to write to you to comment on the proposed boundaries of wards in
Birmingham.
I am in favour of the proposed boundaries for the Stockland Green Ward.
I feel that this proposal is very sensible as it keeps the communities of Stockland Green
together and it is built around the historic landmark of The Green.
I would like this to go forward to the consultation
Yours faithfully
Tom Truman
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Standing up Together for our Community Identities in Erdington
Colette Elliott, SANS Website for the survivors of Child Sex Exploitation and Abuse

Dear Sir or Madam
I would like to comment on the recent proposals regarding the Ward Boundary of the
Stockland Green Ward.
I live on
and regularly use the Post Office on the Green. I also do some wonderful
food shopping on Slade Road. I use Gravelly Hill Railway Station to get to my job in the City
Centre.
My eldest daughter is a student at Stockland Green Secondary School and my youngest
daughter goes to Brookville Primary School.
I think that it is sensible that the areas above are to remain in the Stockland Green Ward as,
although diverse areas, they are one community based around The Green.
I Hope that the issues that I have raised will be taken into account when a final decision is
made.
Yours faithfully
Collette Elliot (Ms)
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Standing up Together for our Community Identities in Erdington
Frank and Margaret King, Kingstanding Pensioners

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: THE PROPOSED BOUNDARY CHANGES TO EDINGTON
CONSTITUENCY.
As a lifelong resident of Kingstanding I wish to add my voice to the debate over the
proposed boundary changes to Erdington Constituency. It seems sensible to me to use the
College Road, a very busy dual carriageway , as the demarcation line between Kingstanding
Ward and what will become the new Perry Common Ward. I have long felt that Perry
Common is a natural community and the proposals put this into practise.
I am particularly pleased to see that the Bandywood Estate has been returned to
Kingsatanding as it was always part of the original Kingstanding Estate and as such part of
Kingstanding and not Oscott as it is at present. I shop at Kingsatanding Circle along with the
residents of the Bandywood. I attend the Bingo as do residents of the Bandywood. We are a
natural community!
Thank you for listening to me
Frank King
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Standing up Together for our Community Identities in Erdington
Olusegun Dosumu, BUACK Kingstanding African Community Organisation

To whom this may concern,
My name is Olusegun Dosumu. I am the chair of Governors at Christ the King Primary
School, Chair of the BUACK Kingstanding AfricanCommunitry Organisation and a long time
resident of the current Kingstanding Ward residing on Sidcup Road. I am a proud resident of
Kingstanding and am very pleased with the boundary commission proposals for the area I
live in and care about.
I am most pleased that the Bandywood Estate has been reunited with Kingstanding, its
natural home. When the original estate of Kingstanding was built the Bandywood was a
part of it and a previous boundary review broke this connection, but your plan rectifies this.
Reuniting Communities is part of your remit and this is exactly what you have done.
I fully support your proposals.
Yours Faithfully
Olusegun Dosumu
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Standing up Together for our Community Identities in Erdington
Helen Mortiboy, Head Teacher Twickenham Primary School

Dear Commissioner
I would like to register my approval regarding the proposed boundary changes for
Kingstanding. As Head Teacher at Twickenham Road School it makes sense to make College
Road the Kingstanding Ward boundary. Clearly the creation of a new Perry Common Ward
on the other side of the College Road is a sensible move. I note that the Bandywood Estate
which was part of the original Kingstanding estate when built has returned home.
I support the proposals which create relevant communities and hope that they go through
without amendment
Yours faithfully
Helen Mortiboy
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Standing up Together for our Community Identities in Erdington
Alison Foden, Manager Home Start

Dear Sir/Madam,
I write to support the proposals regarding the boundary changes as they are currently
stated. Having worked out of Slade School for many years it is clear the community regards
itself as part of Stockland Green. There are a plethora of community associations that have
sprung up in the areas that are part of the Stockland Green Ward Advisory Board that my
organisation is a member and it would make sense to keep as much of the existing
Stockland Green Ward in place as is possible. Keeping the historic green in the centre of the
ward, the proposed boundaries are locally recognised with many families of Stockland
Green shopping locally and using amenities within the Ward.
Now based at Six Ways Baptist Church, the Erdington Ward is logically based around the
High Street, which is seen as a local centre. Six Ways has always been a natural junction
between Erdington, Stockland Green and Gravelly Hill and the people we support recognise
this.
Kind Regards
Alison Foden
Manager – Home Start
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Standing up Together for our Community Identities in Erdington
Kei‐retta Farrell, Kingstanding Students

Dear Electoral Commissioner
I live on
and am currently studying at Warwick University. On a recent visit
home I have become aware that there are proposed changes to Kingstanding Ward.
Any change that emphasises the natural communities of Kingstanding have to be supported
and I believe your proposals do this more than adequately.
Therefore I support your proposals.
Yours sincerely
Kei‐Retta Farrell
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Standing up Together for our Community Identities in Erdington
Rick Savage, Ex British Army Sergeant Major

Dear Sir/Madam,
For three years I've had the privilege of living in Erdington. Erdington has a very strong
identity of good working class folk who love their local community, therefore it is imperative
that this community continues to flourish.
As an ex‐soldier, I know how important it is to get things done right.
I believe the new boundary changes will secure these strong community identities. I am
extremely impressed with the proposed new boundaries, they reflect our community
identities in Erdington.
Finally, I would like to confirm my support for these proposed changes.
Best wishes.
Rick Savage
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Standing up Together for our Community Identities in Erdington
Andy Winmill, Education and Training Coordinator Urban Devotion

To whom this may concern,
I am writing to you to indicate my support for the boundary commission’s proposals for the
proposed Perry Common Ward. I work in the area for the organisation I co‐founded Urban
Devotion, who work with young people across the Erdington area. I live in Perry Common
area and think that combining the areas of Perry Common, Wyrley Birch and New Oscott
makes sense, as many of the children from the three areas go to the North Birmingham
Academy School.
These three areas are also linked by many different community groups who work across all
three communities and allows for really effective and accountable local government. Most
importantly they make sense as a one‐member ward.
Kind Regards
Andy Winmill
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Standing up Together for our Community Identities in Erdington
Steve Goddard, Landlord at The New Inns

Dear Sir or Madam
I am the Landlord of The New Inns in Summer Lane, Erdington. This is a pub that very much
serves the Irish community and I am pleased to hear that my business will be within the
Stockland Green Ward, should the current proposals be adopted.
I feel that these proposals provide a stronger reflection of the community than the current
boundaries and I would like to support the current Boundary Commission proposals for the
Erdington and Stockland Green Ward.
Yours faithfully
Steve Goddard
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Standing up Together for our Community Identities in Erdington
Margaret Goodwin, Warren Farm School

Dear Commissioner,
I am writing to give my support for the new boundaries for the Kingstanding ward, which
our school lies in.
I am particularly pleased that the Bandywood estate is being returned to the Kingstanding
ward. It is undoubtedly felt to be a part of our local community and it is only right and
proper that we share Local Government representation. Both our school and our nearby
schools have pupils from across the Kingstanding ward, which itself helps create a
community identity, so I am pleased to see that large residential areas and communities are
not being broken up simply to fit into convenient political mathematics.
It is always welcome to see the recognition of local people and local groups when making
decisions like this and so I urge you to listen to our voices and keep Kingstanding united.
Yours sincerely,
Margaret Goodwin
Head Teacher
Warren Farm School
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Standing up Together for our Community Identities in Erdington
David Owen, Friends of Spring Lane
Also submitted individually

Dear Commissioner,
I write to support the proposals for boundary change as laid out. Having been a resident in
Erdington all of my life the proposals take into account local communities well, identifying
Pype Hayes, Pitts Farm, Birches Green and Erdington Hall as distinct communities within
Erdington. District/Constituency. The Erdington boundary has always been recognised as the
Chester Road and the M6 and using the A5127 as a ward boundary makes sense as the
residential communities on both sides of the road are quite distinct.
I hope that the commission can move quickly to resolve this issue and allow local councillors
to focus their attention upon more pressing matters.
Yours faithfully
David Owen
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Sandra Cooper

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Stirchley Neighbourhood Forum

Comment text:
The recommendations were discussed at a recent public meeting of Stirchley Neighbourhood
Forum. The proposal for a Stirchley Ward with one Councillor was welcomed. There was some
puzzlement at the inclusion of the Moor Green area to the north of the current boundary. It
was felt that the Ten Acres area (included in the original proposals put forward by the Forum)
would be a more natural fit as the two areas have been linked in a number of ways in the
past. Also Selly Park South (to the west of the River Rea) has a natural affinity with the
Stirchley area due to the periodic flooding of the rivers in the area.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Stockland Green Ward Advisory Board

2 February 2016

To The Local Government Boundary Commission for England,
We, the Stockland Green Ward Advisory Board, made up of the organisations listed at the foot
of this document, support the LGBCE proposal for the newly drawn Stockland Green Ward. The
newly drawn ward builds a ward around the historic Stockland Green, where the five main
roads that connect us to one another join, which are: Slade Road, Marsh Hill, Streetly Road,
Marsh Lane and Reservoir Road. This plan also preserves much of the community fabric that
has been built up for many years around the current Stockland Green Ward.
We work together as a Ward Advisory Board, the only one in Birmingham, to look at how we
can improve the area in which we live for the good of the whole community. We even
constituted as a community organisation and have applied and succeeding in obtaining funding
in order to achieve this goal. As a Ward Advisory Board we have a strategic ward plan which is
constantly updated as a living breathing document to determine what the priorities for
improving our community should be. Improving our community is something we are always
striving to do.
One of the most recent projects we embarked upon has been to see how we can help improve
the lives of older people who need support and what each of our groups can offer to our
shared goal of improving the lives our most vulnerable. Working together in this way has
allowed us to build relationships between our different community groups to support one
another. Another example of this is the collaboration that we have just embarked upon to
improve on of our parks, Bleak Hill Rec that runs between Marsh Lane and Short Heath Road.
To achieve this goal, we will be working together as a group with one member of our group, the
Friends of Brookvale Park, which lies off of George Road, showcasing what can be done by
working together to improve our local area.

Your contact regarding this letter is:

Mary Kennedy

Stockland Green Ward Advisory Board
To showcase the way we work together over the last 3 years we have established the Stockland
Green Community Awards, which shows off the great community work done within Stockland
Green every year, whether you are a member of our group or not. To do this we take
nominations from the community to show off the incredible work that individuals and groups
make to the lives of Stockland Green. Every year since we started the event it has grown in size
from one hundred people in the first year to two hundred and fifty people in November of
2015. This shows the great pride that so many of us take in the area we live.
As a group we are very diverse, as is Stockland Green which is the most multicultural ward in
Birmingham, and our collaboration has enabled us to build up greater community cohesion
across Stockland Green. This is something we are very proud of.
We are proud to say we live in Stockland Green and want to be able to keep saying we live in
Stockland Green and why it is such a great place is to live and work. That is why we would urge
you to keep the newly drawn Stockland Green Ward as you have drawn it, so that our
community is kept together and not be broken up into pieces. We want to continue to work
together in the way in which we have for the last ten years and keeping as much of the existing
ward together is the key to this. Please support us in this endeavour.
Yours sincerely, Members of Stockland Green Ward Advisory Board
Our membership comprises the following groups;
Streetwise
Friends of Brookvale Park
George Road Baptist Church
Royal Gardens Residents Association
Kingsbury Training Centre
Stockland Green Opportunity, Housing & Training
The Midlands Greek Centre
Highcroft Community Centre
Erdington Seventh Day Adventist Church

Your contact regarding this letter is:

Mary Kennedy

Friends of Witton Lakes
Stockland Green History Group
Stockland Green Methodist Church
Kingsbury Leisure Centre
Queensbury School
Erdington Asian Womens Society
Northside Welcome Centre
Bethany Outreach Project & Church
Home Start Stockland Green &
Erdington
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Comment text:
To merge Balsall Heath with Highgate would create a better ward than splitting Balsall Heath in
two. Balsall Heath has similar issues and benefits to Highgate and would also cause far less
upset that the original proposal
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Ian Edwards

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: St Paul's Community Development Trust

Comment text:
St. Paul’s Community Development Trust is Balsall Heath’s largest employer. It has been
working in the area for over 40 years. The Trust is a charity which began in 1973 as a series
of groups established by local people to work with the community of Balsall Heath. Its origins
lie in the desire of people in Balsall Heath to make a better future for their children, getting
together to start a nursery, adventure playground and small school. The three groups joined
forces to establish the Trust in the late 1970s, and from these small beginnings in voluntary
endeavour it has grown to be a thriving organisation. The Trust aims to ‘work with and
alongside the people of Balsall Heath to promote education, recreation and life-long learning.’ It
works with children, young people and adults, who are involved with the Trust in many different
ways. Many of those who came at first to use one of the Trust’s facilities have gone on to
support it as volunteers, as committee members, or have joined the staff as employees. If
Balsall Heath is split, we believe that this will be damaging to Balsall Heath and the people who
live there. It would also mean that St. Paul’s Trust would be in Sparkbrook. We strongly
endorse the proposal made by the Balsall Heath Forum for the creation of a Balsall Heath and
Highgate Ward. We believe that this will better meet the needs of people in both areas.
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Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
08 February 2016 14:37
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Boundary changes - proposed Summerfield Ward

From: Christopher Vaughan
Sent: 07 February 2016 15:03
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Boundary changes ‐ proposed Summerfield Ward
Hello,
The Summerfield Residents Association which comprises Summerfield Crescent, Link Road and Gillott Road as far as
Rotton Park Road have met and discussed the boundary changes. The meeting was unanimously in favour of the new
Summerfield Ward as it includes the communities grouped naturally around Summerfield Park and round the Reservoir
which act as twin focal points in this neighbourhood and allow for every kind of social interaction that brings the
neighbourhood together. Our own village greens.
Regards,
Chris Vaughan
Chair: Summerfield Residents Association
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The Review Officer (Birmingham)
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor Millbank Tower
Millbank
London, SW1P 4QP
6 February 2016
Dear Review Officer,
I am writing on behalf of the Moseley Society to



Object to the Commission’s draft proposals for ward boundaries that
would divide our community between 5 wards
Support the combined community proposal submitted by David Isgrove on
behalf of the whole community for a two-councillor Moseley Ward. We
have been involved in every word, comma and map point of that
submission.

The Moseley Society is a very active civic amenity society, founded in 1979. That
was too late for involvement in the 1976 enquiry into ward boundaries that
resulted in the division of our community and our shopping centre between
Moseley and Sparkhill Wards, later also becoming a constituency boundary. We
know how many difficulties that made for those of us trying to secure
improvements or even equal service delivery across the divide. For example
wind-blown litter is not collected when street cleansing is operated by two
different depots on either side of a line on a map and the shopping centre is
therefore permanently litter-strewn.
The Moseley Society is a membership organisation. We collect around 400
subscriptions and represent around 1,000 members. The attached map shows
their distribution across Moseley. Since 15 December 2015 when the
Commission’s draft proposals were published those members have been actively
involved in helping to distribute leaflets and advertise the public meeting. I
cannot recall such an eager response – on one day alone I counted 50 emails
from members wanting to help.
Moseley as an active, connected, identified community:
The Moseley History group is part of our Society and so we can tell you with
confidence that



Museleie is listed in the Domesday Book
The first owners of Moseley Hall and its estate were the Grevis family from
Kings Norton, Moseley being part of the parish of Kings Norton








In 1405 Pope Innocent V11 sent a licence to the Bishop of Worcestershire
for a Chapel of Ease to be allowed at St Mary’s, Moseley
During the rapid expansion of Victorian and Edwardian Moseley many local
groups and societies were developed – the Moseley & Balsall Heath
Institute; many sports clubs; an earlier Moseley Society; The Moseley &
Kings Heath Journal. We know a great deal about the flourishing of
sporting, artistic, dramatic, literary and musical Moseley life at that time.
Moseley has always been a place where people moving to Birmingham
wanted to settle and identify with. It welcomed many refugees who
managed to escape from Nazi Germany. Throughout the later part of the
20th century Moseley has continued to attract people moving into
Birmingham or wanting to relocate within the city. Some of the reasons
we have identified are the good reputation of local schools, (including the
only Jewish primary school in the city which these days attracts more
Muslim than Jewish children whose families are drawn together by shared
values); attractive, large houses into which musical instruments fit easily;
proximity to places of employment such as Birmingham University and
hospitals; and above all the community-spiritedness of the local
population.
When people deliberately seek out an area they are also keen to join in
with community life – through places of worship, schools, The Society,
sports clubs and more recently through Moseley Forum, Moseley
Community Development Trust which runs Moseley Exchange, Moseley in
Bloom, the Farmers’ Market and many other local groups. The rooms
available in church halls and other places of worship and at Moseley
Exchange are booked every night by local groups. The most recent arrival
has been U3A – the University of the 3rd Age. It was set up as a Moseley &
Kings Heath branch and the inaugural meeting attracted so many
potential members that the doors had to be closed and a waiting list
formed until the first 200 memberships had been processed.

Our experience of how convenient and effective local government can be
achieved:
We have experience since 1979 of working with councillors and city officers to
try to improve Moseley, and in particular the built environment which is the
remit of our civic amenity society. We have seen councillors of all the main
parties come and go. We have seen enormous changes in the way city officers
working for planning, transportation, waste management, regulatory services
including licensing and environmental health, have been organised and
reorganised. We have experience of what works.
Councillors:
 Your proposals will divide what the community thinks of as Moseley
between five Wards, which will be represented by six councillors. Only one
of these, the councillor for Moseley Ward, will have most of their attention
on what we think of as part of Moseley, although even that person will
have part of Balsall Heath, including Balsall Heath Park and the top end of
Ladypool Road, to care for. All the other councillors will have their main
focus on other areas – Balsall Heath, Stirchley, Kings Heath, Sparkhill
South. In our experience larger wards work better, are much more
efficient to administer, provide citizens with a choice of Councillors to
approach. We think it important that there is a choice of gender available.
In a single councillor ward what will happen if the councillor is ill, becomes
Lord Mayor, is a cabinet member with many other responsibilities?
Neighbouring single councillor wards represented by different political

parties are less likely to cooperate for the common good than to score
political points.
Community, councillor, officer co-operation:








Despite the problems in dealing with the Moseley/Sparkbrook boundary
which gave us six Councillors, two ward sub-committees, two MPs, two
waste collection depots, two planning control areas, we have managed to
develop some successful initiatives. Because the city council has never
owned any public buildings in Moseley (apart from some toilets long since
demolished) and therefore has never based any staff here, and because
we are a relatively less-deprived and needy area than some of our
neighbours, we have got used to taking the initiative.
In 1991 there was a crisis in the shopping area caused by the closure of
the main supermarket. A ‘Moseley Action Plan’ led to a ‘Moseley
Implementation Group’ chaired by a particularly gifted Planning Officer.
The group was an effective combination of city officers and local residents.
This produced a ‘Non-retail uses’ Supplementary Planning Document, and
also led on to the formation of Moseley Forum after the City Council had
agreed that Forum areas could reflect real communities and cross existing
ward boundaries. The Forum and the Society subsequently worked
together to help establish the Moseley Community Development Trust
(MCDT).
In 2004, when most of Moseley was included in the current Moseley &
Kings Heath Ward, forming groups, in the way pioneered by the ‘Moseley
Implementation Group’, became easier. The Moseley Regen Group grew
out of a concern by councillors about empty properties in the area. That
group is now run by a volunteer from MCDT but it represents all of
Moseley - an area large enough to ensure officers find it worthwhile to
work with. That group produced the Moseley Supplementary Planning
Document 2014, the first such community-led document in the city and
upon which the proposal for a two-councillor Moseley ward boundary has
been based.
The Moseley & Kings Heath Ward Greener, Cleaner, Safer Environment
Group is another example of a successful group which, run by a volunteer
from The Moseley Society, is chaired by a councillor and attended by
relevant officers. Started in 2001 in preparation for the boundary changes
that took place in 2004, it has pioneered a number of initiatives that were
taken up and replicated city-wide including graffiti removal; kerbside
collections of recyclable materials; kerbside junk-swaps.

We know we reflect the community interests and identity of Moseley;
we have long experience in providing for convenient and effective local
government. The proposal set out in the documents submitted by David
Isgrove on behalf of us all also provide for equality of representation.
All the criteria are therefore met in the community proposal which has received
widespread support. In the Commission’s proposal only the equality of
representation criterion is met while the other two considerations are failed.
Yours faithfully
Fiona Adams MBE
Secretary, The Moseley Society

Distribution of Members of
The Moseley Society

Community
Groups
Proposed
Boundary

OS Base Map Crown Copyright

Local Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

Page 1 of 1

Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Lynn Williams

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Tower Block Action Group

Feature Annotations

2: Jarvis Road Tower Blocks

1: Erdington Ward

Contains Ordnance Survey data © Crown copyright and database rights 2013.

Map Features:

Annotation 1:

Erdington Ward

Annotation 2:

Jarvis Road Tower Blocks

Comment text:
We ask the commission to have an Erdington Ward based on the proposal drawn above. This ward would best represent the community of Erdington ensure that
all of the historic Erdington is retained in the same ward so protecting our brilliant community spirit. Erdington is a historic place with a stretch of listed buildings
from Orchard Road, down Orphanage Road, up to the Abbey and then past the Erdington Cottages down to the junction of Gravelly Lane. As the heart and sole
of the community a proposal which split these would rip apart our community and destroy its character. Everyone in our road would describe themselves as part
of Erdington please ensure we remain part of Erdington. We also support the North Birmingham Community Together submission for the boundary changes, which
brings together groups from across North Birmingham. Thank you.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7358
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Jackie Bayliss

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Turfpits Lane Residents Association

Feature Annotations

3: The Ring
Parade
and
1: Shopping
Perry Common
Ward
park

2: Erdington Ward

Contains Ordnance Survey data © Crown copyright and database rights 2013.

Map Features:

Annotation 1:

Perry Common Ward

Annotation 2:

Erdington Ward

Annotation 3:

The Ring Shopping Parade and park

Comment text:
I am the Chair of the Turfpits Lane Residents Association, which covers Turfpits Lane, Streetly Road, Sheddington Road and the bottom of Jerry's Lane. We were
seriously concerned by the proposals put forward by the Commission for our area, as well as some of the inaccuracies in the evidence put forward. The Labour
Party in their submission suggested that the one shop on Jerry's Lane was a shopping centre that people from as far away as Gravelly Lane in Erdington would
be using regularly. This is despite the fact that they have a shopping parade on Gravelly Lane/Station Road and then Erdington High Street. A single convenience
shop is clearly not the major shopping attraction it was portrayed to be. Meanwhile the Conservative proposal submitted lumped Perry Common in with Stockland
Green in a large two member ward when they clearly are separate areas each deserving of their own Councillor. Our area, Court Farm, has historically been part
of Perry Common, it part of the Perry Common Parish and residents associate with the shops and community hall on Witton Lodge Road by the ring and the
Social Club on the corner of Witton Lodge Road and Turfpits Lane. Indeed Witton Lodge Road as the main road through Perry Common is currently split between
a number of wards and this continues in the draft proposal put forward by the commission, by adding our area to Perry Common instead of the Wryley Birch area
which does not even have a road connection with Perry Common then our community is better served and represented. We are backing the proposals put forward
by the North Birmingham Community Together group of residents which will mean that our community is much better represented than currently is being put
forward in wards that have more equal representation. Thank you

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7342
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Shabbir Akhtar

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: tyseley communiuty forum

Comment text:
hi Tyseley community forum supports the Tyseley ward. I have uploaded some history and
heritage of the local area. all the best shabbir

Uploaded Documents:
Download

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7049

28/01/2016

Tyseley
First record Tisseleye 1327
Old English Tyssa's leah may mean 'Tyssa's forest clearing' and is first found recorded in the
1327 Lay Subsidy Rolls. 'Tyssa may be a personal name, although it is not recorded
elsewhere. However, the name may possibly refer to Tiw, an Anglo-Saxon god of war, or to
a person named after him. If this is the case, the name may indicate a rare late survival of
paganism, or less likely a settlement founded earlier than the conversion to Christianity. The
modern pronuncation, ties ley reflects the modern spelling; it would have been pronounced as
tiss ley.
The clearing is on glacial drift which produces soils that were initially easier to work than the
surrounding soils of heavy red clay. Tyseley was originally a Saxon settlement, part of the
Worcestershire manor of Yardley. The district is now centred around Tyseley railway station
which was built in 1907 just off the Warwick Road on Wharfedale Road.

View looking out of city - early 1900s? The booking office was located on the road bridge
serving both island platforms. Thanks for the use of this image to Mike Musson,
Warwickshire Railways. See Acknowledgements for a link to his website.
However, where the original settlement was located is open to conjecture. South of the
junction of Sunningdale Road and Ferndene Road in the Middle Ages Tyseley Hall stood
within a moat. In Georgian times a successor was built as Tyseley Farm which was
demolished in the 1920s. Was this where the Anglo-Saxon Tyssa originally established his
claim to the land?
Lower Greet Mill is thought to have stood at the confluence of the River Cole and Tyseley
Brook. The site is north of River Lee Road, another name for the brook. Nothing is known
about this mill other than that it appears on a map of 1725. It may be that corn was ground
here when the manorial mill, Greet Mill was used to make blades during the Civil War. The
mill had gone by 1820.

Above: Tyseley train station
Birmingham Railway Museum.
The Birmingham & Oxford Railway had been built in 1852, with the nearest station being at
Acocks Green. When in 1907 the North Warwickshire line to Stratford was built, Tyseley
station was built just before the junction to serve both lines. The station buildings are little
altered and are Locally Listed.
In 1908 Tyseley engine sheds were opened. They were closed and demolished in 1969 but
subsequently became the site of Birmingham Railway Museum.
In the early years of the 20th century Tyseley developed as a good working-class district, an
extension of Sparkhill along the Stratford Road. The opening of Tyseley Station 1907 gave
added impetus to building development. Farmland south of Formans Road was developed
after Yardley amalgamated with Birmingham 1911. Land east of Reddings Road was
subsequently developed by the city council for municipal housing.

Above: Castles and Halls at Tyseley

To serve the increasing population St Edmund's Church on Reddings Lane was built as a
mission in 1895. Rebuilt as an iron church in 1913 it was given its present dedication and
consecrated in 1932. A new rectangular red-brick building with round-headed windows was
built by H W Hobbis in 1940.
Much of the area, especially around Tyseley railway goods yard, was developed for industry
and, although there were major industrial changes during the latter half of 20th century, much
of it it remains as such.
Map below reproduced from Andrew Rowbottom’s website of Old Ordnance Survey maps
Popular Edition, Birmingham 1921.
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Organisation Name: Tyseley Locomotive History Association

Comment text:
Dear Sir/Madan Tyseley has since 1327 at the period called Tisseleye. More recently Tyseley is
known for the the Birmingham Railway Museum and the area has a deep routed history in
locomotives. Nearby there is Tyseley tran station. It's wonderful preserving the name Tyseley
and the area boundary commission has drawn has close relevance to the history of Tyseley.
Tyseley locomotive history association would be grateful if the Tyseley name could remain and
the designated area.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7047

27/01/2016

Local Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

Page 1 of 1

Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Tim Phillips

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Tyseley street watch

Comment text:
Tyseley street watch offers full support to the Tyseley ward proposal

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7283
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Alison Gove-Humphries

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: WeAreB28

Comment text:
I am a representative of a community organisation in Hall Green - WeAreB28. We have worked
long and hard to forge a community identity in Hall Green as it has undergone great
demographic changes in the last 20 years. Reflect community identity Point 1 - Hall Green, an
area of historic interest The Boundary Commission's proposals for Hall Green ward is to split it
up into three wards - Hall Green North, Hall Green South and Tyseley. Hall Green’s origins
date back to the 16th century. The first record of Hawe Green dates back to 1562, taking its
name from a Medieval family whose moated hall stood at the junction of School Road and Fox
Hollies Road. The modern centre of Hall Green has spread along the Stratford Road. This route
is of great antiquity and was mentioned in the Yardley Charter of 972 AD . For 1000 years,
people have travelled through Hall Green. For years, it was the main route into Birmingham.
Although Hall Green as a residential district is a mid-20th-century suburban development, very
many residential areas in the north of the ward were built between 1910 and the 1920s. It is
very proud of its Arts and Crafts buildings. The Church of the Ascension is a Grade II* Listed
building is over 300 years old dating from 1703. It remains one of the few neo-classical church
buildings in the city. The streets around the church form the important Hall Green Conservation
Area. For more details on the Hall Green conservation area, see
http://www.birmingham.gov.uk/schoolca This link includes a map that indicates the boundaries
of the conservation area. There is an argument that the almshouses and the side of School
Road they abut should also be included in the ward. There has been a Hall Green school for
300 years. There’s been a station in Hall Green for over 100 years. Hall Green United
Community Church has existed for nearly 100 years. Hall Green Parade has existed for over
100 years and Sarehole Mill dates back more than 250 years. With this in mind, a Hall Green
ward boundary that does not encompass the whole Hall Green conservation area and the
historic buildings mentioned is ripping apart an area with over 300 years of historical
importance. Point 2 - Hall Green - forging a community identity Recently Hall Green has
undergone great demographic changes. For many years, community organisations have been
working hard to forge good community links between the different faiths in the community and
the different generations. The number of young people in the ward has grown considerably in
the last ten years. It now needs a period of real stability so that the community cohesion of
the area can continue to be nurtured and fostered. The community group WeAreB28 have
worked very hard to bridge the divide caused by the Stratford Road and now the Boundary
Commission are intending to undo all this good work by creating Hall Green North and South the divide being the Stratford Road. Hall Green is composed of residents and community
members who enjoy taking an active part in their community, whether the activities being
offered by the various religious organisations, the schools, the Library, South & City College,
Fircones, a centre providing activities for senior residents, Beechcroft Tennis & Multi Sports club
and community events such as the Arts Festivals and various community markets as well as the
annual Middle Earth Festival. Point 3 - Hall Green - culture and economy Hall Green has only
one council asset - Hall Green Library - but it is rich in religious community buildings and also
has Highfield Hall. If the ward of Tyseley is created, Hall Green will lose South & City College,
Sarehole Mill, Hall Green school, Hall Green station, Hall Green parade, Hall Green Medical
Centre and Hall Green United Community church (the former Methodist church). Everyone in
Hall Green will be affected by these changes. There is also a thriving Hall Green Arts

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/6879
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organisation. Provide for effective local government We have had three councillors representing
the Hall Green ward for a long time and they have been of excellent calibre, mainly living in
the area and being passionate about it. If one councillor was sick or on holiday, the others
would take over. This will be much more difficult if Hall Green is split into single one member
wards. While there can be no doubt that 'electoral equity' is desirable, it can only be achieved
when other than numerical factors are also equal. For example, the needs of a ward with a
deprived area in it may well require more intensive representation than the more prosperous. I
have a concern that your first consideration is to 'improve electoral equality by equalising the
number of electors each councillor represents' and second to that is ' Reflect community
identity'. Community identity should come first. I also believe for reasons given above that
single member wards will not represent Hall Green more effectively than it is represented at the
moment. As one resident and community member of Hall Green wrote "If it is not broken why
fix it?'

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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WEST MIDLANDS FIRE AND RESCUE SERVICE
CONSULTATION RESPONSE
‘Electoral Review of Birmingham City Council: Draft Recommendations’

West Midlands Fire Service (WMFS) has considered the draft recommendations
on the new electoral arrangements for Birmingham City Council and can confirm
that the greatest impact will be the internal changes required to the delivery of its
services and the electronic systems which facilitate this in order to adapt to the
proposals.
Perhaps the greatest impact will be the impact on the prevention based activities
which are administrated for using the current ward based boundaries. These
would require re-alignment to divide the new proposed wards between WMFS’s
38 community Fire Stations.
With respect to electronic systems, WMFS will seek to manage the impact by
adapting systems to take into account the revisions made to the wards. The
impact on vehicle mobilisation and fall back systems will also need due
consideration.
However, taking the above into account WMFS is confident that any changes
necessitated by this electoral review will not unduly or adversely impact upon the
services it delivers or its local partnership arrangements.

Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Fuller, Heather
08 February 2016 14:14
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Support for Proposed Boundary Changes
image001.wmz; image006.wmz

From: Linda Hines
Sent: 08 February 2016 13:54
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Cc:
Subject: Support for Proposed Boundary Changes
To whom it may concern
As an organisation (Witton Lodge Community Association) we are writing to indicate our support for the boundaries of
three of your proposed wards: Kingstanding, Perry Common and Stockland Green, subject to a minor change in the
Stockland Green/ Perry Common border, which would put the entirety of Witton Lakes in the Stockland Green Ward,
rather than following the path that goes through the lakes, as the current proposal does.
The proposed Perry Common Ward, subject to the mentioned minor change, combines the three communities of Perry
Common, Wyrley Birch and the New Oscott Estate. All three of the communities engage in work with us at Witton Lodge
Community Association, which binds the communities together, as well as the work of other community groups. All of the
communities are well defined and have defined boundaries that have be respected by your submission.
We agree with your proposals for the proposed Stockland Green, as it builds the ward around the 'green', keeps the
community who identify as living in Stockland Green together and also keeps the green corridor between Brookvale Park
and Witton Lakes together. The ward also has the Ward Advisory Board, which many different community groups in
Stockland Green are a part of and work well together across the whole of the proposed Ward.
Finally on the Kingstanding Ward, the boundary with the Perry Common Ward along the College Road makes complete
sense, as it provides a natural barrier between the community of Kingstanding and the communities in Perry Common.
Your ward boundary also makes sense, at it unifies the Bandywood Estate, a historic part of the old Kingstanding estate
back with Kingstanding.
In Summary we agree with your proposals, as they best represent community identity.

Regards

L S Hines
Linda Hines MBE | Chair/Director
Witton Lodge Community Association
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Organisation Name: Woodbridge Cornerstone Residents' Association

Comment text:
Response to the consultation on proposed boundary changes affecting Moseley, Birmingham My
comment is on behalf of the Woodbridge Cornerstone Residents’ Association. We are a group of
11 households, residents of the Cornerstone development, Woodbridge Road, Moseley. We live
in the heart of Moseley. Opposite us is Moseley police station, which would no longer be in
Moseley ward under the proposed changes. Down the street is the thriving Moseley commercial
centre, which would be in Balsall Heath. The proposed boundary changes will splinter the
current Moseley and Kings Heath ward and will in our view be disastrous for Moseley. Moseley
is a diverse, cohesive, lively community with many residents involved in a model of a civil
society. The area, including the thriving commercial area, has a strong identity which would be
lost with these boundary changes. At present the various voluntary groups working to preserve
Moseley’s history and consolidate its future can work closely with Moseley’s councillors.
Administratively, it works. If Moseley is fragmented this will be impossible, to the detriment of
the whole area. Our Association is very concerned about the proposed changes and we urge you
to think again. Sue Thompson Chair, Woodbridge Cornerstone Residents’ Association 16/01/2016

Uploaded Documents:
Download

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/6805
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Response to the consultation on proposed boundary changes affecting
Moseley, Birmingham

My comment is on behalf of the Woodbridge Cornerstone Residents’ Association.
We are a group of 11 households, residents of the Cornerstone development,
Woodbridge Road, Moseley. We live in the heart of Moseley. Opposite us is Moseley
police station, which would no longer be in Moseley ward under the proposed
changes. Down the street is the thriving Moseley commercial centre, which would be
in Balsall Heath.
The proposed boundary changes will splinter the current Moseley and Kings Heath
ward and will in our view be disastrous for Moseley. Moseley is a diverse, cohesive,
lively community with many residents involved in a model of a civil society. The area,
including the thriving commercial area, has a strong identity which would be lost with
these boundary changes.
At present the various voluntary groups working to preserve Moseley’s history and
consolidate its future can work closely with Moseley’s councillors. Administratively, it
works. If Moseley is fragmented this will be impossible, to the detriment of the whole
area.
Our Association is very concerned about the proposed changes and we urge you to
think again.

Sue Thompson
Chair, Woodbridge Cornerstone Residents’ Association
16/01/2016
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Pat Brown

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Wylde Green Neighbourhood Forum

Comment text:
Response of Wylde Green Neighbourhood Forum to the Boundary Commission’s Proposals We
are very pleased with the proposals that the BC have put forward for the new area of Wylde
Green that many of our main points have been accepted, and that Wylde Green has been
recognised and acknowledged as being a strong and well defined community. It is especially
pleasing to see the proposals that Wylde Green Road and Wylde Green Railway Station are to
be incorporated into Wylde Green. We do however have some reservations to make, the first
two of which are in line with the proposals set out in the response from Sutton Coldfield
Independent Residents’ Group. 1. Point 8. The Wylde Green Maney Border. This concerns the
splitting in two of Maney Hill Road we agree with their suggestion that a more natural boundary
would be the back gardens of houses on the South side of Maney Hill Road down to Maney Hill
School. We agree that the South end of the Road is definitely in Wylde Green community and
so some of it will be in Wylde Green anyway. This would avoid the splitting of neighbours living
on opposite sides of the road which can never be a good idea if it can be avoided. We also
agree with their comment recommending that Goldieslie Road and Birmingham Road up to
Highbridge Road are included in Maney (Trinity) ward because they share facilities with Beeches
Walk more than they would Wylde Green. 2. Point 9. The Wylde Green Maney Border. We agree
with SCIRG’s proposals that The Driffold is definitely more part of the town centre (Maney) than
it is part of Wylde Green and that the whole of The Driffold should be in the Maney ward. We
also agree with their suggestion that Beeches Walk would fit better into Maney because it does
better relate to the Sutton Coldfield Cinema and the start of the shopping area of Sutton
Coldfield centre. 3. We would like to point out that we are concerned, as are other groups in
Sutton Coldfield, with the disproportionate imbalance of the size and number of councillors
representing the whole of Sutton Coldfield compared to Birmingham. We would if possible, like
to see Sutton Coldfield represented by 11 not 10 councillors. This would help to even out the
size of the wards and bring them more in line with those in the rest of Birmingham. 4. Finally
we would like the Boundary Commission, perhaps at a future date because we know that it is
not currently feasible due to the start of the formation of the Sutton Town Council, to
reconsider the south border of Sutton Coldfield/ Birmingham at the boundary of Wylde Green. It
would make more sense to use the natural line of the Chester Road as the boundary. Currently
roads such as Broadfields are split down the middle which many residents find difficult to
understand. Many thanks for what must be an incredibly difficult task, Pat Brown WGNF
Secretary. ( I have also pasted this document in 'upload document ' section but not sure the
correct document has been put there)

Uploaded Documents:
Download

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7371
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Response of Wylde Green Neighbourhood Forum
to the Boundary Commission’s Proposals
We are very pleased with the proposals that the BC have put forward for the new area of
Wylde Green that many of our main points have been accepted, and that Wylde Green has
been recognised and acknowledged as being a strong and well defined community. It is
especially pleasing to see the proposals that Wylde Green Road and Wylde Green Railway
Station are to be incorporated into Wylde Green.
We do however have some reservations to make, the first two of which are in line with the
proposals set out in the response from Sutton Coldfield Independent Residents’ Group.
1. Point 8. The Wylde Green Maney Border. This concerns the splitting in two of
Maney Hill Road we agree with their suggestion that a more natural boundary would
be the back gardens of houses on the South side of Maney Hill Road down to Maney
Hill School. We agree that the South end of the Road is definitely in Wylde Green
community and so some of it will be in Wylde Green anyway. This would avoid the
splitting of neighbours living on opposite sides of the road which can never be a good
idea if it can be avoided. We also agree with their comment recommending that
Goldieslie Road and Birmingham Road up to Highbridge Road are included in Maney
(Trinity) ward because they share facilities with Beeches Walk more than they would
Wylde Green.
2. Point 9. The Wylde Green Maney Border. We agree with SCIRG’s proposals that The
Driffold is definitely more part of the town centre (Maney) than it is part of Wylde
Green and that the whole of The Driffold should be in the Maney ward. We also
agree with their suggestion that Beeches Walk would fit better into Maney because it
does better relate to the Sutton Coldfield Cinema and the start of the shopping area of
Sutton Coldfield centre.
3. We would like to point out that we are concerned, as are other groups in Sutton
Coldfield, with the disproportionate imbalance of the size and number of councillors
representing the whole of Sutton Coldfield compared to Birmingham. We would if
possible, like to see Sutton Coldfield represented by 11 not 10 councillors. This
would help to even out the size of the wards and bring them more in line with those in
the rest of Birmingham.
4. Finally we would like the Boundary Commission, perhaps at a future date because we
know that it is not currently feasible due to the start of the formation of the Sutton
Town Council, to reconsider the south border of Sutton Coldfield/ Birmingham at the
boundary of Wylde Green. It would make more sense to use the natural line of the
Chester Road as the boundary. Currently roads such as Broadfields are split down the
middle which many residents find difficult to understand.
Many thanks for what must be an incredibly difficult task,
Pat Brown

WGNF Secretary.
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Organisation Name: Yardley Conservation Society

Comment text:
My comments can be found in the attached Word document (.doc) file. Thank you.

Uploaded Documents:
Download
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Yardley Conservation Society
Birmingham, West Midlands

2nd February 2016

Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor, Millbank Tower
Millbank
London SW1P 4QP
Dear Sir,

Re: Electoral Review, Birmingham City Council
I am writing as the Chair, and on behalf, of the Yardley Conservation Society in
Birmingham in response to your request for comments on your Draft Recommendations
for the alterations to the Ward Boundaries across the City following the Kerslake Report.
Our society is concerned with the conservation of Yardley which was a distinct village and
originally not part of the City of Birmingham until amalgamation came in 1911. The
Yardley Conservation Area, established in 1969, and the first of its kind in the City, is
mainly the old Village of Yardley and comprises Yardley Parish Church (St. Edburgha), The
Trust School, Yardley Old Park and many houses and farm buildings located in Church
Road and School Lane, Yardley. Its history goes back many centuries; the Trust School
dates back to the 15th and 16th centuries and much of the church is medieval. Yardley was
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Hence, Yardley has a strong claim to be called Yardley.
The place and its community have been known as Yardley for generations. The part of
Birmingham in which these buildings are located has always been known as Yardley. When
postal areas were used, prior to postcodes being introduced, the addresses were always
given as Yardley, Birmingham; originally in the County of Worcester, then Warwick and
now, West Midlands.
Our comments are guided largely by the second of your criteria, which states that "Ward

patterns should – as far as possible – reflect community interests and identities and
boundaries should be identifiable." Furthermore, we suggest that consideration be given

to some boundary changes though we are unable to assess whether or not electoral
equality would be maintained as we do not have access to the detailed electorate
statistics.

In particular, our comments relate to four recommended Wards which are listed below:






56 – Stechford East
57 – Stechford West
76 – Yardley East
77 – Yardley West

Birmingham City Council currently comprises 120 councillors, with three councillors for
each of 40 Wards. Your recommendation envisages the Council having 101 councillors
representing 77 wards; 53 wards having one councillor and 24 wards having two
councillors. Thus, the number of wards will almost double, and are therefore of a smaller
geographical area. It would seem to us that wards can now more easily reflect the
communities which to some extent reflect the distinct (though not always well-defined)
districts of our city.
Our concern is that the names and areas of the four wards listed above do not reflect the
communities, areas, identities or boundaries of the districts of Stechford and Yardley. The
use of compass points to differentiate neighbouring wards is unhelpful and does nothing
to support community spirit. It is true that South Yardley is a reasonably well-defined
district of the City though a current ward name of Stechford and Yardley North has not
been well-received. The proposals are confusing and fail to resonate with the electorate.
Using the Ordnance survey maps you provide on your Website, together with our own
knowledge, it can be shown that each of the four recommended wards listed above can be
characterised as follows:


56 - Stechford East
part of this ward lies in the district of Stechford;
most of it lies in the district of Yardley



57 – Stechford West
part of this ward lies in the district of Stechford;
most of it lies in the district of Yardley



76 – Yardley East
most of this ward lies in the district of South Yardley.
Hence the compass point is confusing.



77 – Yardley West
a small part of this ward lies in the district of Yardley;
the remainder lies in the districts of Hay Mills, Tyseley, Stockfield and Acocks Green

Your proposals use the A4040 (Station Road/Stoney Lane), from the Birmingham to
London railway line (in the north) to the junction of Stoney Lane, Hob Moor Lane and
Church Road (in the south) to delineate Stechford West from Stechford East. Although a
major road (albeit a single-carriageway), it is not a community-separating feature.
The district of Stechford does not extend further south than the B4128 (Bordesley Green
East). We suspect that using that road as a boundary for Stechford (to the north) and
Yardley (to the south) would probaby not achieve electoral equality and would thus require
further alterations elsewhere to achieve it.

We can summarise our views as follows:
1. The recommended wards of Stechford West and East, and Yardley West and East in
no way reflect the communities of the districts of Stechford and Yardley.
2. The Yardley Conservation Area, with its long history and its historically important
buidings cannot by any stretch of the imagination be identified with Stechford.
3. The use of compass points to differentiate neighbouring wards is unhelpful and will
confuse many of the electorate.
We note that of the 77 wards proposed for Birmingham, ten use compass points,
i.e. Hall Green (N|S), Northfield (E|W), Sparkhill (N|S), Stechford (E|W) and
Yardley (E|W), four of which (i.e. Stechford and Yardley) are all juxtapositioned.
4. The boundary between Stechford West and Stechford East is pure fiction and finds
no justification in the way community identity and neighbourhood endeavours
operate.
We are pleased that there has been an opportunity for us to register our serious
misgivings on how your recommendations will distort our communities. It is our fervent
hope that what has been presented here is cogent and well-argued and that alterations
will be enacted that will support and improve community cohesion and effort, and enhance
the political process and the governance of the City of Birmingham.
Yours sincerely,

Carol Pearce (Mrs)
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Shaukat Mahmood

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: ZIA UL QURAN

Comment text:
We support the proposals for the division of the Washwood Heath ward into two distinct wards
of Saltley & Alum Rock. The mosque I represent has a congregation of approximately 3000
people living primarily in the proposed Saltley ward. The community of Saltley comprises largely
of people from the Indian Sub Continent with some newly arrived communities from Somalia.
The proposals would keep the extended families of these communities together, and as such
after speaking to the congregation we feel this is the best way forward, and fully support the
proposals of the Boundary Commission. The 1 single member wards would be best for
Community Leadership in this part of the city.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7618

08/02/2016
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Mohammed Nawaz

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Zia-Ul-Quran Mosque (General Secretary)

Comment text:
As the General Secretary of the largest mosque (Zia Ul Quran, Bowyer Road) in Washwood
Heath, I would like to put my views accross on behalf of the organisation. We currently engage
with thousands of local people and are one of the main local mosques in the area. Our strong
links within the community have meant that we have managed to learn a lot about the people
who live here over time. The boundaries proposal do not support the community working we
have established in the area as we would be forced to be separated from the residents who live
on the other side of Alum Rock Road. The proposal to have a division line in cutting through
the middle of the neighburhood is a bad idea and people will not be happy with the changes. At
present we have 3 councillors across Washwood Heath ward and I understand the proposal is to
split it up to 3 so there will be one councillor each ward. As I live in Alum Rock and not the
Ward end side of washwood heath, my main concern and the mosques concern is the areas
which are referred as alum rock and saltley. I think that they should be joined together and be
called one area 'Alum Rock' because all the people already say they live in Alum Rock. Nobody
says Washwood Heath anyway and we are all one Alum Rock community. Thank you

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7747

11/02/2016

