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Jennifer Lancelott

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
The only thing that comes to mind about Tyseley is the tip. It is an industrial area with many
factories that have closed down. There is no community. Hall Green is a historic area within
Birmingham. I have lived in Hall Green all my life and am proud to live in a community where
history the history is so strong, with Sarehole mill and links to Tolkein. I attend the Middle
Earth Festival every year it's held at Sarehole Mill and go to the markets and events held there.
Hall Green Station is a busy station with a lot of footfall and a vital link in the midlands. I used
to go to a teenage reading group at Hall Green Library and spent a lot of time there as a child.
My parents have lived in Hall Green for over forty years and love living here. My mother used
to ride her bike around Hall Green hoping one day she could live here. The Hall Green area in
Birmingham is a wonderful area and to call some of us Tyseley would split up a thriving multi
cultural community that is proud to call itself Hall Green. I wasn't surprised the meeting held
about this name change had over 200 in attendance. I would strongly be in favour of the
Labour councillors proposal to keep Hall Green in the title of the new wards.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7199

03/02/2016

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

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
09 February 2016 09:18
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Birmingham Ward Boundaries Review: The Parish Map of Acocks Green
Acocks Green Parish Map-2.pdf

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Julia Larden
Sent: 08 February 2016 23:16
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Cc:
Subject: Birmingham Ward Boundaries Review: The Parish Map of Acocks Green
Dear Sirs
Further to previous submissions please find attached one additional piece of data in regard to Acocks Green,
sourced by David Treadwell,
Chair of Acocks Green Neighbourhood Forum. This is the Parish Map of
Acocks Green: we note that Parish maps can be taken into account according to your notes on submissions for
Boundaries revisions.
This map supports in the main the submission put forward by Acocks Green Neighbourhood Forum, a submission
which I personally support.
Yours faithfully
Julia Larden
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Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
09 February 2016 09:22
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Birmingham Ward Boundaries Review (Acocks Green Ward)

From: Julia Larden
Sent: 08 February 2016 21:21
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Birmingham Ward Boundaries Review (Acocks Green Ward)

Dear Sir/Madam
I write in connection with the Boundary Commission’s draft recommendations for Birmingham. I object to
the proposal to break up the present Acocks Green ward at the Chiltern Railway line on the north side,
whilst the current ward boundary is at the bridge of the Union canal which run below Yardley Road. I
would strongly dispute the offered justification that the proposed new ward: ‘[…] reflects community
identity in this area’. Anyone who lives in Acocks Green will recognise this claim as nonsense.
This recommendation fails to understand the established community that is Acocks Green. Groups like
Acocks Green Neighbourhood Forum, Acocks Green Focus Group, Acocks Green History Society, Acocks
Green Village Partnership and Acocks Green in Bloom contain many individuals drawn from both sides of
the railway line, with the contribution from the north side being very strong. Local activists work together,
with the same ward councillors, and attend the same ward meetings, being involved with numerous and
ongoing projects and campaigns. There is great vigilance in connection with the local shopping centre
known as 'The Village or 'the Green', and there have been very successful campaigns for conservation and
improvement. The gold-award winning Acocks Green in Bloom team now provides floral displays and
maintenance for both the village centre and Millennium Green which is in the presently excluded area in the
north. The Bloom team is very actively supported by all three local councillors.
Other work includes a nearly complete community Conservation Area proposal straddling both sides of the
suggested new border. These historically related roads contain many examples of distinctive architecture
commissioned for newly commuting industrialists who availed themselves of the 1850 railway station.
The current recommendations would damage a close-knit community and threaten the work to protect and
enhance an historic area and a strong trading centre. We also have a history of working with the Fox
Hollies estate area, and this area has always supported Acocks Green centre and there is cross-working
between Acocks Green in Bloom and Westley Vale Millennium Green in the north and the Friends of Fox
Hollies Park and the same ward councillors. I therefore ask you to retain the present north border of
Acocks Green at the clear demarcation of the canal and instead, in order to allow for the correct balancing
of electoral numbers, to consider introducing a new boundary at Fox Hollies/Stockfield Road, along the line
of the A4040 road placing the Yarnfield Estate area in a separate ward with the current Tyseley/ Hay Mills
area as recommended by the Acocks Green Neighbourhood Forum. I believe this would most reasonably
reflect the area which is currently known as Acocks Green, and which takes part in Acocks Green
activities. I would further point out that
Yardley Labour Party but that I disagree with
their recommendations for the revised boundary division because I feel that this would unduly damage the
cohesive unity of my suburb.
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Yours faithfully
Julia Larden
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Personal Details:
Name:

robert lardner

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Is this some sort of joke? Moseley hall is going to be in balsall heath, Moseley village is going
to be in balsall heath, Moseley park is going to be in balsall heath. Our house prices are going
to be affected, moseley is a desirable area balsall heath is not. Why change something that has
been the same for centuries? How much is all this going to cost and what is the reasoning
behind it?

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/6552
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Hazel Larking

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Neighbourhood Watch

Comment text:
I live in
and would like this to remain as Kings Norton and not West Heath.
The boundary line should be in Ivy House Road We were told by Persimmon that we would be
Kings Norton. The boundary line being proposed is along a footpath which is notorious for
crime. Most of the residents feel the same about this issue.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7710
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Shannon Lattin

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Dear Review Officer, I’m writing to express my concern over the proposed changes to the
Birmingham boundaries. As a resident of Moseley (or, the proposed Balsall Heath & Cannon Hill
ward), I have specific worry about the Moseley redraw. While I understand that boundary
adjustments may be necessary to improve the distribution of councillors, the current proposal
seems devastatingly illogical for the following reasons: 1. The proposed changes disregard
existing community boundaries — the most obvious (but by no means only) example being
Moseley Village high street no longer being captured within the Moseley ward. But to have
Moseley Park, Moseley Parish Church, and the Moseley Exchange cut out of the ward is
confusing to say the least. 2. Shattering the geographical centre of the historic Moseley
community into so many single-councillor wards will act as a barrier to cohesive decisionmaking across the village. This is ominous for local businesses, for community groups, and
residents alike. 3. What’s bad for Moseley is bad for Birmingham: a careless decision at this
junction — made for expediency, or worse — may hinder the village in its continual progress as
one of the nation’s most liveable places. It is worrisome to imagine that the momentum behind
Moseley’s success as a diverse, cohesive, and thriving community could be dampened by some
hastily-drawn lines. Please re-think the proposal. Shannon Lattin

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7029
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Brendan Lavelle

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I live in
in Moseley, Birmingham and I am writing to the
Boundary Commission to express my objection to the proposed Ward boundary changes. I live
right in the heart of Moseley village. It is nonsensical that the proposed change would put my
central Moseley street instead in Balsall Heath and Cannon Hill Ward. The centre of Moseley has
to be in Moseley Ward! Furthermore, the proposed changes fly in the face of your own policy
guidelines. Your decision appears to be based only on numbers, and is not taking into account
all your criteria. Your current proposal would dismantle a very well-established community of
place and will wreck local governance. The proposed boundary would destroy the fantastic work
that the community has achieved over many years in Moseley, including the Moseley Big Plan,
which was the result of collaborative working between Moseley residents, businesses and the
Council. All the effort made to improve economic development in this part of the city would be
destroyed. We have nationally and internationally events that take place in Moseley. It is a
‘brand’. Yet the changes want to move Moseley Park out of Moseley Ward - crazy. Similarly the
Moseley Exchange, a vibrant hub of co-working and ideas, must be in Moseley Ward, and so it
goes on. Moseley has an amazing number of active volunteers who work for the Moseley
community to nurture and develop the place they live in and love. If Moseley is split as
proposed, their workload would increase intolerably by the need to liaise with different Ward
councillors and officers, thus killing off that spirit. In particular there would be problems caused
for Moseley Forum, Moseley in Lights, the Moseley Exchange, the Moseley Society, Moseley in
Bloom, Moseley Park & Pool, Moseley Festival, Sustainable Moseley, Moseley Arts Market,
Moseley Farmers Market, and Moseley B13 Magazine. Surely that list alone emphasises just how
important Moseley is to the people who live there - the COMMUNITY- and how active a place it
is thanks to the coherence of the current Ward boundary… and how it could continue to be
through the alternative new boundary proposed by the ‘Your Moseley – fight for it NOW’
campaign.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7310
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Frances Lawes

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
As a resident of
Moseley, I am strongly opposed to the current draft proposal
by LGBCE, which would place my road (along with others known locally as the Moseley
Triangle) in the Kings Heath ward. This area has long-standing historical links with Moseley, and
residents regard themselves as living in Moseley rather than Kings Heath. I was born in Moseley
not very far from where I live now. I have lived in and around Moseley for all my
years,
and when the time comes hope to die in Moseley. I know the exact window of the room in the
house where I was born, as my mother pointed it out to me. I am horrified by the proposal
that the area I have lived in all my life should in future be known as Kings Heath. I therefore
support the submission for a two-councillor Moseley ward made by the joint Moseley community
groups, who have widely consulted local residents, and include representatives with years of
local experience and knowledge. I am also writing on behalf of my husband David, who
although he has not lived here for as many years as I have, feels very strongly about this as
well.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7701

11/02/2016

Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
09 February 2016 09:21
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Birmingham Ward Boundaries Review (Acocks Green Ward)

From: Michael Lawley [
Sent: 08 February 2016 22:06
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Birmingham Ward Boundaries Review (Acocks Green Ward)

Dear Sir/Madam
I write in connection with the Boundary Commission’s draft recommendations for Birmingham. I object to
the proposal to break up the present Acocks Green ward at the Chiltern Railway line on the north side,
whilst the current ward boundary is at the bridge of the Union canal which run below Yardley Road. I
would strongly dispute the offered justification that the proposed new ward: ‘[…] reflects community
identity in this area’. Anyone who lives in Acocks Green will recognise this claim as nonsense.
This recommendation fails to understand the established community that is Acocks Green. Groups like
Acocks Green Neighbourhood Forum, Acocks Green Focus Group, Acocks Green History Society, Acocks
Green Village Partnership and Acocks Green in Bloom contain many individuals drawn from both sides of
the railway line, with the contribution from the north side being very strong. Local activists work together,
with the same ward councillors, and attend the same ward meetings, being involved with numerous and
ongoing projects and campaigns. There is great vigilance in connection with the local shopping centre
known as 'The Village or 'the Green', and there have been very successful campaigns for conservation and
improvement. The gold-award winning Acocks Green in Bloom team now provides floral displays and
maintenance for both the village centre and Millennium Green which is in the presently excluded area in the
north. The Bloom team is very actively supported by all three local councillors.
Other work includes a nearly complete community Conservation Area proposal straddling both sides of the
suggested new border. These historically related roads contain many examples of distinctive architecture
commissioned for newly commuting industrialists who availed themselves of the 1850 railway station.
The current recommendations would damage a close-knit community and threaten the work to protect and
enhance an historic area and a strong trading centre. We also have a history of working with the Fox
Hollies estate area, and this area has always supported Acocks Green centre and there is cross-working
between Acocks Green in Bloom and Westley Vale Millennium Green in the north and the Friends of Fox
Hollies Park and the same ward councillors. I therefore ask you to retain the present north border of
Acocks Green at the clear demarcation of the canal and instead, in order to allow for the correct balancing
of electoral numbers, to consider introducing a new boundary at Fox Hollies/Stockfield Road, along the line
of the A4040 road placing the Yarnfield Estate area in a separate ward with the current Tyseley/ Hay Mills
area as recommended by the Acocks Green Neighbourhood Forum. I believe this would most reasonably
reflect the area which is currently known as Acocks Green, and which takes part in Acocks Green
activities. I would further point out tha
Yardley Labour Party but that I disagree with
their recommendations for the revised boundary division because I feel that this would unduly damage the
cohesive unity of my suburb.
My partner wrote this. I was going to do my version, but she has said everything that I also thought about
this issue.
1

Yours faithfully,
Michael Lawley
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Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
08 January 2016 11:45
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Proposed Boundary Changes

From:
Sent: 08 January 2016 11:22
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Cc:
Subject: Proposed Boundary Changes
Sutton Coldfield
As a resident of Four Oaks Ward, Sutton Coldfield, and a Council Tax payer to Birmingham City Council of nearly 30
years, I am writing to object to the current proposal to reduce the number of Councillors representing Sutton
Coldfield to 10.
It is accepted that the overall number of Councillors is to be reduced, but the proposed reduction to 10 for our area
is unfairly low, given the level of population in the area.
This is unacceptable because it will leave our area under‐represented and is clearly an attempt at a political and
undemocratic move by the current administration designed to increase left‐wing influence on Birmingham City
Council at the expense of democracy in our town.
Sutton by and large returns Conservative politicians in all elections, and it is therefore in the interests of left wing
parties to undermine democracy and increase their influence on the Council by other, underhanded means. We see
this methodology from Labour in national politics, and currently even within the Labour Party itself!!
The residents of Sutton Coldfield pay a disproportionately high Council Tax contribution because of the value of
houses in the area. We should be over‐represented in those circumstances, not under‐represented. We would also
by virtue of any change suffer a cut in funding and that is most unfair in the circumstances.
The Boundary Commission have proposed that, on average, councillors in Sutton Coldfield should have over 600
more electors than in Birmingham. Indeed the proposals would mean that the smallest Birmingham ward might
have only 60% of the electors per councillor that we would have to accept in Sutton. Why should our area have to
tolerate that outcome?
The honest and fair outcome to the calculation is clearly to place the number of Sutton Coldfield Councillors at 11.
Thank you for taking this submission into account.
Tim Lawrence

Tim Lawrence
1
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Personal Details:
Name:

Jacky Layland

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
We do not know why or by who. The ridiculous idea to change the Yardley boundary.Is
somebody trying to justify their wage by coming up with one of the most absurd ideas
yet.please LEAVE THINGS ALONE ! For generations my family have been
born ,christened,married and buried in Yardley and would like to keep it that way.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7033
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Karen LEACH

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I don't agree with a) the entire basis for the changes being made, and how they damage our
already problematic local democracy b) the boundary proposals for my own ward or c) the
boundary proposals for other parts of the city. a) c) Most importantly, the entire rationale for
these proposals seems flawed. With already the largest number of people per councillor in the
UK, we are now having our overall number of councillors reduced. This is deeply undemocratic.
We are being punished for perceived or actual council failings by being used as a guinea pig for
single-councillor wards, which no other English city has opted for or had imposed on them.
Although there are advantages and disadvantages to both systems, three-councillor wards gives
a slight flavour of proportional representation and slows down the swing between parties, giving
more co-operative politics and compromises which better reflect public opinion than strong party
majorities. If Birmingham's challenges are addressed, the solution is in a thought-out, locally
endorsed and considered reform, not this unfair and ill-considered imposition. Please can we be
given a rethink, to save long term costs and hardship. b) In the Moseley ward, the proposal
does not conform to the Boundary Commission's own priority of reflecting community identities,
with Moseley Centre ("Moseley Village") being outside Moseley. This is absurd, and also causes
functional problems for all community and business organisations for the part of their
community that is busiest and needs most attention - its local centre - to be working across
ward boundaries. Whilst I am sure no boundary will suit everyone, this is astonishingly wrong
and nearly everyone I have spoken to lately says they don;t care where their own house is, but
feel Moseley's key places - its park, church, local centre, community 'exchange' - should be in
Moseley. Likewise, Balsall Heath's park and Balsall Heath Forum should be in Balsall Heath.
Although I don't have enough knowledge of the numbers to propose exact boundaries, there are
a number of streets in 'grey areas' that could be shifted to make new boundaries work in
population terms. For example, my own area: Chestnut Road and its environs - which are
identified as Moseley in the proposals but could easily become Balsall Heath without causing
any real dislocation. c) While I know less about these, I am aware there are other places where
the local centre is separated from its ward in the proposals, including Erdington, and this is also
problematic.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/6896
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Peter Leadbetter

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I am concerned that the proposed Ward of Moseley excludes the centre of Moseley. As such,
there is a danger that the emerging strength of Moseley will be diluted and the efforts that the
community, local businesses and BCC have put into building an identifiable entity will be
dismissed. Moseley has a somewhat special history and culture a large part of which is centred
around the Village as we call it. To split the ward would be to deny this reality and would be
present an option that lacks any face validity or rationality. Local people have a right to
demand that the area in which they live has to be seen as a coherent political, social and
geographically congruent area; it has to make sense. This proposal lacks an understanding of
what is values within Moseley, what has been achieved and more importantly what can be
sustained and developed in the future. There is almost an emotional element and argument that
has to be respected and I would suggest that the overt levels of opposition this proposal
presents a direct argument behind the need to reconsider this poorly conceived proposal.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/6421
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

David Lealan

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
When we first bought our home we were B17_ Harborne. Although our back garden fence is the
boundary for Harborne Golf Club we had to change our post code to B32_Bartley Green.This
change in post codes a few years ago cost us all many thousands of pounds on the value of
our properties.You are now suggesting we should change to B29 Weoley Castle.This move would
further devalue our property prices by even more than the previous change.I have spoken to
many residents about your proposal and I have to say it has filled our community with utter
outrage and bewilderement. Our nearest shopping centre hub is, and always has been
Harborne.If there was any sense in the World of Boundary changes we should be put
back,where we belong in B17 Harborne.Just to finish my point.At the entrance to our road on
the correct side there is a sign which reads HARBORNE. Yours faithfully Mr &Mrs D W Lealan
Please don't let this happen.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/6850
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Personal Details:
Name:

Jen Leavesley

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Not terribly impressed with changes to Erdington ward and boldmere ward. The abbey and high
street need to remain in Erdington and Boldmere Gate into sutton Park needs to remain within
Boldmere!

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7595
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Personal Details:
Name:

Eddie Lee

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I support the JQNF counter proposal to put the Jewellery Quarter in to its own ward. As a
resident of the Jewellery Quarter I am concerned about the consideration to merge us with
Winson Green. It should not be included with Winsom Green as they have very different
requirements and needs.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7165
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Jane Lee

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Proposed Sutton Parklands and Sutton Boldmere Wards Further to the proposal to split Sutton
Vesey Ward into Sutton Parklands and Sutton Boldmere, I would like to make the following
comments/requests: The proposed Sutton Parklands and Sutton Boldmere Wards to be reunited
as a single ward with two councillors. This ensures electoral equality as the number of electors
remains consistent with the number of councillors without breaking up an already existing
electoral ward. Breaking up this ward is splitting up an existing, integrated community which
has been established for many years. The proximity of New Oscott to Boldmere (and vice versa)
means that New Oscott residents (such as myself) use Boldmere's facilities (shops, restaurants),
while Boldmere residents shop at Princess Alice Park and use Bannatyne's gym. The two areas
are in reality part of the same area. Given that wards “should, as far as possible, reflect the
interests and identities of local communities” it would be a mistake to separate the electoral
wards in the proposed way. The name of Sutton Vesey should be retained for the single ward.
This is a historic name that has been linked with the town since Tudor times and so is very
much part of the town's heritage. As an old town with a long history (it is mentioned in
Shakespeare's Henry IV, Part 1) I would like to see the links to the past retained for present
and future generations. The part of Sutton Park that is proposed to be removed from the ward
and added to Four Oaks should also be retained. Banners Gate is one of the main features of
the ward and is used by many of the area's residents as their entrance to the park. I
understand that local ward funding is used to provide facilities at Banners Gate and that this
would be removed if this part of the park is put into Four Oaks. Many thanks for the
opportunity to give my point of view.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7273
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Personal Details:
Name:

Susan Lee

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I live in
, Moseley and strongly object to the split of Moseley into different wards.
The proposed boundary would destroy so much that the Moseley community has built up over
many years. The proposed changes fly in the face of your own policy guidelines. The current
proposal would dismantle a very well established community of place and will wreck local
governance (local decisions by local people). The losses that would affect me most are that the
centre of Moseley village must be in Moseley, Moseley Parish church and St.Columba's church
must be in Moseley ward, Moseley Park must be in Moseley ward, the two conservation areas
must be in Moseley ward. Moseley volunteers who help to make the place one of the best
places to live in the country must not have their workload increased by the need to liaise with
different ward councillors and officers. I feel most strongly about the unnecessary problems
caused for Moseley in Bloom, Sustainable Moseley, Moseley Park and Pool and the Moseley
markets. The proposed changes are unnecessary and arbitrary, and, would, in my opinion,
produce a profound negative effect on the quality of life here.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Naomi Lesser

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
6th February 2016 The Review Officer
(Birmingham) LGBCE 14th Floor Millbank Tower Millbank London SW1P 4QP Dear Sir or Madam
Re: Objection to Proposed Boundary Changes in Moseley, Birmingham B13. I am writing to
express my objection and deep concern over the proposed boundary changes which I believe
will rip the heart out of Moseley, Birmingham if they are allowed to go ahead. I have lived in
Moseley for the last 44 years. Moseley has a unique identity centred around a ‘village’ which is
over 100 years old. The people in Moseley ‘Moseleyites’ care about their community and about
the historical area in which they live and want to preserve both of these. Locals are proud to
say that they live in Moseley because of these attributes. Moseley includes two conservation
areas, Moseley Conservation Area and St Agnes Conservation area and includes a lake and
surrounding parkland right next to the Village centre. The lake and parkland is managed by a
group of local resident who formed the Moseley Park and Pool Company. Annual music festivals
are held in the park, as well as many other events. Some of the many local groups in Moseley
include the Moseley Society, Moseley in Bloom, Moseley Community Development Trust,
Sustainable Moseley Interfaith Group. Each group adds something different to the area and all
are are successful in promoting and maintaining the community spirit in the area. Moseley has
a well-established thriving café-culture and nightlife and an award-winning monthly Farmers
Market in the village centre. There is also a monthly Moseley Magazine ‘B13’ which has been
running for many years and which many of the shops in the village centre sell. The Moseley
Society maintains an historic dovecote and icehouse. Under the current proposals, Moseley
would be ‘shared’ between 5 different wards and six different Councillors, only one of which has
Moseley as its primary focus. This is the proposed new ward of ‘Moseley’, however the central
shopping/socialising area of Moseley and the very heart of Moseley, would be outside its
boundaries! Nor would the parkland and lake that residents in Moseley are so proud of or the
icehouse or dovecote maintained by the Moseley Society. If the proposal goes ahead, for
anything to be achieved in the area currently known as Moseley, it would mean that six
councillors from five different wards would need to consult each other and reach agreement.
Bearing in mind that only one of these wards would have Moseley as its primary focus, it is
likely to be an uphill battle to get anything achieved. I believe that the proposed boundary
changes to Moseley will not meet two of the three main considerations in conducting an
electoral review as set out in legislation: 1) The proposed new boundaries will not reflect
community identify. 2) The proposed boundary changes will not provide for effective and
convenient local government. For all of the above reasons, I urge you to please review your
boundary proposals for the existing area well-established as Moseley, Birmingham. Yours
faithfully Naomi Lesser

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
12 January 2016 12:15
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Yardley boundary

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Lesley Lewis
Sent: 12 January 2016 12:07
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Yardley boundary
Dear Sir/Madam,
I have live in Yardley as far back as when it came under Warwickshire and have chosen to live for the rest of my life.
Please leave the boundary as it stands as this will not only alter house variations but car and home insurances too.
Yardley Old Church is Yardley bough not anything else other than! I note your address in in London! Perhaps you
could change Hackney for example to Mayfair or visa versa. I don't think London residents would be very pleased. So
please leave it as it is and save tax payers monies.
Yours sincerely,
Lesley Lewis.
Resident of Historic Yardley.
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Peter Lewis

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
There are clearly some completely daft things in this proposal, such as the centre of Moseley
not being in Moseley. Wards should be based primarily around the notion of the areas / centres
that people identify with, not arbitrary regions of the map with meaningless names.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/6378

17/12/2015

Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
09 February 2016 09:20
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Erdington

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Darren and Clare
Sent: 08 February 2016 22:32
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Erdington
Dear Sir/Madam,
My husband and I live on
in Erdington, right in the middle of Erdington Abbey, Erdington Train Station
and Erdington Police Station. We are two minutes walk from Erdington High Street. As far as we are concerned we
couldn't be any more in the centre of Erdington and feel very strongly about plans to change the boundaries.
We implore you to change your proposal for the north Birmingham area to be a Pype Hayes Ward including Birches
Green, a Castle Vale Ward, a two member Erdington Ward, a Perry Common Ward, a two member Gravelly Hill
Ward, a two member Kingstanding Ward, a Stockland Green Ward and a two member Oscott Ward. With an
Erdington Ward which boundaries are the border of Sutton Coldfield to the north, Court Lane to the west, to the
south the traditional border with Gravelly Hill/Birches Green of Wood End Road/Kingsbury Road is used. To the east
the border is the border of Pype Hayes, enabling Holly Park Drive and Quincey Drive to remain in Erdington.
Yours faithfully,
Mr and Mrs Lewis
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Brian Lingard

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I have lived in Moseley for more than 40 years, and have watched it develop into a tight, well
run community, with all the trappings and infrastructure necessary for inhabitants like me,to
live a happy and full life. I've seen little of politicians and councillors, but plenty of local
Moseley people, getting involved and making this the community it is. At someone in London's
will- some anonymous bunch of bureaucratic pen-pushers- things must suddenly change. I ask
myself why. What possible reason could someone in London have to inflict change, where none
is necessary? Why try and break what isn't broken? I think the people suggesting these
changes should come out their ivory towers, and explain their logic to us, and tell us what they
expect to gain. What really is in it for them. People in Moseley aren't stupid! If the present
government want to lose a lot of voters this madness is going to help them!

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7248
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Gillian Lingard

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I strongly object to the current proposals to change the boundaries in Birmingham. I have lived
in Moseley for nearly 30 years and understand and value how it has retained its identity as a
thriving community; with committed residents who tirelessly work together to engage with each
other, with local communities and further afield by hosting events of national significance. By
moving boundaries, there will be a lack of cohesion, identity and the soul of Moseley will be
destroyed as it will no longer exist. Surely, when we are experiencing severe cut backs that are
impacting on communities n all sorts of ways, it is even more important for residents to identify
with the area in which they live and have invested in for many years in order to create a
strong, caring, creative and resourceful place within a recognized established boundary that
reflects local needs and aspirations. I currently live within the Moseley Conservation area; what
a nonsense, that the proposals would place us outside of Moseley. Similarly under the current
proposals, Moseley Park and Moseley Village would no longer be within the Moseley boundary. I
strongly urge the Boundary Commission to reconsider its current proposals.

Uploaded Documents:
Download

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7236
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HQTOCVQTCPQVJGTNCPIWCIG9GCKOVQUWRRN[YJCV[QWPGGF
YKVJKPVGPYQTMKPIFC[U
%CNN  
+H[QWJCXGJGCTKPIFKHƂEWNKVGURNGCUGECNNWUXKC6[RGVCNMQTGOCKNWUCVVJG
CFFTGUUCDQXG
2NCPUEQPVCKPGFYKVJKPVJKUFQEWOGPVCTGDCUGFWRQP1TFPCPEG5WTXG[OCVGTKCNYKVJVJG
RGTOKUUKQPQH1TFPCPEG5WTXG[QPDGJCNHQHVJG%QPVTQNNGTQH*GT/CLGUV[oU5VCVKQPGT[1HƂEG
%TQYP%QR[TKIJV7PCWVJQTKUGFTGRTQFWEVKQPKPHTKPIGU%TQYP%QR[TKIJVCPFOC[NGCFVQ
RTQUGEWVKQPQTEKXKNRTQEGGFKPIU
$KTOKPIJCO%KV[%QWPEKN.KEGPEGPWODGT

FORWARD
$KTOKPIJCOJCUCNQPI
history of community
RNCPPKPIUVTGVEJKPIDCEM
VQVJG7TDCP4GPGYCN
RTQITCOOGUQHVJGoU+
welcome this community-led
document as a continuation
QHVJCVVTCFKVKQP
5KVVKPIYKVJKPVJGJKGTCTEJ[
QH&GXGNQROGPV(TCOGYQTM
RNCPUVJKU5WRRNGOGPVCT[
2NCPPKPI&QEWOGPV 52& KU
another tool in the planning
nVQQNMKVo6CMGPVQIGVJGTYKVJ
other regeneration strategies
CPF9CTF&GXGNQROGPV
2NCPUVJG52&YKNNRTQXKFG
LWUVKƂECVKQPHQTCPFCFF
weight to funding bids, as
well as helping to determine
planning applications and
promoting the economic
YGNHCTGQHVJGCTGC

St Mary’s Row

The production of this
URCVKCN2NCPPKPI&QEWOGPV
KUVGUVCOGPVVQVJGRQUKVKXG
XCNWGQHEQOOWPKV[
GPICIGOGPV.QECNRGQRNG
together with their elected
9CTF/GODGTUJCXGYQTMGF
ENQUGN[YKVJQHƂEGTUQHVJG
%KV[%QWPEKNVQFGNKXGTC
XKUKQPHQT/QUGNG[VJCVYKNN
RTQXKFGTQDWUVIWKFCPEGHQT

VJGHWVWTG+PUQFQKPI
KVYKNNOCMGCFKUVKPEVKXG
EQPVTKDWVKQPVQVJGEKV[oU
FKXGTUGGEQPQOKECPFEWNVWTCN
life, whilst retaining its sense
QHRNCEGCPFEJCTCEVGT

1.0.2 The local community
CPFQVJGTNQECNUVCMGJQNFGTU
DGNKGXGVJCVVJG[ECPOCMG
a real contribution to the
FGXGNQROGPVQHGEQPQOKE
UQEKCNCPFGPXKTQPOGPVCN
KPKVKCVKXGUKP/QUGNG[
These will strengthen the
PGKIJDQWTJQQFoUEJCTCEVGT
CPFRTGUGTXGVJGSWCNKVKGU
VJCVVJGUVCMGJQNFGTU
XCNWGOQUV

EQOOWPKV[QTICPKUCVKQPU
6JG52&YKNNTGRNCEGVJG
/QUGNG[#EVKQP2NCP52)
 

%NNT6CJKT#NK
%CDKPGV/GODGTHQT
&GXGNQROGPV,QDUCPF
5MKNNU

1.0 INTRODUCTION
1.0.1 In preparing this
NCPFWUGHTCOGYQTMVJG
XKGYUCPFCURKTCVKQPUQHC
wide spectrum of Moseley
RGQRNGJCXGDGGPUQWIJV
%QNNCVKPIVJGFKXGTUG
responses to the Moseley
$KI2NCPEQPXGTUCVKQPU
and then combining them
with the comments from
the myriad interest groups
VJCVOCMGWR/QUGNG[JCU
DGGPEJCNNGPIKPI*QYGXGT
following amendments made
to the plan as a result of
VJGGZVGPUKXGEQPUWNVCVKQP
GZGTEKUGWPFGTVCMGPFWTKPI
VJGUWOOGTQHKVJCU
now been adopted as a
5WRRNGOGPVCT[2NCPPKPI
&QEWOGPVCPFHQTOURCTVQH
VJG%KV[%QWPEKNoUUVCVWVQT[
NCPFWUGHTCOGYQTM
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1.0.3 The plan has been
FGXGNQRGFCUCRCTVPGTUJKR
between the local community
CPF$KTOKPIJCO%KV[
%QWPEKN $%% #EQOOWPKV[
organisation, the Moseley
4GIGPGTCVKQP)TQWR /4) 
led its preparation and fed in
the thoughts and aspirations
of the local business and

1.0.4 To help ensure
that these aspirations are
FGNKXGTGFVJKUFQEWOGPVJCU
been prepared in the context
QHVJG$KTOKPIJCO2NCP
7PKVCT[&GXGNQROGPV
2NCP 7&2 CPFVJGFTCHV
$KTOKPIJCO&GXGNQROGPV
2NCP $&2 CPFQVJGT
TGNGXCPVEKV[YKFGNCPFWUG
RQNKEKGU

St Mary’s Church 1877

r it has a mature green
NCPFUECRGOCMKPIKVC
FGUKTCDNGRNCEGVQNKXG
rEQOOWPKV[GXGPVU LC\\CPF
HQNMHGUVKXCNU CTGJGNFKP
/QUGNG[2CTMCPF2QQN

St Mary’s Church today.

1.3.35QOGQH/QUGNG[oU
URGEKCNHGCVWTGUCTGVJCV

rKVKUQPGQHVJGTGIKQPoU
leading destinations for a
night out, with a collection
of well renowned bars, pubs
CPFTGUVCWTCPVU

the character and appearance
QHVJGPGKIJDQWTJQQF+P
particular, attempts to open
more restaurants and bars,
create new housing and a
UWRGTOCTMGVYKVJKPVJGXKNNCIG
EGPVTGJCXGCNNRTQORVGF
EQOOGPV6JKUTGƃGEVU
VJGFKHƂEWNV[QHUVTKMKPI
the right balance between
CVVTCEVKPIPGYKPXGUVOGPV
YJKNUVTGVCKPKPIVJGCTGCoU

r it has a geographic identity,
located on a hill between
VYQTKXGTXCNNG[U VJG4GCVQ
VJGYGUVCPFVJG%QNGVQ
VJGGCUV UQWVJQHVJGEKV[
centre
rKVKUCPWTDCPXKNNCIGYKVJ
CRTGFQOKPCPVN[8KEVQTKCP
EGPVTGsMPQYPCUn/QUGNG[
8KNNCIGo
r there are buildings of
architectural interest and
merit throughout the area
r it has a tradition of
independent retailers and
UVTGGVOCTMGVU
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rKVJCUUVTQPINKPMUYKVJ
enterprise

Folk Festival

1.3.45QOGRCTVUQH
/QUGNG[JCXGPQVEJCPIGF
UKIPKƂECPVN[HQTQXGTQPG
JWPFTGF[GCTU*QYGXGT
Moseley faces pressures,
NKMGQVJGTRCTVUQHVJG
city, and some residents
are concerned that new
FGXGNQROGPVEQWNFGTQFG

EJCTCEVGTCPFSWCNKV[QHNKHG
In addition, existing and
PGYJQOGQYPGTUUGGMKPI
VQOCMGCNVGTCVKQPUCPF
additions to their properties,
could impact upon the
appearance and character of
VJGCTGC

THE HISTORIC
ENVIRONMENT
1.3.5/QUGNG[oUJKUVQTKE
buildings and landscapes are
COQPIKVUITGCVGUVCUUGVU
Their importance has been
recognised by the creation
QHVYQ%QPUGTXCVKQP#TGCU
/QUGNG[CNUQEQPVCKPUUGXGTCN

listed buildings including
Highbury, two registered
JKUVQTKERCTMUs%CPPQP
Hill and Highbury, as well
CU/QUGNG[2CTMCPF2QQN
– a landscape inspired by
*WORJT[4GRVQP

What local people said:
“More serious enforcement
of listed building status,
conservation areas and
reviving public interest and
awareness of heritage
among residents.”
“Enforce improvement
notices on landlords/
owners to maintain property
in good condition.”

1.3.6 Moseley
TGUKFGPVUJCXG
long-established
NKPMUYKVJUKVGUKP
the neighbouring
5RTKPIƂGNF9CTF
These are Moseley
$QI CNQECN
PCVWTGTGUGTXGCPF
scheduled ancient
OQPWOGPV CPF
5RTKPIJKNN%QNNGIG

Moseley Bog

1.3.7 5KIPKƂECPVRGQRNGHTQO
the worlds of engineering,
politics and literature such as
(TGFTKEM.CPEJGUVGT,QUGRJ
.WECU,QUGRJ%JCODGTNCKP
CPF,446QNMKGPJCXGCNN
NKXGFJGTGCVUQOGRQKPVKP
VJGKTNKXGU

“Raise awareness of their
importance to the
community.”
“Tolkien Museum
(and statue).”
“Protect the Victorian
buildings and better use the
upper spaces for residential
development.”

Highbury

“Develop and restore
St Mary’s Churchyard.”
“The only way to protect
them in the long term is to
make Moseley Village a
community and commercial
success.”

Moseley School
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THE VILLAGE
CENTRE
1.3.8/QUGNG[oUOCKP
shopping area is clustered
around the intersection of
VJG#NEGUVGT4QCF5V/CT[oU
4QYCPF5CNKUDWT[4QCFs
VJG8KNNCIG+PVJGUJQRRKPI
CPFNQECNEGPVTGU52&KVKU
ENCUUKƂGFCUCPGKIJDQWTJQQF
1
shopping centre and is
2
considered to be stable +V
has a reasonable food retail
offer for daytime shoppers
CNQPIUKFGDCPMUCRQUV
QHƂEGCWVQTGRCKTCPFUQOG
NKHGUV[NGTGVCKNGTU*QYGXGT
the number of independent
retailers has fallen
UKIPKƂECPVN[UKPEGVJGU
CPFPQYUGXGTCNPCVKQPCN
TGVCKNGTURTQXKFGCPCPEJQT
HQTVJGFC[VKOGGEQPQO[
5QOGTGVCKNGTUHGGNVJCV
daytime footfall is low and
that the competition from
PGKIJDQWTKPI-KPIU*GCVJ C
FKUVTKEVUJQRRKPIEGPVTG JCU
CFGVTKOGPVCNKORCEV#NUQ
the loss of large employers
in the area has contributed
to a reduction in daytime
UJQRRGTU#RTQRQUGFJGCNVJ
centre on the site of the

10

Village centre

HQTOGT/GVGQT(QTFICTCIG
9CMG)TGGP4QCF EQWNF
help increase daytime trading
KPVJGXKNNCIGKPVJGHWVWTG
1.3.9 There is a cluster
of pubs, bars, restaurants
and fast food outlets in the
EGPVTG6JKUCVVTCEVUOCP[
people from outside the
CTGCQPYGGMGPFGXGPKPIU
CPFOCMGUHQTCDWQ[CPV
PKIJVVKOGGEQPQO[6JGTG
is potential to build on this
UWEEGUUVQHWTVJGTFKXGTUKH[
VJGGXGPKPIGEQPQO[CPF
VQFGXGNQREQORNGOGPVCT[
FC[VKOGCEVKXKV[6JKUYKNNDG
progressed through local
businesses, the Moseley
Regeneration Group, and the
nVJKTFUGEVQTo
1.3.10 The community has
an ambition to promote
and maintain independent
and niche retail shops in the

8KNNCIGEGPVTGDWVKPVJG
current economic climate
VJKUKUEJCNNGPIKPI+PEGPVKXGU
would need to be introduced
VQOCMGKPXGUVOGPVKP
/QUGNG[OQTGCVVTCEVKXG
CPFVQƂPFCDGVVGTDCNCPEG
between daytime and nightVKOGHQQVHCNN4GUKFGPVUYQWNF
also prefer to retain retail
EQPXGPKGPEGUJQRRKPIWPKVU
VJTQWIJQWV/QUGNG[
1.3.11 There are incidental or
UOCNNRCTCFGUQHEQPXGPKGPEG
shops in other parts of the
PGKIJDQWTJQQF6JGUGECP
DGHQWPFQP%JWTEJ4QCF
LWPEVKQPQH9CMG)TGGP
4QCFCPF5YCPUJWTUV.CPG
QP9CMG)TGGP4QCFCPF
$KNNGUNG[.CPG6JGUGRTQXKFG
CTCPIGQHUGTXKEGUUWEJ
as groceries, pharmacies
CPFRQUVQHƂEGUCUYGNNCU
restaurants, hairdressers,
VCMGCYC[HQQFCPFUQNKEKVQTU
1

Birmingham Shopping and
Local Centres
SPD 2012
2
Birmingham Local Centres
Strategy (2006)

Junction Alcester Rd, St Mary’s Row

TRAFFIC AND
MOVEMENT
1.3.12 $GKPIRCTVQHVJG
EKV[oUUVTCVGIKEJKIJYC[
PGVYQTMCPFCPKORQTVCPV
DWUEQTTKFQT VJG0QU
CPFDWUGUUGTXGVJKU
CTGC #NEGUVGT4QCFECTTKGUC
UKIPKƂECPVCOQWPVQH
VJTQWIJVTCHƂE/QUGNG[
and Kings Heath Ward also
has the largest number of
commuter cyclists in the city
%GPUWU 

Alcester Rd

1.3.13#NVJQWIJVJG
CXGTCIGURGGFKUDGNQY
20mph through the centre,
YKVJXGJKENGU
recorded passing through

the main crossroad there
KUCPGICVKXGRGTEGRVKQP
QHVJGVTCHƂENGXGNUYKVJ
residents commenting on the
CRRCTGPVURGGFQHXGJKENGU
and of a sense of danger
CPFPWKUCPEG#NVJQWIJ
initial pedestrian counts
suggest that there may only
be in the order of 5,000
RGFGUVTKCPOQXGOGPVUCV
VJG8KNNCIGEGPVTGETQUUTQCFU
QPYGGMFC[UVJGUGECP
TKUGUKIPKƂECPVN[VQCTQWPF
12,000 during busy periods,
GURGEKCNN[QPOCTMGVFC[U
The potential for pedestrian/
XGJKENGEQPƃKEVKUUKIPKƂECPV
GURGEKCNN[IKXGPVJCVC

What local people said:
number of pedestrians
choose not to use the
TGEQIPKUGFETQUUKPIRQKPVU
#VTCHƂEECNOGFXKNNCIGEGPVTG
would help to address this
YKFGN[JGNFEQPEGTP*CXKPI
said that, the number of
TQCFVTCHƂEEQNNKUKQPUJCU
fallen considerably across
the constituency and the
4
ward 6JGQPN[CEEKFGPV
5
JQVURQVLWPEVKQP is at the
;CTFNG[9QQF4QCF9CMG
Green Road, and the only
UKVGYJGTGVJGTGJCXGDGGP
three or more collisions
KPXQNXKPIE[ENKUVUKUCV/QQT
)TGGP.CPG4WUUGNN4QCF
3WGGPUDTKFIG4QCF
1.3.144GQRGPKPIVJG%COR
Hill railway line to passenger
VTCHƂEKUEWTTGPVN[DGKPI
EQPUKFGTGFD[%GPVTQYKVJ
a potential station in the
EGPVTGCRQRWNCTTGSWGUV
HTQONQECNTGUKFGPVU#VVJG
time of writing, it is thought
VJCVVJGTCKNNKPGoUTGQRGPKPI
VQRCUUGPIGTUKUNKMGN[VQDG
GKIJVVQVGP[GCTUCYC[
1.3.15(KPFKPIUQNWVKQPUVQ
ECTRCTMKPIKPVJGUJQRRKPI
CTGCFTGYEQPƃKEVKPI
comments during the initial
EQPUWNVCVKQP5QOGTGUKFGPVU
CPFVTCFGTUDGNKGXGOQTG
RCTMKPIKUTGSWKTGFKHVJG
shopping area is to be
XKCDNG1VJGTUJQYGXGTHGNV
VJCVVJGGZKUVKPIECTRCTM
combined with the street
RCTMKPIYCUUWHƂEKGPVCPF
that encouraging car use will
lead to greater congestion
CPFRQNNWVKQPRCTVKEWNCTN[QP
VJGUKFGTQCFUCFLCEGPVVQVJG
UJQRRKPICTGC


“Cycle lanes, separate bus
services for schools,
shoppers, etc etc ban
parking on the
Moseley Road.”
“Introduce speed limits of say
20mph in residential streets
to encourage walking
and cycling.”
“Re-open rail station. Restore
right turn in to St. Mary’s
 4QY.QYGTVTCHƂEURGGFUq
“By shared space as above –
 VJKUYKNNKPETGCUGVTCHƂEƃQY
as it will not have the stop
start nature that pedestrian
 CPFVTCHƂENKIJVUECWUGq
“A car park offering free
short stay parking to
encourage use of local
shops - I think that this is
a major drawback at
the moment.”

1.3.16 The former Meteor
(QTFICTCIGUKVGQPVJG
EQTPGTQH1ZHQTFCPF9CMG
Green Roads has planning
permission for retail and
health uses, together with
HTGGRCTMKPI6JGKORCEVQH
VJKURQVGPVKCNFGXGNQROGPV
on the sustainability of
existing retail outlets has
caused concern to some
NQECNTGUKFGPVU#PGYTGVCKN
JGCNVJWUGKUCNUQNKMGN[
to add to the amount of
VTCHƂEOQXGOGPVUYKVJKPVJG
8KNNCIG

BCC survey undertaken in March 2012.
By 6% in the Hall Green Constituency as a whole since 2001and 24% in
Moseley and Kings Heath Ward.
5
Nine or more collisions in the last three calendar years (2007-2009).
4
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What local people said:
“Moseley could set up an alternative
location to the Custard Factory for
the creative/music industries.”
p%TGCVGQHƂEGURCEGHQTUOCNN
 DWUKPGUUGU%QWNFETGCVGQHƂEGU
above shops.”

“Seek to develop and extend the
Exchange using businesses and
organisations such at the churches
to develop their premises.”
“Start to create jobs for the many
unemployed and under-employed
but highly talented and skilled
graduates in the area.”

BUSINESS
1.3.17/QUGNG[oUNQECN
centre has a reputation
for business start-ups and
independent traders, as
YGNNCUCDWQ[CPVGXGPKPI
GEQPQO[*QYGXGTKPTGEGPV
years daytime retailers
JCXGUWHHGTGFVJKUPGGFU
VQDGCFFTGUUGF/GCUWTGU
VQUWRRQTVKPPQXCVKXG
entrepreneurialism can be
FGXGNQRGFKPFGRGPFGPVN[QH
VJKUFQEWOGPVDWVYKNNJCXG
KVURQNKE[UWRRQTV#PQVCDNG
exception to the decline in
the day-time trade are the
OQPVJN[#TVUCPF(CTOGTUo
/CTMGVUVJCVCTGCDNGVQFTCY
a much broader customer
base to Moseley, generating
UKIPKƂECPVDGPGƂVUHQTVJG
EGPVTGoUQVJGTVTCFGTU6JG
GXGPKPITGUVCWTCPVCPF
leisure sector continues to
play an important role in the
nEJCTCEVGToQH/QUGNG[CUYGNN
CURTQXKFKPIGORNQ[OGPV
opportunities for younger
RGQRNG
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1.3.18 The wider Moseley
area has lost a number of
OCLQTGORNQ[GTUCPFOCLQT
GORNQ[OGPVUKVGUs$TKVCPPKE
#UUWTCPEGVTCKPKPIEGPVTG
VJG,COGU)TCEKG%GPVTG
6JG+FGCN$GPGƂV5QEKGV[
*QYGXGTVJGTGKUQPGOCLQT
employer in the area with
QXGTGORNQ[GGU

– Moseley Hall Hospital
$KTOKPIJCO%QOOWPKV[
*GCNVJECTG0*56TWUV 
The number of smaller
employment sites has also
TGFWEGF*QYGXGTPCVKQPCN
UWRGTOCTMGVU %QQRGTCVKXG
CPF5CKPUDWT[oUs
#NEGUVGT4QCF /QUGNG[CPF
&KUVTKEV*QWUKPI#UUQEKCVKQP
#NEGUVGT4QCF VJG
/QUGNG['ZEJCPIG 
#NEGUVGT4QCF CTGUKIPKƂECPV
employment locations in the
8KNNCIG
1.3.196JG##NEGUVGT
Road / Moseley Road area
is becoming a growth area
HQTVJGETGCVKXGKPFWUVTKGU
YKVJNKPMUDGVYGGPVJG
EWNVWTCNCPFOGFKCSWCTVGT
KP&KIDGVJKPVJGEKV[EGPVTG
VQ/QUGNG[8KNNCIG6JG
EKXKECPFJGTKVCIGXCNWGQH
this corridor is recognised
later in this document, but
VJGQRRQTVWPKVKGUHQTQXGTCNN
enhancement, presented by
VJG-KPIU*GCVJ$WUKPGUU
+ORTQXGOGPV&KUVTKEVCPFVJG
$CNUCNN*GCVJ0GKIJDQWTJQQF
&GXGNQROGPV2NCPUJQWNFDG
GODTCEGF
1.3.20&WTKPIVJGGXKFGPEG
ICVJGTKPIHQTVJKU2NCP
support was expressed for
RTQXKFKPIUVCTVGTWPKVUNQYGT
rents and a business hub, as

YC[UVQCVVTCEVPGYLQDUCPF
DWUKPGUUGUVQ/QUGNG[6JG
Moseley Exchange already
UWRRQTVUVJGITQYVJQH5/'oU
DWVOQTGECPDGFQPG

OPEN SPACE
AND LEISURE
1.3.21 Moseley is fortunate
VQJCXGRCTMUQRGP
spaces, woods, allotments,
RNC[KPIƂGNFUCPFCNQECN
0CVWTG4GUGTXGOCKPN[VQ
the south and west of the
PGKIJDQWTJQQF
Many residents can reach
*KIJDWT[2CTM%CPPQP*KNN
2CTM*QNFGTU.CPG9QQFU
QT/QUGNG[$QI
CNQECN0CVWTG4GUGTXG 
YKVJKPCOKPWVGYCNM
HTQOVJGKTJQOGU*QYGXGT
some residents cannot access
ITGGPQRGPURCEGUCPFGPLQ[
YKNFNKHGCUGCUKN[5VTGGVU
ENQUGTVQVJG4KXGT4GC
EQTTKFQTJCXGOQTG
opportunities than other
parts, as do those on the
eastern boundary of the
neighbourhood, near to
/QUGNG[$QI6JG&GNN5JKTG
%QWPVT[2CTM5YCPUJWTUV
2CTMCPF9CMG)TGGPRNC[KPI
ƂGNFU#NVJQWIJKPVJGOCKP
these sites neighbour the
/QUGNG[52&CTGCVJG[CTG
important to Moseley

residents and help form
a green corridor between
VJG4KXGT4GCCPF%QNG$WV
access to green open space
ECPDGFKHƂEWNVKPVJGEGPVTCN
RCTVUQHVJGPGKIJDQWTJQQF
1.3.226JGTGCTGUKIPKƂECPV
parts of the central
PGKIJDQWTJQQF VQVJGGCUV
QHVJG8KNNCIGEGPVTGUWEJCU
KP0QTVJ/QUGNG[CPFVJG
streets between Greenhill

4QCFCPF%CODTKFIG4QCF 
VJCVFQPQVOGGVVJG7&2
VCTIGVHQTRWDNKECPFRTKXCVG
RNC[KPIƂGNFUCUVJG[CTG
further than 400m from open

space +ORTQXKPICEEGUUVQ
QRGPURCEG KPENWFKPIRTKXCVG
open space, such as Moseley
2CTMCPF2QQN KUCRTKQTKV[HQT
HWTVJGTUVWF[
1.3.23 In addition, there
CTGCNUQCPWODGTQHRTKXCVG

sports clubs and pitches
in the neighbourhood for
those interested in tennis,
IQNHCPFETKEMGV6JGTGKUPQ
public library in Moseley,
KPUVGCFTGUKFGPVUVTCXGNVQ
PGKIJDQWTKPI$CNUCNN*GCVJ
QT-KPIU*GCVJ.KDTCTKGU
4GUKFGPVUCNUQPGGFVQVTCXGN
VQXKUKVRWDNKECPFRTKXCVG
leisure centres, gyms and
UYKOOKPIRQQNU


The City Council’s Playing Pitches
Strategy 2006 (SPD).

What local people said:
“More parks needed.”
“Protect Moseley Park and promote
its use.”
“It would be good to provide
coherent green links between the
various green spaces – Swanshurst
Park, Moseley Bog, Billesley
Common, Moseley School,
Cannon Hill Park, Highbury Park –
extending beyond Moseley itself.”

“Opening the private park to all,
albeit with rules and restrictions
on behaviour.”
“Allotments have become a much
sort after resource, particularly in
the Moseley/Kings Heath area, and
seem to continue to be so.”
“Public open spaces –
we need more.”
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HOUSING
1.3.24 There are three small
EJKNFTGPoURNC[CTGCUKPVJG
PGKIJDQWTJQQFQP6TCHCNICT

Twickenham Rd

4QCF6YKEMGPJCO4QCF QHH
4GFFKPIU4QCF CPF1CM.GCH
&TKXG1VJGTYKUGEJKNFTGP
VTCXGNVQ%CPPQP*KNNQT-KPIU
*GCVJ2CTMUVQWUGNCTIGT
RNC[ITQWPFUOQTGTGEGPVN[
an informal play area has
been created in Highbury
2CTM
1.3.254GUKFGPVUOCMGIQQF
use of allotments on Moor
)TGGP.CPGCPF$KNNGUNG[
.CPGCPFVJGTGKUJKIJ

demand in the south east
of the city and in Hall Green
EQPUVKVWGPE[KPRCTVKEWNCT
QPN[QHVJGCXCKNCDNGRNQVU
YGTGXCECPVKP
1.3.266JGFTCHV$&2
describes how the demand
for housing in the city is

growing *QYGXGTKVCNUQ
TGEQIPKUGUVJCV%QPUGTXCVKQP
#TGCUCPFOCVWTGUWDWTDU
OC[PQVDGCDNGVQOCMGC
considerable contribution
towards meeting this

demand, or with the
FKXGTUKƂECVKQPQHJQWUKPI
UVQEMKPPGKIJDQWTJQQFU
1.3.276JGCXCKNCDKNKV[QH
land for the creation of new
housing has been assessed
KPVJG5VTCVGIKE*QWUKPI
.CPF#XCKNCDKNKV[#UUGUUOGPV
5*.## DWVQPN[
KFGPVKƂGFTGNCVKXGN[UOCNN
UKVGUYKVJKPVJGUVWF[CTGC#NN
CTGKPRTKXCVGQYPGTUJKRCPF
14 are under construction or
JCXGDGGPITCPVGFRNCPPKPI
RGTOKUUKQP6JGTGCTG
JQYGXGTVYQUKIPKƂECPVUKVGU
KPVJKUNKUV#NEGUVGT4QCF
VJGHQTOGT/QPG[YKUG5JQR 
and the former Woodnorton
UKVGQP#NEGUVGT4QCF
DGVYGGP/QQT)TGGP.CPG
CPF9QQFPQTVQP&TKXG sKV
is estimated that these sites
could accommodate around
JQWUKPIWPKVU
1.3.28 With the growing
housing needs, there is
RTGUUWTGHQTKPVGPUKƂECVKQPQH
GZKUVKPIJQWUKPIUVQEMCPF
VJGTGFGXGNQROGPVCVJKIJGT
FGPUKVKGUQHKPƂNNRNQVUQT
DCEMICTFGPU.QECNTGUKFGPVU
are concerned that the
character, design standards,
infrastructure and open space
CTGVJTGCVGPGFD[QXGT
FGXGNQROGPV$KTOKPIJCO
%KV[%QWPEKN $%% RNCPPKPI
9
policy FQGUJQYGXGT
recognise that higher
densities are not always
appropriate and that lower
FGPUKVKGUECPDGCRQUKVKXG
EJCTCEVGTKUVKE

Wake Green Rd

1.3.29 The need for
CHHQTFCDNGDGFTQQO
RTKXCVGJQWUKPIHQTRWTEJCUG
was highlighted in the public
EQPUWNVCVKQP4GUKFGPVU
were also concerned that
new housing should be
sympathetic to the area and
existing and new properties
UJQWNFJCXGCNQYECTDQP
HQQVRTKPV
1.3.30 &GOCPFHQT
social housing in the
neighbourhood remains high
and exceeds supply at the
OQOGPV+PVJGTG
YGTG4GIKUVGTGF5QEKCN
.CPFNQTFUQRGTCVKPIKPVJG
PGKIJDQWTJQQFRTQXKFKPI
RTQRGTVKGUQWVQHC
VQVCNQHTGUKFGPVKCN
CFFTGUUGU5QEKCNJQWUKPI
RTQXKFGTUUWEJCU/QUGNG[
CPF&KUVTKEV*QWUKPI
#UUQEKCVKQPJCFUWDUVCPVKCN
waiting times for all its
RTQRGTVKGU#NVJQWIJQPN[C
TGNCVKXGN[UOCNNRGTEGPVCIG
UQOGTGUKFGPVUJCXG
expressed concerns about
the management of social
JQWUKPIKPVJGCTGC
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The City Council (Overview and Scrutiny Committee) report
into allotments (October 2010).

50,600 additional dwellings 2006-2026
9
Mature Suburbs (SPD) 2008 and Places for Living (SPG) 2001

Wake Green Rd

THE MOSELEY
COMMUNITY
1.3.31 #EEQTFKPIVQVJG
%GPUWU/QUGNG[JCU
a resident population of
UNKIJVN[JKIJGTVJCP
CFGECFGCIQ  /QUV
of the age groups correlate
VQVJG$KTOKPIJCOCXGTCIG
although in the 25-44 group,
VJGƂIWTGKUJKIJGT
1.3.326QFC[CTG
9JKVG$TKVKUJ#UKCP
QT#UKCP$TKVKUJ$NCEM
QT$NCEM$TKVKUJ/KZGF
CPFYGTG%JKPGUGCPF
QVJGTU#ICKPVJGUG
percentages are broadly in
NKPGYKVJVJGEKV[CXGTCIG
6JGTGKUPQYCUKIPKƂECPV
2CMKUVCPKEQOOWPKV[KP0QTVJ
/QUGNG[1XGTCNNJQYGXGTVJG
OCLQTKV[QHVJGRQRWNCVKQP
TGOCKPUYJKVG CPF%JTKUVKCP 
CPFKUQHYQTMKPICIG  
+VKUYKVJKP0QTVJ/QUGNG[
that the greatest ethnic
FKXGTUKV[ECPDGHQWPF#
UKIPKƂECPVPWODGTQHVJG
Muslim population attends
*CO\C/QUSWGKP%JWTEJ
4QCF1XGTTGEGPV[GCTU
VJKUJCUKPETGCUGFKVUƃQQT
area to meet the needs of
KVUEQOOWPKV[#UOCNNNQECN
$WFFJKUVEQOOWPKV[CNUQJCU
CEGPVTGKP2CTM4QCF
1.3.335QOGQH
Moseley residents are
ENCUUKƂGFCUnRTQHGUUKQPCNo
EQORCTGFVQKP
$KTOKPIJCOCUCYJQNG
This has increased from the
TGEQTFGFKPVJG
EGPUWU
1.3.34#NVJQWIJVJGNGXGNQH
WPCFLWUVGFWPGORNQ[OGPV
for the Moseley and Kings
*GCVJ9CTFUVQQFCV
KP(GDTWCT[EQORCTGF

Folk Festival

YKVJVJGEKV[CXGTCIGQH
within Moseley there are
KUNCPFUQHTGNCVKXGYGCNVJ
with neighbouring areas that
CTGOQTGFGRTKXGF/QUVQH
the wealth can be found in
the south of Moseley, while
KPVJGPQTVJ EGPVTGFCTQWPF
%JWTEJ4QCF KUCPCTGCVJCV
HCNNUYKVJKPVJGIQXGTPOGPVoU
FGƂPKVKQPQHCPCTGCVJCV
suffers from multiple
FGRTKXCVKQP
1.3.35 The Ward
10
&GXGNQROGPV2NCP
highlights the need for a
successful local centre and to
TGFWEGYQTMNGUUPGUUKPVJG
northern part of the ward in
RCTVKEWNCT
1.3.36#NVJQWIJVJGTGYCUPQ
URGEKƂESWGUVKQPKPTGNCVKQP
to health in the initial public
consultation, there are some
11
local health issues including
low birth weight in parts of
0QTVJ/QUGNG[sCDQXG
compared to the national
CXGTCIGQHCPFVJG
YCTFTCPMUVJQWVQHHQT
KPHCPVOQTVCNKV[
1.3.37#EEGUUVQJGCNVJ
professionals remains
KORQTVCPVVQTGUKFGPVU6JG[
can access primary care
through the established
)2UCPFFGPVKUVUKP
VJGPGKIJDQWTJQQF
#NQPIUKFGVJG0*5
RTQXKUKQP/QUGNG[JCUC
range of complementary
CPFCNVGTPCVKXGVJGTCR[
RTCEVKVKQPGTU%WTTGPVN[OQUV
JGCNVJUGTXKEGUCTGFGNKXGTGF
HTQOEQPXGTVGFFQOGUVKE

properties, although a
purpose built health centre
with a range of in-house
RTKOCT[ECTGUGTXKEGUKU
planned, as part of the
UWRGTOCTMGVFGXGNQROGPV
QPVJGHQTOGT/GVGQT(QTF
ICTCIGUKVGQP5V/CT[oU4QY
1.3.386JGFTCHV$&2
IKXGURTKQTKV[VQKORTQXKPI
accessibility, health and
OQDKNKV[
1.3.396JG%KV[oUFTCHV$&2
TGKVGTCVGUVJGXKUKQPUGVQWVKP
VJG5WUVCKPCDNG%QOOWPKV[
5VTCVGI[  QHTGUKFGPVU
DGKPICDNGVQKPƃWGPEG
FGEKUKQPOCMKPIDGRCTVQH
CEQJGUKXGEQOOWPKV[HQTCP
CEVKXGXQNWPVCT[UGEVQTCPFVQ
DTKFIGVJGFKIKVCNFKXKFG
1.3.40 Moseley residents
JCXGOCKPVCKPGFCPCEVKXG
community sector for many
[GCTUPQYKVKUCPKORQTVCPV
EQORQPGPVQH/QUGNG[oU
character and why the area
KUQHVGPECNNGFC8KNNCIG
&WTKPIEQPUWNVCVKQPNQECN
RGQRNGEQPƂTOGFVJCVCEVKXG
residents are essential if
VJGXKNNCIGCVOQURJGTGKUVQ
TGOCKP%QOOWPKV[NKHGJCU
also helped residents to build
feelings of identity, safety
CPFNQ[CNV[
10
11

Moseley and Kings Heath Ward
Development Plan 2008.
The Ward Development Plan –
19.1% of residents in the ward
reported a limiting long-term
limiting illness in 2001 and in terms
of general health 10.2% reported
that they considered their health
to be ‘not good’ compared to
10.9% across Birmingham.
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1.3.41 Within Moseley
there are only a few places
that children and young
RGQRNGECPECNNVJGKTQYP
6JGTGCTGPQ%KV[%QWPEKN
managed youth clubs in the
neighbourhood and there are
PQRWDNKEEJKNFTGPoUEGPVTGU
HQTVJGWPFGTƂXGUCNVJQWIJ
community groups try to help
CPFRTKXCVGPWTUGTKGUECVGTHQT
UQOG%QPUWNVCVKQPYKVJNQECN
primary schools highlighted
EJKNFTGPoUEQPEGTPUCDQWVVJG
SWCNKV[QHVJGGPXKTQPOGPV
VTCHƂECPFNCEMQHRNC[
HCEKNKVKGU
1.3.42%JWTEJGUJQUV
CEVKXKVKGUCPFOGGVKPIUHQT
uniformed organisations

UWEJCU5EQWVUCPF)WKFGU
+PCFFKVKQPVJG%TGCVKQP
indoor climbing centre and
UMCVGRCTM4KXGTUKFG%JWTEJ
CPF*CO\C/QUSWGRTQXKFG
OGGVKPITQQOUCUYGNN+PVJG
consultation, young people
TGSWGUVGFCRNCEGVQOGGVKP
VJGEGPVTGQH/QUGNG[ CNQPI
YKVJKPFQQTURQTVUHCEKNKVKGU 
It is a similar situation for the
GNFGTN[KP/QUGNG[6JG[TGN[
mainly on local churches and
VJGKTXQNWPVGGTUHQTUWRRQTVKP
the community alongside the
UVCVWVQT[CIGPEKGU
1.3.436JGNQUUQHn%GPVTG
oKP5EJQQN4QCFOGCPU
Moseley no longer has
a dedicated community

EGPVTG#UVJGRQRWNCVKQP
JCUDGEQOGOQTGFKXGTUG
there is a need to ensure
that new people are able to
RCTVKEKRCVGKPEQOOWPKV[NKHG
The consultation highlighted
that meeting rooms can be
DQQMGFCVVJG6JG/QUGNG[
Exchange local churches,
/QUSWG6GPPKU%NWD#NN
5GTXKEGU%NWDDWVVJG[
cannot accommodate all of
the demand, and many are
KPPGGFQHOQFGTPKUCVKQP+P
CFFKVKQP/QUGNG[2CTMCPF
2QQNVJGn8KNNCIGITGGPoCPF
GXGPUQOGQHVJGRCXGOGPVU
YJGTGYKFGGPQWIJ QPVJG
#NEGUVGT4QCFCTGWVKNKUGFCU
meeting space for outdoor
EQOOWPKV[GXGPVU

1.4 SUSTAINABILITY
1.4.1 $KTOKPIJCO%KV[
%QWPEKNTGEQIPKUGUVJG
importance of sustainable
FGXGNQROGPVCPFVJG
challenge it faces in
KORTQXKPIVJGSWCNKV[QH
life for current and future
generations without
LGQRCTFKUKPIQWTPCVWTCN
TGUQWTEGU6QKPURKTGQVJGTU
VJG%KV[%QWPEKNKUUGGMKPI
RTQLGEVUVJCVQVJGTUECPNGCTP
HTQOUWEJCUGPGTI[UCXKPI
buildings, better public
transport, greater recycling
CPFKPFKXKFWCNUEJCPIKPI
VJGKTDGJCXKQWTVQJGNR
TGFWEGENKOCVGEJCPIG

1.4.2 Moseley has the
RQVGPVKCNVQFGXGNQRCPF
GPIGPFGTCPGXGPOQTG
sustainable approach to
WTDCPNKXKPIKPKVUJQWUGJQNFU
businesses and community
QTICPKUCVKQPUD[KPXGUVKPI
OQTGGHHQTVCPFTGUQWTEGUKP
rEQPUGTXCVKQPQHVJG
JKUVQTKECNGPXKTQPOGPV
r encouraging a resilient and
FKXGTUGNQECNGEQPQO[

r neighbourhood recycling
r better integration of green
infrastructure
rKORTQXGFCEEGUUVQC
PGVYQTMQHITGGPQRGP
spaces
rKORTQXGFCEEGUUVQRWDNKE
transport
rKPETGCUKPIYCNMKPICPF
E[ENKPILQWTPG[U
rKORTQXGFJQWUKPIUVQEM

r generating wealth and
recycling
it locally

rGSWCNKV[QHOQXGOGPVHQT
pedestrians, cyclists and
those with a disability

r renewable energy and
YCVGTEQPUGTXCVKQP

r community hubs

What local people said:
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“Maximise opportunities for
renewable energy, including the
provision of plug-in points for
electric vehicles from
renewable sources.”

“Open the train station, relieve the
 VTCHƂEƃQYq
“More eco-friendly homes.
Solar panels, more recycled
materials. Affordable homes.”

2.2 MOSELEY LOCAL POLICIES
ECONOMIC ACTIVITY
VILLAGE RETAIL AREA
2.2.1/QUGNG[oUGEQPQO[
JCUWPFGTIQPGUKIPKƂECPV
changes since the early
U6JKURTQEGUUTCKUGU
new challenges for the
neighbourhood but also
RTQXKFGUPGYQRRQTVWPKVKGU
to build a more resilient
HWVWTGHQTVJGNQECNGEQPQO[
Therefore, a new approach
KUPGGFGFVQKORTQXG
VJGFC[VKOGCPFGXGPKPI
GEQPQOKGUOCMKPI
Moseley an all-day
FGUVKPCVKQP6JKUEQWNFNGCF
VQOQTGLQDUTGVGPVKQPQH
young people and better
UGTXKEGUHCEKNKVKGUHQT
residents, the business
EQOOWPKV[CPFXKUKVQTU6JG
GEQPQOKECEVKXKV[IGPGTCVGF
D[NQECNGXGPVUVJCVFTCY
RGQRNGKPVQVJGCTGC UWEJ
CUVJG(QNMCPF,C\\HGUVKXCNU
KP/QUGNG[2CTMCPF2QQN
GXGPVUKP%CPPQP*KNN2CTM
CPFVJGKPVGTPCVKQPCNETKEMGV
OCVEJGUCV9CTYKEMUJKTG
%TKEMGV%NWD KUCNUQPQVGF
2QUKVKXGCEVKQPUVQDWKNFWRQP

UWEJCEVKXKV[YKNNJGNRFKXGTUKH[
the range of offer in Moseley,
thereby strengthening the
NQECNGEQPQO[
6JKU2NCPPKPI(TCOGYQTM
will help create the right
GPXKTQPOGPVHQTVJKUQDLGEVKXG
whilst safeguarding what
RGQRNGXCNWGOQUVCDQWVVJG
EGPVTG
2.2.2 6JG5JQRRKPICPF
.QECN%GPVTGU52&  
FGƂPGUVJGEGPVTGDQWPFCT[
KFGPVKƂGUVJG2TKOCT[
5JQRRKPI#TGC UJQYPQP
VJGRTQRQUCNUOCR KPYJKEJ
TGVCKNFGXGNQROGPVYKNNDG
concentrated and sets out
policies for controlling nonretail uses including hot-food
VCMGCYC[UECHGUTGUVCWTCPVU
CPFRWDU
2.2.3 6JGUWTXG[VJCV
informed the local centres
RQNKE[KFGPVKƂGF
RTQRGTVKGU QWVQHCVQVCNQH
129 within the local centre
DQWPFCT[ VJCVHGNNYKVJKPVJG
IQXGTPOGPVoUWUG

Farmers’ Market
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Junction of Alcester Rd / Salisbury Rd

ENCUUFGƂPKVKQPU##YJKEJ
are used to differentiate
DGVYGGPV[RGUQHRTQRGTVKGU
6JGUWTXG[TGXGCNGFVJCV
YGTGTGUVCWTCPVUCPF
ECHGU # DCTUCPFRWDU # 
QTJQVHQQFVCMGCYC[U # 
YGTGDCPMU
DWKNFKPIUQEKGVKGU # CPF
YGTGTGVCKNUJQRU # 
6JGƂIWTGUKPENWFGFXCECPV
WPKVUYKVJKPVJG##ENCUUGU
KPVQVCN 6JGUWTXG[
also showed that within the
2TKOCT[5JQRRKPI#TGC
YGTG#TGVCKNWUGU
#UWTXG[WPFGTVCMGPD[VJG
MRG in 2010, found that of
the 129 premises in the area,
YGTGXCECPVQTYCKVKPI
FGXGNQROGPV
2.2.46JGNGXGNQH#WUGUKP
VJG2TKOCT[5JQRRKPI#TGC
25# KUQPN[LWUVCDQXGVJG
VJTGUJQNFUGVQWVKPVJG
5JQRRKPICPF.QECN%GPVTGU
52&6JKU52&UGGMU
VQRTGXGPVHWTVJGTNQUUQH#
WPKVUKPVJG25#6JGTGKU
therefore limited scope for
HWTVJGT##CPFQVJGT
PQPTGVCKNWUGU

BUSINESS AND
EMPLOYMENT
2.2.5/QUGNG[oUTGRWVCVKQP
for being a place where
12
businesses begin and are a
home to a high concentration
QHRGQRNGHTQOVJGETGCVKXG

industries, is a reality 
2.2.6 Within the context of
the wider Moseley Road area
being recognised as an area
HQTITQYVJHQTVJGETGCVKXG
KPFWUVTKGUOCMKPINKPMU
between the cultural and
OGFKCSWCTVGTKP&KIDGVJ
VQ/QUGNG[8KNNCIGYKNN
DGCEVKXGN[GPEQWTCIGF
+PETGCUGFFKXGTUKV[CPF
GPVTGRTGPGWTKCNCEVKXKV[YKNN
RTQXKFGEQORNGOGPVCT[
employment opportunities,
GURGEKCNN[KPVJGNQECNEGPVTG
$WKNFKPIWRQPVJGGZKUVKPI
hospitality, tourism and
leisure offer will strengthen
/QUGNG[oUTGRWVCVKQPCUQPG
QHVJGEKV[oUEWNVWTCNCUUGVU
2QNKEKGUCKOGFCVUWRRQTVKPI
existing employment uses
and encouraging new ones,
RCTVKEWNCTN[YKVJKPVJG8KNNCIG
YKNNDGCRRNKGF

Village Green / St Mary’s Row
12
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BCC Economic Data, percentage
in Moseley and KH Ward in
self-employment in 2001 was
8.8%, percentage for Birmingham
was 5.5%.
SOC code 34, Culture, Media and
Sport with 4.8% of all people in
creative occupations as compared
to 1.5% for Birmingham as
a whole.

Village Green / St Mary’s Row

URBAN DESIGN
2.2.7 3WCNKV[RWDNKETGCNO
KUCMG[VJTGCFTWPPKPI
VJTQWIJQWVVJKUFQEWOGPV
*QYGXGTVJGFGUKIPCPF
CRRGCTCPEGQHRTKXCVG
property plays a crucial role

in framing that community
URCEG'ZCORNGUQHOGFKQETG
buildings that replaced
characterful predecessors can
DGHQWPFKPVJG8KNNCIG
This section and the policies

within do not decry change
DWVUGGMVQGODTCEGRQUKVKXG
contributions that add to the
QXGTCNNSWCNKV[QHVJGDWKNV
GPXKTQPOGPV

Boundary drive (Moor Green Lane)

What local people said:
“More affordable homes especially
for young people, a vibrant rental
 UGEVKQPCPFPGYƃCVUq
“Homes should be large enough
for small families with green space.”
“No backland development or
demolition. Extend the
conservation area.”
“There is a shortage of small and
medium-sized houses for families
who need 2-3 bedrooms.”
“All new-builds should be
eco-friendly (photovoltaics and
insulation, etc).”
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“Homes that are sympathetic to
the history and architecture of
Moseley. A good range of
housing to attract people from all
backgrounds and income levels.”
“Not quick-build rabbit hutches
that are appearing everywhere
else. Let some architects loose
and get creative.”
“Maybe live work spaces related
to the kind of businesses we
will have.”
“Future homes will be mainly the
ones we have now, but with much
 ITGCVGTNGXGNUQHGPGTI[GHƂEKGPE[q

THE HISTORIC
ENVIRONMENT

orders

2.2.8.QECNRGQRNGCTG
concerned that there should
be greater awareness
of the existing policies
for the protection of the
PGKIJDQWTJQQFoUJKUVQTKECN
GPXKTQPOGPVCPFVJCVVJG[
DGWUGFOQTGGHHGEVKXGN[
2.2.9#NVJQWIJNKUVGF
buildings are protected
by legislation, other
nEJCTCEVGTHWNoRTQRGTVKGUOC[
PQVECTT[UWEJRTQVGEVKQP+P
circumstances where heritage
CUUGVUDGEQOGXQKFGHHQTVU
VQDTKPIVJGODCEMKPVQ
RTQFWEVKXGWUGUJQWNFDG
explored, including the use
QH%QOOWPKV[4KIJVVQ$KF
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The Dovecote

LEISURE AND GREEN
OPEN SPACES
2.2.10 %QPUWNVCVKQP
EQPƂTOGFVJCVPCVWTG
EQPUGTXCVKQPKORTQXGOGPV
QHVJGNQECNGPXKTQPOGPV
CPFnITGGPoKPKVKCVKXGUYGTG
popular among Moseley
TGUKFGPVU6JGTGCTGCPWODGT
of local organisations already
RTQITGUUKPIGPXKTQPOGPVCN
RTQLGEVU146JGXCTKGV[QH
the open spaces in Moseley

OCMGCXCNWCDNGEQPVTKDWVKQP
VQKVUWTDCPGPXKTQPOGPVCN
SWCNKV[KPENWFKPIVJGKPHQTOCN
green infrastructure of street
trees, hedges and front
ICTFGPU6JKU52&UGGMU
to protect and enhance
VJCVRTQXKUKQPKORTQXKPI
WRQPKVUXCNWGHQTHQTOCN
and informal recreation and
PCVWTGEQPUGTXCVKQPCUYGNN

as increasing accessibility,
management and safety
HQTWUGTU+PCFFKVKQP
there is a desire to retain
allotments and explore
how they can contribute to
reducing climate change and
KORTQXKPIDKQFKXGTUKV[
14

The Moseley Society, Moseley in
Bloom, Friends of Moseley Bog,
Friends of Highbury Park and
Sustainable Moseley.

Moor Green allotments
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Alcester Rd

TRAFFIC AND
MOVEMENT
2.2.11 6JGEQPƃKEVQHJCXKPI
VJG##NEGUVGT4F C
OCLQTCTVGTKCNTQWVGCPF
RCTVQHVJGEKV[oU5VTCVGIKE
*KIJYC[0GVYQTM TWPPKPI
VJTQWIJVJG8KNNCIGEGPVTGKU
CEMPQYNGFIGF*QYGXGTVJKU
52&RTQOQVGURQNKEKGUCPF
OGCUWTGUVQOCMGKVOQTG
pedestrian-friendly, such as
IKXKPIRGFGUVTKCPUITGCVGT
RTKQTKV[QXGTECTDQTPGVTCHƂE
increasing the number
of informal cycle routes,
DGVVGTRCTMKPIRTQXKUKQPHQT
cyclists and increased public
VTCPURQTV
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Camp Hill railway line

HOMES AND
NEIGHBOURHOOD
2.2.12 The ability to purchase
RTQRGTV[CVHWNNOCTMGVTCVGU
in Moseley is now largely
limited to those on higher
GCTPKPIU6JGEQUVQHJQOGU
far exceeds the means of
VJQUGGCTPKPICXGTCIGYCIGU
in the city, and the supply of

CHHQTFCDNGJQOGUKUNKOKVGF
6JKU52&EQPVCKPURQNKEKGU
HQTVJGFGXGNQROGPVQH
small-scale housing schemes,
to help address the need
for all types of residential
accommodation, including
PGYDWKNFCPFEQPXGTUKQP

+VCNUQUGGMUVQGPUWTGVJCV
VJGSWCNKV[QHVJGGZKUVKPI
DWKNVGPXKTQPOGPVKU
respected, especially where
PGYFGXGNQROGPVCPF
TGVTQƂVKUEQPEGTPGF

Anderton Park Rd
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COMMUNITY
2.2.135WUVCKPCDNG
community action can
form more easily in places
where residents can meet,
QTICPKUGFGNKXGTUGTXKEGU
CPFDWKNFEQJGUKQP
Without community spaces
the sustainability of local
XQNWPVCT[CEVKQPDGEQOGU
OQTGFKHƂEWNV

Pond dipping (Moseley Bog)

Cannon Hill Park

Joy’s Wood (Moseley Bog)
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3. IMPLEMENTATION
3.0.1 /QUGNG[oUEKXKECEVKXKUO
JCUDGGPQPGQHKVUMG[
features for many years,
and, coupled with its historic
legacy, has made it one
QH$KTOKPIJCOoUFGUKTCDNG
PGKIJDQWTJQQFU+PVJCV
tradition, residents want to
OCKPVCKPKVUFKXGTUKV[CPF
XKVCNKV[HQTHWVWTGIGPGTCVKQPU
VQGPLQ[
3.0.2 .QECNEQOOWPKV[CPF
DWUKPGUUITQWRUYKNNYQTM
together to help sustain
the desirability of the
neighbourhoods responding
VQVJGFGXGNQROGPV
challenges of
VJGHWVWTG
3.0.3 6JKU52&RTQXKFGUC
XKUKQPHQTNCPFWUGKP/QUGNG[
QXGTVJGPGZVHGY[GCTU
*QYGXGTKVTGEQIPKUGUVJCV
the continued success of the
place is dependent upon
VJGFGXGNQROGPVQHKFGCU
and proposals only partially
related to such a physical,
NCPFWUGHQEWU6JGUWEEGUUHWN
implementation of the
policies contained within this
document, together with the
UQEKCNEQOOWPKV[CPFUGTXKEG
orientated ideas generated
throughout the consultation
process, will help ensure that
/QUGNG[HWNƂNUKVURQVGPVKCNVQ
DGCPCVVTCEVKXGRNCEGVQNKXG
YQTMCPFXKUKV

3.0.4 In order to secure
CPFFGNKXGTEJCPIGVJG
HQNNQYKPIMG[GNGOGPVUYKNN
DGKORQTVCPV
r leadership
rYQTMKPIKPRCTVPGTUJKR
rGPUWTKPIFGXGNQROGPV
SWCNKV[VJTQWIJVJG
statutory planning process
r funding, planning
obligations
CPFFGNKXGT[
r enforcement of policies

3.1 WORKING
IN PARTNERSHIP
3.1.1 6JG%KV[%QWPEKNVJG
business community, Moseley
Regeneration Group and
QVJGTUYKNNWUGVJG52&CU
a mechanism to stimulate
KPYCTFKPXGUVOGPVCVVTCEV
CRRTQRTKCVGFGXGNQRGTU
and in turn promote the
PGKIJDQWTJQQF6JKUYKNNDG
CEJKGXGFD[
rFGXGNQRKPINKPMUYKVJVJG
RTKXCVGUGEVQTKPENWFKPI
existing businesses and
landowners, as well as
RQVGPVKCNKPXGUVQTU
r co-ordinating public sector
KPXGUVOGPVVQOCZKOKUG
the impact of its limited
TGUQWTEGU
rCRRTQRTKCVGOCTMGVKPI
r supporting existing and
PGYDWUKPGUUGUNQQMKPIVQ
NQECVGYKVJKPVJGCTGC
r supporting community
FGXGNQROGPVCEVKXKVKGU

rWVKNKUKPIVJG%QOOWPKV[
#UUGV6TCPUHGTRTQEGUUVQ
enable the community
to manage and/or
CESWKTGCUUGVUVJCVVJG[
JCXGKFGPVKƂGFCUDGKPI
KORQTVCPVVQVJGNQECNCTGC
r supporting the community
KP%QOOWPKV[4KIJVVQ
$WKNFKPKVKCVKXGU

3.2 THE
STATUTORY
PLANNING
PROCESS
3.2.1 6JG52&YKNNDG
a statutory planning
FQEWOGPV+VYKNNRTQXKFG
guidance for future
FGXGNQROGPV RTQXKFKPI
clarity and certainty for
VJGOCTMGV CPFYKNNDGC
material consideration in
the determination of future
planning applications within
VJGCTGC
3.2.2 6JG%KV[%QWPEKN
will therefore apply its
FGXGNQROGPVOCPCIGOGPV
role, together with its other
regulatory powers, to shape,
determine and enable
FGXGNQROGPVVQJGNRFGNKXGT
the proposals and policies
YKVJKPVJG52&
3.2.3 6JG52&YKNNCNUQ
RTQXKFGEQPVGZVCPF
support for the use of the
%KV[%QWPEKNoUEQORWNUQT[
RWTEJCUGRQYGTU YJGTG
CRRTQRTKCVG VQCUUKUVYKVJ
site assembly and to facilitate
FGXGNQROGPV
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3.3 DELIVERY
3.3.1 The policies contained
YKVJKPVJKUFQEWOGPVJCXG
DGGPFGXGNQRGFVQTGURQPF
to the issues, ideas and
suggestions that matter to
NQECNRGQRNG%QPUWNVCVKQP
TGUWNVGFKPCPGZVGPUKXGNKUV
QHRQVGPVKCNRTQLGEVUVJCVECP
DGFGXGNQRGFD[CXCTKGV[
of parties, as and when
CRRTQRTKCVG0QVCNNQHVJGO
are land-based – the tourism
CPFDWUKPGUUFGXGNQROGPV
strands, for example – and
many can be incorporated
into other documents
UWEJCUVJG9CTF&KUVTKEV
&GXGNQROGPV2NCP6JG
Moseley Regeneration Group
YKNNNGCFVJGFGNKXGT[QHOCP[
QHVJGUGRTQLGEVUCPFUGGM
to form partnerships in the
RTQEGUU

3.4 REQUIRED
ASSESSMENTS
AND SURVEYS
3.4.1 &WGVQVJGFKXGTUG
built, green and historic
GPXKTQPOGPVKP/QUGNG[
certain additional information
OC[DGTGSWKTGFYJGP
submitting planning
CRRNKECVKQPUVJGUG
TGSWKTGOGPVUCTGQWVNKPGF
DGNQY
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3.4.2 6JGTGSWKTGOGPVHQT
ecological assessment
will not be restricted solely
VQFGXGNQROGPVUCFLCEGPVVQ
YKNFNKHGEQTTKFQTU
#PGEQNQIKECNCUUGUUOGPV
OC[DGTGSWKTGFHQT
FGXGNQROGPVUYJKEJJCXGVJG
potential to affect designated
sites, wildlife corridors and

KORQTVCPVJCDKVCVU KFGPVKƂGF
KPVJG.QECN$KQFKXGTUKV[
#EVKQP2NCPHQT$KTOKPIJCO
CPFVJG$NCEM%QWPVT[
(http://bbcbap.org.
uk/images/LBAP/
DDEDCRƂPCNRFH , as
well as legally protected
CPFPQVCDNGURGEKGU
&GRGPFKPIQPVJGTGUWNVUQH
this assessment, ecological
mitigation or compensation
OGCUWTGUOC[DGTGSWKTGF
VQCFFTGUUCP[CFXGTUG
KORCEVUQHFGXGNQROGPV
5EJGOGUVJCVRTQXKFG
habitat enhancements will be
welcomed, particularly where
VJG[EQPVTKDWVGVQ0CVWTG
+ORTQXGOGPV#TGC 0+# 
QDLGEVKXGU
3.4.3 #TEJCGQNQIKECNFGUM
DCUGFCUUGUUOGPVUCPFƂGNF
GXCNWCVKQPUOC[DGTGSWKTGF
when there are proposals to
TGFGXGNQRUKVGUKPQTFGTVQ
RTQXKFGKPHQTOCVKQPQPVJG
potential reuse of heritage
CUUGVUQTTGSWKTGOGPVUHQT
their recording, as part of
HWVWTGFGXGNQROGPV

3.5 FUNDING
AND PLANNING
OBLIGATIONS
3.5.1 In respect of new
FGXGNQROGPVVJG%KV[
%QWPEKNYKNNUGGMVQUGEWTG
CRCEMCIGQHRNCPPKPI
obligations to ensure
VJGFGNKXGT[CPFHWVWTG
maintenance of appropriate
elements of this plan,
including affordable housing,
public open space, low
carbon energy, education,
public realm enhancements
CPFPGYEQOOWPKV[HCEKNKVKGU

3.5.2 In addition, the
%KV[%QWPEKNYKNNUGGMVQ
secure local employment
opportunities through the
use of targeted employment
UVTCVGIKGU+VYKNNUGGMVQNKPM
training to employer demand
CPFWUGVJGNQECNYQTMHQTEG
in the construction phases
QHFGXGNQROGPVYJGTG
RQUUKDNG
3.5.3 6JKU52&JCUDGGP
prepared at a time of
QPIQKPIƂPCPEKCNEQPUVTCKPVU
and a challenging economic
ENKOCVG8KCDKNKV[KUCPKUUWG
in bringing sites forward for
FGXGNQROGPVCPFKVOC[PQV
be possible in the short term
HQTFGXGNQROGPVVQRTQXKFG
a full range of planning
QDNKICVKQPU
3.5.4 Where this is the case,
appropriate measures will
DGWUGFVQoHWVWTGRTQQHo
planning obligations,
so as to ensure that the
XCNWGQHVJGRCEMCIGQH
contributions is maximised
throughout the lifetime of
VJGRTQRQUGFFGXGNQROGPV
6JG%KV[%QWPEKNOC[
TGSWKTGFGXGNQRGTUVQUWDOKV
HWNNXKCDKNKV[CRRTCKUCNUVQ
FGOQPUVTCVGVJGNGXGNQH
obligations that can be
CHHQTFGFFGNKXGTGF
3.5.5 6JG%KV[%QWPEKNKU
RTGRCTKPIKVUGXKFGPEGDCUG
to support the introduction
QH%QOOWPKV[+PHTCUVTWEVWTG
.GX[ %+. VQFGNKXGTVJG
KPHTCUVTWEVWTGTGSWKTGFVQ
support the planned growth
QHVJGEKV[1PEGKPVTQFWEGF
%+.YKNNTGRNCEGGNGOGPVUQH
5CITGGOGPVUCPFYKNNDG
WUGFVQUWRRQTVVJGFGNKXGT[
QHMG[KPHTCUVTWEVWTG

3.6 SECTION 106
REQUIREMENTS
3.6.1 7PVKNVJG%+.KU
CFQRVGF5EQPVTKDWVKQPU
will be negotiated for the
HQNNQYKPI
Village centre
#NNPGYFGXGNQROGPVUJQWNF
KORTQXGVJGGPXKTQPOGPVCN
SWCNKV[CPFUWRRQTVVJG
8KNNCIGEGPVTGD[
r contributing to the
KORTQXGFSWCNKV[QHVJG
public realm and its future
maintenance, including
VTCHƂEOCPCIGOGPV
OGCUWTGU
r contributing to town
centre management, eg
C$WUKPGUU+ORTQXGOGPV
&KUVTKEVQT8KNNCIG%GPVTG
2CTVPGTUJKR

Residential
r0GYFGXGNQROGPVYKNN
DGTGSWKTGFVQEQPVTKDWVG
VQVJGNGXGNQHCHHQTFCDNG
accommodation in the area,
KPNKPGYKVJVJG#HHQTFCDNG
*QWUKPIRQNKEKGUQHVJG%KV[
%QWPEKN
r0GYFGXGNQROGPV
OC[PGGFVQRTQXKFG
EQPVTKDWVKQPUVQKORTQXKPI
NQECNUEJQQNRTQXKUKQP
r%QPVTKDWVKQPUVQKORTQXKPI
and maintaining open
space, play and sports
facilities, including where
appropriate, recreational
amenities for young people,
or contributions for off-site
QRGPURCEGKORTQXGOGPVU
r%QPVTKDWVKQPUVQKORTQXKPI
and maintaining allotments,
the green infrastructure,
community health and
EQOOWPKV[HCEKNKVKGU

r%QPVTKDWVKQPUVQOGCUWTGU
VQKORTQXGVJGSWCNKV[QH
VJGTGUKFGPVKCNGPXKTQPOGPV
GIGPXKTQPOGPVCN
enhancements to
residential streets, and
VTCHƂEOCPCIGOGPV
measures
All types of development
%QPVTKDWVKQPUYKNNDGUQWIJV
HQT
r Transport infrastructure
r'PXKTQPOGPVCNRGFGUVTKCP
CPFE[ENKPIKORTQXGOGPVU
r Training and local labour
in the construction and
operational phases of
FGXGNQROGPV

RELEVANT DEVELOPMENT PLAN POLICIES
1.4 PLANNING CONTEXT – Key local policies
TGNGXCPVVQVJG/QUGNG[52&
The Birmingham Plan (UDP) 2008
Chapter 2 Strategy:
r&GXGNQROGPVYKVJKPCUWUVCKPCDNG
FGXGNQROGPVHTCOGYQTM  

Chapter 7 Shopping centres
r/CKPVCKPCPGVYQTMQHNQECNUJQRRKPIEGPVTGU
C 

Chapter 3 Environment:
8KUKQPHQT
rCUWUVCKPCDNGITQYVJ  
rCXKDTCPVINQDCNEKV[  
rCJKIJSWCNKV[QHNKHGCPFCUGPUGQHRNCEG
CPF 
rCPFQDLGEVKXGUCPF

Chapter 17 Sparkbrook and Small Heath
r/QUGNG[  
Chapter 20 Selly Oak
r/QUGNG[9CTF  
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THE DRAFT BIRMINGHAM DEVELOPMENT PLAN:
RELEVANT OBJECTIVES
r6QFGXGNQR$KTOKPIJCO
CUC%KV[QHUWUVCKPCDNG
neighbourhoods that are
UCHGFKXGTUGCPFKPENWUKXG
YKVJNQECNN[FKUVKPEVKXG
EJCTCEVGT6QETGCVGC
prosperous successful and
enterprising economy with
DGPGƂVUHGNVD[CNN6QETGCVG
COQTGUWUVCKPCDNG%KV[
that minimises its carbon
footprint and waste whilst
CNNQYKPIVJG%KV[VQITQY
r To encourage better health
and well-being through
VJGRTQXKUKQPQHPGYCPF
existing recreation, sport
CPFNGKUWTGHCEKNKVKGUNKPMGF
VQIQQFSWCNKV[RWDNKEQRGP
URCEG
r To protect and enhance the
%KV[oUJGTKVCIGCPFJKUVQTKE
GPXKTQPOGPVU
r6QEQPUGTXG$KTOKPIJCOoU
PCVWTCNGPXKTQPOGPVU
CNNQYKPIDKQFKXGTUKV[CPF
YKNFNKHGVQƃQWTKUJ
Key Objectives:
r6JGGPXKTQPOGPVCPF
sustainability
r'EQPQO[CPFPGVYQTMQH
centres
r Homes and
neighbourhoods
r%QPPGEVKXKV[
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Relevant themed policies;
TP1 4GFWEKPIVJG%KV[oU
carbon footprint
TP2 #FCRVKPIVQENKOCVG
EJCPIG
TP3 5WUVCKPCDNG
EQPUVTWEVKQP
TP4 .QYCPF\GTQECTDQP
GPGTI[IGPGTCVKQP
TP5 #NQYECTDQPGEQPQO[
TP7 Green infrastructure
PGVYQTM
TP8 $KQFKXGTUKV[CPF
)GQFKXGTUKV[
TP9 1RGPURCEGRNC[KPI
ƂGNFUCPFCNNQVOGPVU
TP115RQTVUHCEKNKVKGU
TP12*KUVQTKEGPXKTQPOGPV
TP192TQVGEVKQPQH
GORNQ[OGPVNCPF
TP206JGPGVYQTMCPF
JKGTCTEJ[QHEGPVTGU
TP21%QPXGPKGPEGTGVCKN
RTQXKUKQP
TP225OCNNUJQRUCPF
independent retailing
TP232TQOQVKQPQH
DKQFKXGTUKV[QHWUGU
within centres
TP24 Tourism and tourist
facilities
TP25.QECNGORNQ[OGPV
TP265WUVCKPCDNG
neighbourhoods
TP27 The location of new
housing

TP296JGV[RGUK\GCPF
density of new housing
TP30#HHQTFCDNGJQWUKPI
TP34 The existing housing
UVQEM
TP36 Health
TP37#UWUVCKPCDNGVTCPURQTV
PGVYQTM
TP389CNMKPI
TP39%[ENKPI
TP402WDNKEVTCPURQTV
TP45&KIKVCNEQOOWPKECVKQPU
In addition to the UDP and
draft BDP, a number of
other policies are relevant
to Moseley:
r 5JQRRKPICPF.QECN%GPVTGU
 52&  
r &TCHV2NCEGUHQTVJG(WVWTG
 5
 2&  =VQDGMPQYPCU
n;QWT)TGGPCPF*GCNVJ[%KV[o
52&QPEGCFQRVGF?
r /CVWTG5WDWTDU52&  
r /QUGNG[%QPUGTXCVKQP#TGCs
%JCTCEVGT#ppraisal and
Management 2NCP  
r 2NCEGUHQT.KXKPI52)  
r 2NCEGUHQT#NN52&  

2WDNKECVKQPEQFG24#
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

John Lish

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: n/a

Comment text:
I like to particularly comment on the proposal for changes to my ward which will see the
creation of a Stirchley ward. Unfortunately in order to make up the numbers, the draft proposal
nibbles a piece of Selly Park and takes a chunk of Cotteridge within the Stirchley ward
boundaries. There is some blurring of Stirchley and Selly Park at the boundary so that small
area can be fudged. However the area of Cotteridge proposed within the Stirchley boundaries
violates the coherence of Cotteridge's community. If Councillors are to represent communities
then this split doesn't work. I would further question the creation of a 2-member Cotteridge
and Bournville ward. For me, there is more coherence in a Stirchley/Cotteridge ward using the
Pershore Road as the basis since both Cotteridge and Stirchley share common issues around
economic activity, housing stock and make-up of the community. Bournville is the more
separate community of the three that make up the existing 3-member ward. I appreciate that
those in Cotteridge have aspirations to be associated with Bournville whereas Stirchley is more
independently minded (bloody-minded?) but the Stirchley community is too small in number
make a single ward unless the commission is willing to allow a wider disparity between wards.
As I'm firmly in Stirchley, its not a major issue for me but it doesn't feel right. The other
proposed ward changes that I wish to comment on is the proposed Balsall Heath/Cannon Hill
ward and Moseley ward. I'm frankly baffled by the Balsall Heath and Cannon Hill connection and
cannot see why you want to create a 2-member ward over those communities. No doubt you
received a lot of correspondance from Moseleyites complaining about the splitting of their
community. It does make sense to join what you called Cannon Hill to Moseley to make a 2member Moseley ward. Although, it would be entertaining for the rest of the city if you created
three 1-member wards: Balsall Heath; Moseley West; Moseley East. Then we could sit and
watch the arguments about whether East or West Moseley was the 'proper' Moseley.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7355

05/02/2016
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Graeme Littlewood

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I object to the proposals for the Moseley area (see attached document)

Uploaded Documents:
Download

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7695

11/02/2016

election for all councillors every four years will be a serious backward step for
democracy, and community interests will no longer be safeguarded.

Representing a community of people is not a numbers game – it must always be for the
benefit of that community, not to its detriment. The LGBC appears to be drawing these
new boundary proposals from the map of the current local polling districts, and it bears
no relation to the reality of the geography of Moseley. It will break the partnership
between the Moseley Society and the Moseley councillors, which created two Moseley
conservation areas. It will cause the loss of many years’ work creating the ‘Moseley Big
Plan’, by Moseley residents, businesses and the Council, which has resulted in a
Supplementary Planning Document – surely this is a massive potential impact on
something which exemplifies the identity and cohesion of the community that is
Moseley? All the efforts of local volunteers and council officers, made to improve
economic development in this part of Birmingham, will be lost if these proposals go
ahead.

Further, several significant establishments and amenities absolutely must remain within
the boundary of what everyone knows to be Moseley: the village centre is the most
obvious of these, but both Moseley Parish Church and St Columba’s Church must also
remain in ‘Moseley’, as must the Moseley Exchange and the Mosley Park.; It would be a
nonsense to designate any other area boundary for any of them, and any area boundary
that does not encompass the two Moseley conservation areas is a nonsense also.

Fragmenting the community of Moseley across so many proposed wards will make
consultation with and between local councillors so much more difficult: lobbying,
campaigning and fighting for grants will become much harder and more time-consuming.
The integrity of most of the Moseley local groups, such as Moseley in Bloom, Moseley
Forum, Moseley Society, Moseley Park & Pool, Moseley Festival, Moseley Farmers’ and
Arts Markets, etc., will all be severely compromised – needlessly. There seems to be no
benefit for Moseley in these proposals – it seems to be just a bureaucratic exercise which
has not been properly thought through.

The people who live in the community of Moseley need structures that keep us all
together and help us work together and build a stronger sense of community and
involvement and belonging – not this piecemeal destruction of something vibrant and
strong that exists already. Please don’t destroy what we have. Any ward called ‘Moseley’

simply MUST have the centre of Moseley in it. It seems that the LGBC has not considered
community identity at all in these proposals.

Please reconsider these proposals and recommend a Moseley ward that properly reflects
the community of Moseley, respecting and reflecting the submissions in this regard from
the Moseley Community Groups.

Yours sincerely,

Graeme Littlewood

Local Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Julia Littlewood

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Dear Sir, I am writing to object strongly to the proposed boundary changes to Moseley.
Although I will still be in ‘the new Moseley’ I strongly oppose the idea of splitting Moseley into
different wards and destroying the current unity of Moseley as it now is and has been for many
years. Boundary change will see the separation of the two conservation areas that have over
150 years of history and partnership. The link between the Moseley Society and Moseley
Councillors will be broken. Key places such as Centre of Moseley (Moseley Village) Moseley
Parish Church, (St Mary’s) and Moseley Park, MUST be in Moseley. The many volunteers who
work tirelessly for the present Moseley community will have to liaise with different ward
councillors and officers and this will be more time consuming and often unwieldy. Moseley, as it
is at the present time, is a unique area that people from many parts of the country know of
either from having lived here, or had/ have family members or friends living here and it is held
in great regard; indeed many people want to come to live here because of Moseley’s ‘village
community’. If these proposals go ahead and Moseley is split, then all this will be lost. I
sincerely hope that my objections and those of others will be looked at sympathetically and
Moseley will be left intact for future generations to enjoy living in this individual area of
Birmingham. Yours faithfully, Julia Littlewood (Mrs)

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7552

08/02/2016

Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
02 February 2016 11:48
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Hall Green B28

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Birgitta livemore
Sent: 29 January 2016 21:27
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Hall Green B28
Dear Sir or Madam
We have just been to a meeting about the proposed moving of the Hall Green boundaries.
We have lived here for 37years and are very unhappy about the proposal. We want Status Quo.
Thank you for considering our request
John and Birgitta Livemore
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Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
13 January 2016 09:35
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Boundary changes involving the removal of historic Yardley in Birmingham
and calling it Stechford East

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Carol
Sent: 12 January 2016 22:42
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Boundary changes involving the removal of historic Yardley in Birmingham and calling it Stechford East
I write to lodge my objection to rename the Yardley area of Birmingham Stechford East in your proposed
amendments to reduce the size of the wards.
Yardley has no association with Stechford other than it happens to be the ward next door. Stechford has no
historical significance whereas Yardley has and your proposals will wipe out an area that goes back to the Domesday
book and our Church is 1,000 years old. We live in Yardley, worship in Yardley and our children play in Old Yardley
Park.
I urge you to reconsider your proposal and allow our great heritage to continue.
Regards
Carol Lloyd
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Personal Details:
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garry lloyd

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Oakfield rd which currently comes under Stockland green ward comes under a different ward
every time their is a boundary change.Prior to being placed in Stockland green Oakfield rd was
in the Erdington ward.The new proposals is for Oakfield rd to be in the tyburn ward.I feel that
since Oakfield ld rd was in the Erdington ward it has been neglected with planned Road re
surfacing and new street lighting planned for 2012 being shelved.I believe this is due to
planned boundary changes and another ward will be picking up the bill.I believe that Oakfield
road has not been represented since it was moved out of the Erdington ward,i believe this is
due to its location on the edge of a boundary,if it was moved back into the Erdington ward it
would be in a more suitable ward following on from Trafalgar road.My proposal is to draw the
boundary for Tyburn along Wood End lane from 6 ways Erdington down Oakfield rd (as drawn
on the proposal)instead of Wood End rd.This change would only affect a few resident on Wood
End rd and Oakfield rd.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7187
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Barbara Lomas

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I wish to strongly oppose the change of name from Yardley to stechford east. yardley is an
historic village/area , it has been known as YARDLEY for over a thousand years, it is seped in
history. so much of British history is being eroded away n Please let us keep our lively ancient
name YARDLEY give us YARDLEY not stechford east Barbara Lomas Philip Aldridge

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/6782
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Catherine Long

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I don't think that it makes sense for the Boldmere gate area of Sutton Park to be taken out of
the Boldmere councillor's area. The proposal puts it in to Four Oaks. However the Boldmere
Partnership work links to Boldmere Gate area in sutton Park and so this needs to be in the
boldmere ward area.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7459

08/02/2016

Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
29 January 2016 08:02
Pascoe, Mark
FW:

From: John Longmore
Sent: 28 January 2016 17:06
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject:

AFTER BEING A RESIDENT OF OVER 45 YEARS IN HALL GREEN WE ARE DISGUSTED THAT YOU ARE TO
DOWNGRADE US TO
TYSLEY HALL GREEN HAS ALWAYS BEEN REGARDED AS A LOVELY AREA KNOWN
FOR ITS TREE LINED ROADS AND GREEN SPACES THATS WHY ITS CALLED HALL GREEN NOT AN INDUSTRIAL
AREA LIKE TYSLEY AS A RESULT OF THIS HAPPENING OUR HOUSE PRICES WILL DROP AND HOME AND CAR
INSURRANCE WILL INCREASE THIS IS NOT WHAT WE WANT AND WILL FIGHT FOR OUR RESIDENTIAL
RIGHTS
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Personal Details:
Name:

Paul Long

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I am a resident in the current Sutton Vesey Ward. I am happy with the name Sutton Boldmere
as proposed by LGBCE. The Boldmere community is a strong one which many community events
and community involvement. It is essential however, that access to Boldmere Gate and the
facilities at Boldmere Gate up to the Jamboree Stone in the centre of the park are part of the
Boldmere ward as these are facilities used by the Boldmere community. It is wholly wrong that
these facilities should be part of the Four Oaks ward where residents don't even use our gate
but have access to two gates of their own. I support the submissions made by community
organisations that reflect residents' views including Boldmere Neighbourhood Forum, Boldmere
Futures Partnership and Sutton Coldfield Independent Residents' Group.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7359
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Matthew Lovell

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
The Jewellery Quarter and Winson Green are very different communities with differing needs.
The JQ is a city-centre community, inextricably linked with the city core, and is it likely we will
be poorly served by a 2 member ward that covers an area with such diverse needs. The
Quarter is also home to a Business Improvement District - should these boundaries change then
the BID will no longer be included with city centre BIDs which will negatively impact the work
they carry out in the Jewellery Quarter and equally be a loss for Birmingham City Council and
the city centre.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7592
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Linda Lovenbury

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Having lived in YARDLEY for nearly 72 years I feel I must express my dismay at people who
have no knowledge Of this area trying to make changes to the boundaries and inventing names
which have no Meaning or historical significance to it. Yardley is a village which is over 1000
years old ,and has great significance in the development of Birmingham. Ivy seems as though
yet again decisions are being made for financial reasons with no thoughts of the emotions of
the people who actually live there Yardley is a pleasant well run area with a community spirit
that is strong and valuable to society. It would be very sad if people who do not understand
this are taking on the responsibility of changing this. Most of the people who live here are
actually not in favour of these insensitive ideas of renaming areas with names of no
significance. I would therefore ask you to re-consider these proposals. The ward should remain
as it is-the desire of the people who actually live there.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7000
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Michael Lovenbury

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
It seems to me rather ridiculous that the ancient parish of Yardley should be renamed
"Stechford East ". Yardley has a focal centre both at Yardley church and at the Yew Tree.
Stechford has no such focus and lacks the historical heritage. Why should Stecford not be
renamed Yardley West? I strongly oppose the proposed renaming of Yardley.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/6979
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Christopher Lowe

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I live within the proposed Ladywood ward, and agree with the proposals for the Ladywood
ward. I agree with creating a ward with two councillors - this ward has a lot of businesses
within it, and it is important that there are two councillors in the ward, as although those
businesses do not have any votes, they do have significant need for representation by
councillors. It would be too much for 1 councillor to cover the city centre area. The boundaries
of the proposed ward are natural boundaries for the ward, as the main roads along which the
boundaries lie create natural boundaries between the communities. The proposals for Ladywood
Ward have my full support. In general, however, I disagree with the move to wards with only 1
councillor, and to the reduction of councillors from 120 to 100. Birmingham City Council has the
largest population for a council in the UK, and there are very significant numbers of EU citizens
here who are under-represented in the electoral roll. The number of electors per councillor in
Birmingham is already very high compared with other councils, and reducing the number of
councillors will increase that even further. In addition, when wards with only 1 councillor are
created, those wards lose out if their councillor becomes a cabinet member. In wards where
there are 2 councillors, the other councillors can help take over some of the local casework that
cabinet members may find difficult to cover. I think that wards with 2 councillors is ideal giving a good balance between having a ward that is too large to properly get to know, and
having wards lose out if their only councillor has a heavy workload from being a cabinet
member. I am very happy that Ladywood ward will have 2 councillors.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/6823
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Jane Lownes

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I oppose the proposed changes to the Ward boundaries of Moseley. There is a clear change in
the architecture, size and amount of land at the front of domestic properties on either side of
Valentine Road and Springfield Road. Properties to the right/east of these roads should continue
to be classed as Moseley Ward to ensure that a consistent approach to road and lighting
maintenance and improvements is made throughout the Ward. It also strikes me as ridiculous
that a proposal to exclude the commercial and social centre of Moseley, being the area to the
left and right of the A435, from the Ward boundary. Moseley is a cohesive local community,
and should be allowed to exercise our right to elect local councillors who will work for the
benefit of our whole community.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/6548
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Ewart Lucas

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
As a resident of Hall Green for 30 years, I have to say that the proposal to put my road
into the proposed new extended ward of Tyseley leaves me flabbergasted, and asking
why? A feeling I share with all my friends and neighbours. The changing of a name may seem
trivial to a distant body, but just imagine your residential area being given the name of an
adjacent ,heavily industrialised area - not much fun is it? I ask you, before that unfeeling,
irreversible stroke of a pen to think again and leave Hall Green as it is. There are many
alternatives out there, at least look into them because your present proposal hurts.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7271

04/02/2016

Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
08 January 2016 13:17
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Councillors for Sutton Coldfield

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Graham Luck
Sent: 08 January 2016 12:45
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Councillors for Sutton Coldfield
Sirs,
I must emphasise the necessity of at least one (preferably two) more Councillors in addition to the ten offered.
Sutton Coldfield and its surrounding areas have need of more qualified representatives to service efficiently, without
the need to be obliged to request further help from the West Midlands Authority.
Yours faithfully,
Graham H. Luck.
Sent from my iPad
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Carol lumley

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I live in the suburb of Kings Heath in Birmingham. I have lived in several places in Kings
Heath. I think the proposed boundaries for Kings Heath ward should be slightly different to
those proposed and should include a few more roads. Although the boundaries of Kings Heath
are a little hazy, I think more of the main road (Alcester Road South) just a little south of the
proposed boundary of Howard Road would also be considered to be in Kings Heath. People
there can easily walk to the shops in Kings Heath and the bus on the main road there goes to
the centre of Kings Heath. Also roads a little bit to the east and west of Alcester Road South
would also be considered to be in Kings Heath and people there easily get to Kings Heath
shops. Therefore I would suggest that the proposed boundary be changed so it detours from
the proposed boundary of Howard Road and turns right to include Hazelhurst Road to the south
of Howard Road, continues on to include Livingstone Road, turns left where Livingstone Road
turns left, crosses Alcester Road South, goes straight ahead down the driveway to the cricket
ground, crosses the cricket ground, then includes Peacock Road and then turns left and goes
back down to Wheelers Lane. The boundary lines should go along the backs of the back
gardens of these roads. I think the Boundaries Committee should consider almost always having
the lines of the ward boundaries go along the backs of people’s back gardens rather than up
the middle of roads as if the boundary goes up the middle of a road one is always left with a
situation where one side of the road is in one ward/constituency and the other side of the road
is in another. A situation of this nature does nothing to help community cohesion.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7638
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Jane Lutz

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
My comments relate to the proposed boundaries for a new Balsall Heath and Cannon Hill ward.
I have lived in Moseley for over 30 years. In this time I have seen and experienced tremendous
positive changes. It is now a wonderful place to live, work, and bring children up in. Most of
the positive changes have been driven by local people, who have a great attachment to the
place. Within Birmingham Moseley as it is currently constituted, stands out as having a strong
positive identity and an enviable sense of community and well-being. The proposed boundary
changes threaten to undermine this well-being and diminish the dynamism and community
cohesion there is here. I object to the proposed boundary changes and support the alternative
as set out by the Moseley Forum

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7628

11/02/2016

Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
25 January 2016 08:09
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Boundary changes in Birmingham

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Carole Lydall
Sent: 23 January 2016 14:38
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Boundary changes in Birmingham
I am outraged by the proposed changes to our boundaries. I have lived in Hall Green all my life and feel we have a
strong identity here. How can you seriously consider putting Hall Green parade, Hall Green school, and Hall Green
church into Tyseley. Also being unceremoniously moved into Tyseley is Hall Green station, when Tyseley has its own
station.
Isn’t it going to be confusing, having places named for the place that they’ve been since they were built, sitting in a
different ward? How will visitors to Birmingham find Hall Green library if they’re told it’s in Tyseley?
I’m also concerned that this may affect insurance premiums. Hall Green is a good area, whereas Tyseley is more
industrial, and therefore more risky in the eyes of insurance companies. Will our home and car insurance go up with
the new naming?
I urge you to reconsider this. I’m a resident of Hall Green and wish to remain one.
Thank you
Carole Lydall
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Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
03 February 2016 09:44
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Birmingham Boundaries for the current Hall Green ward

From: Andrew Lydon
Sent: 03 February 2016 09:25
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Birmingham Boundaries for the current Hall Green ward

Dear Local Government Boundary Commission
I support the idea that Birmingham needs smaller single member wards, and that includes in what is
currently Hall Green.
I did not see any major problems with the 3 wards originally proposed, although there could always be
some tidying up around the edges.
However, the idiot who thought that they could call one of them Tyesley, could not have thrown a bigger
spanner in the works if he/she had done so deliberately. They have played right into the hands of the
crappy forces that dominate the old Birmingham politics. There are people who fear they are almost being
deported from Hall Green, and/or that their house prices will be effected. And there fears are being
deliberately stoked.
I do hope such acts of idiocy, and there are suggestions that there have been others elsewhere, do not
derail the whole scheme for smaller wards for Birmingham.
dissapointed
Andrew Lydon
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Matthew Lynch

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Firstly the idea that the centre of Moseley is no longer in "Moseley" is quite clearly ridiculous
and difficult to imagine quite how it got this far! I have acquired a B13 property very much
within Moseley and very much at a B13 value! The proposal puts said property into "Kings
Heath" by a slither. I cannot therefore work out why the boundary and definition of Kings Heath
and Moseley requires change. Why the two are merged at Council wards they are clearly
defined by postcode and cant therefore work out why the proposed split of the ward would not
follow the well established postcode definition. the streets off School Road are clearly defined
and long established at Moseley and Kings Heath by postcode and this clear definition should be
respected and upheld. Note no submission is suggested above as my proposal is based on a pre
-established postcode split, to be clear, I am proposing following postcode current definitions to
split Moseley and Kings Heath (if it needs splitting, which I dispute).

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/6570

11/01/2016

Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
25 January 2016 08:09
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Boundary commission propose breaking up of Erdington Community

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Dulsie Lyn [
Sent: 24 January 2016 11:23
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Boundary commission propose breaking up of Erdington Community
Dear Commission
I write to object to your proposal to break up our existing Erdington Community.
We associate with our community and take pride in being part of Erdington, when you move our boundaries you are
not only affecting our property prices, you are taking away our feelings of community values, our choice, our
wellbeing of belonging, our feelings of safety and familiarity that such an old community provides to its residents.
There is quite an older residents voting population and although I am sure this is a financially driven proposal by the
running government it makes little sense to the existing people within this community. You want to move
community funds around but you are making us victims of your policies. We are voting people and these are our
homes you are playing with, you are very remiss to believe that changing our boundaries will not have an impact on
our everyday lives.
Instead of your proposals, I would like to ask the commission to adopt an Erdington Ward with boundaries of Court
Lane to the West, Wood End Rd/ Kingsbury Rd to the South, Pype Hayes Park, rear of Woodcote Rd to the East and
the Sutton border to the North. This would keep the Erdington Community together, and is the same Erdington
Community as the North Birmingham Community Together campaign is proposing for the Erdington Area.
Yours sincerely
D. Lyn,
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Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
28 January 2016 08:50
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Boundary changes in Hall Green, Birmingham

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Maggie Lyne
Sent: 27 January 2016 19:40
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Boundary changes in Hall Green, Birmingham
I am writing to express my absolute horror and fury at the proposed changes where part of Hall Green will become
Tyseley.
Hall Green is a community. It is the Hall Green Community. If I had wanted to live in Tysley I would have bought a
house there. I have lived in Hall Green for over 40 years and I am proud to say that it's where I live. Tyseley is a
completely different area with an entirely different make up.
As soon as I tell my insurance company that I live in Tyseley my insurance premiums will escalate for both my home
and my car, regardless of what you say. If I want to sell my home and move so I continue to live in Hall Green, I will
lose money as house prices in Tyseley are lower, regardless of what you say.
How can you possibly say that Hall Green School, Hall Green railway station, Hall Green Parade, Hall Green Health,
Hall Green Library and Hall Green Community Church should be in Tyseley? Should they be renamed ‐ problem there
‐ there is already a Tyseley station. Sarehole Mill of Tolkien fame is also in Hall Green and always will be. The
Stratford Road goes through Hall Green, the Warwick Road goes through Tyseley. That's a known fact but of course
you don't know about that as you know nothing about us in south Birmingham.
I cannot believe that you can sit in London in your ivory tower and carve up our community without any thought of
how it will affect the residents.
I urge you to rethink these boundary changes and leave us where we belong ‐ in Hall Green.
Yours faithfully
Margaret Lyne
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