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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Susan Ebenezer

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
There seems to be no sense to the change in boundaries and no thought has been given to the
history attached to the areas as they remain at present. In certain cases people will have
moved to an area due to the history, sense of community and the prestige of living in that
area. People have proposed these ideas who are not familiar with the areas and have no regard
for the reasoning behind living in those areas. How can Moseley village not be in Moseley? How
can Longbridge no longer exist given the car industry that once thrived there and its recent
regeneration. I am positive that the subsequent amendment of addresses will also have an
impact on values of houses, will the council reimburse us for this?

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/6860
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

MANDY EDGEHILL

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
My name is Mandy Edgehill and I live at
, Acocks Green. My family and myself
have lived there for the past 54 years. I have never lived anyway other than
So I would NOT support any change to my address. I am very proud of Acocks Green.The
house I live in was built in the early part of the 1900 and has always been in Acocks Green. So
I do not wish to change to anything else. Do you have any idea how much paper work I would
have to get changed. Like I said my family and myself have been in Acocks Green for the past
54 years and I am not about to change that. So NO SUPPORT AT ALL. Miss Mandy Edgehill,
And proud of it.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/6871

19/01/2016

Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
07 January 2016 14:47
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Sutton Coldfield

From: liz edge
Sent: 07 January 2016 13:54
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Sutton Coldfield

I am sick of Birmingham Council and its interferring in sutton coldfield's representation and numerous
other matters. Birmingham council is incompetent and have proved this over the last six years or so.
In order to fairly represent the area Sutton needs 11 councillors at least and hope you will support this.
Liz Edge
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Barry Edwards

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
We in Acocks Green are totally aposed to the changes you are trying to do

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7563

08/02/2016

The Review Officer (Birmingham)
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor, Millbank Tower
Millbank
London SW1P 4QP
Dear Sir/Madam
I wish to object to the Boundary Commission’s proposals for a Yardley
West ward in Birmingham and support an alternative that is being put
forward.
Although I appreciate that the Commission has responded positively to
local requests for a 2-Member ward for Acocks Green to enable the
retention of integrated community links across the Warwick Road, the
use of the Chiltern railway line as a boundary undermines that. The 4000
voters between the railway and the Grand Union canal, and east of
Stockfield Road, are a fully integrated part of Acocks Green, including
many local activists, as the railway has never been seen as a barrier
locally.
Given that some voters have to be shed from the current Acocks Green
ward to achieve electoral equality I support the idea that Olton Boulevard
East would be a better cut-off, with properties to the south of it forming a
single-Member Fox Hollies Ward. This would reinstate the historic name
for that area and would form a distinctive community, being almost
entirely inter-war Council-built properties. It includes Fox Hollies Leisure
Centre, Fox Hollies Forum (run by the Fox Hollies Community
Association), Fox Hollies Park (with its recently established “Friends”)
and Fox Green Crescent to the west of Fox Hollies Road. For electoral
equality it would require the Polling District CAE to be moved into a Hall
Green ward, but that area has more in common with that ward, being
mostly privately-built semi-detached properties the same as those south
of School Road, and with the same B28 postcode and Hall Green
address.

This would leave the remainder of the currently proposed Acocks Green
ward to be merged with the proposed Yardley West ward to create a new
2-Member Acocks Green ward. Acocks Green has it the past
encompassed Hob Moor Road (and beyond) but crucially this time it
would cross the Warwick Road to facilitate those integrated community
links originally sought. Again to ensure electoral equality both sides of
Spring Road and roads off it to the south would need to be brought in to
this proposed ward, but this would be possible, indeed desirable,
following the transfer of CAE and internal changes in the Hall Green
wards.
I would oppose any attempt to remove the Yarnfield estate from Acocks
Green ward as it has clear social and economic links to the “village”
centre. Such a solution would also leave the Fox Green area “orphaned”
at the end of a long thin ward with no direct public transport links to its
far end.

Yours Sincerely

Name…Clare Edwards
Address..
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Ian Edwards

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Please note that I have made a submission on behalf of St. Paul’s Community Development
Trust, however that represents the views of the organisation. The following statement is a
reflection of my own views, thoughts and feelings: I chose to move to Balsall Heath some
twenty years ago. I made that decision because I saw first-hand that there were countless
opportunities for residents to become involved in contributing to, and influencing the
improvement of the area. I felt that I was moving to a village; that residents knew each other
and cared for each other. For all the years I have been here, I have seen the area continually
improve and become more confident. My neighbours and I are clear that we live in Balsall
Heath and are proud to do so. I work in Balsall Heath and I volunteer here too. As a resident,
I feel it is my duty to make a positive contribution to my community. If the Boundary
Commission do as they recommend and split Balsall Heath, it will feel to me as though I am
being evicted from my home. I will end up in Sparkbrook, an area with which I have neither a
connection nor affinity. I ask that the Commission look closely at the proposal made by Balsall
Heath Forum to create a Balsall Heath and Highgate Ward. I believe that it is a better way of
balancing electoral equality and community interest. Please do not split Balsall Heath.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7683

11/02/2016

Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
08 February 2016 14:26
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Boundary Commission Letter

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Barry Edwards
Sent: 07 February 2016 23:03
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Boundary Commission Letter
The Review Officer (Birmingham)
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England 14th Floor, Millbank Tower Millbank London SW1P 4QP
Dear Sir/Madam
I wish to object to the Boundary Commission’s proposals for a Yardley West ward in Birmingham and support an
alternative that is being put forward.
Although I appreciate that the Commission has responded positively to local requests for a 2‐Member ward for
Acocks Green to enable the retention of integrated community links across the Warwick Road, the use of the
Chiltern railway line as a boundary undermines that. The 4000 voters between the railway and the Grand Union
canal, and east of Stockfield Road, are a fully integrated part of Acocks Green, including many local activists, as the
railway has never been seen as a barrier locally.
Given that some voters have to be shed from the current Acocks Green ward to achieve electoral equality I support
the idea that Olton Boulevard East would be a better cut‐off, with properties to the south of it forming a single‐
Member Fox Hollies Ward. This would reinstate the historic name for that area and would form a distinctive
community, being almost entirely inter‐war Council‐built properties. It includes Fox Hollies Leisure Centre, Fox
Hollies Forum (run by the Fox Hollies Community Association), Fox Hollies Park (with its recently established
“Friends”) and Fox Green Crescent to the west of Fox Hollies Road. For electoral equality it would require the Polling
District CAE to be moved into a Hall Green ward, but that area has more in common with that ward, being mostly
privately‐built semi‐detached properties the same as those south of School Road, and with the same B28 postcode
and Hall Green address.
This would leave the remainder of the currently proposed Acocks Green ward to be merged with the proposed
Yardley West ward to create a new 2‐Member Acocks Green ward. Acocks Green has it the past encompassed Hob
Moor Road (and beyond) but crucially this time it would cross the Warwick Road to facilitate those integrated
community links originally sought. Again to ensure electoral equality both sides of Spring Road and roads off it to the
south would need to be brought in to this proposed ward, but this would be possible, indeed desirable, following
the transfer of CAE and internal changes in the Hall Green wards.
I would oppose any attempt to remove the Yarnfield estate from Acocks Green ward as it has clear social and
economic links to the “village” centre. Such a solution would also leave the Fox Green area “orphaned” at the end of
a long thin ward with no direct public transport links to its far end.

Yours Sincerely
Mr. & Mrs.
Linda & Barry Edwards
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Regards
Barry Edwards.
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Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
18 January 2016 08:43
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Boundary Commission proposals for Birmingham - new Moseley ward

From: Rosi Edwards
Sent: Sunday, January 17, 2016 2:46 PM
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Boundary Commission proposals for Birmingham ‐ new Moseley ward

I write for 3 purposes:
1) To register my opposite to the proposals you have made to implement the Kerslake report. I do not think
the report’s recommendations will improve governance in Birmingham; I do not think a growing population
is better served by a smaller number of councillors; I do not see that Birmingham will just about muster
100/101 people fit to represent its citizens, but can’t run to 120; I do not consider that majority 1 member
wards will better serve us citizens, nor do I think that 4 yearly elections will be better for the governance of
the city - frequent elections that require the parties to test the views of the electorate and allow for one third
of councillors to be changed seems much more likely to allow representatives to take note of the views of its
electors. This system has not led to successful parties being unable to achieve their mandates. far from it:
the Tory/LibDem coalition managed to stay in power for 8 years until it was edged out by labour, so there is
no lack of longevity of administrations, nor of change.
I like the 3 member ward we have at present. Moseley and King’s Heath creates an entity I feel comfortable
with and regularly operate within using shops and leisure facilities in both centres and feeling equally at
home in both. Three councillors allows for team working and sharing the heavy burden of casework, allows
for some specialisation when all members are from one party, and when members are from different parties
allows citizens to go to someone they feel comfortable with. There is no confusion about who is
representing us: they all are. When councillors are from different parties, this does not prevent co-operation,
and I have seen many examples of it.
So my preference is for the status quo: 3 member wards, annual elections and one year of no campaigns.
2) If we must go with the Kerslake proposals, I must now register my opposition to your proposals for
Moseley. You ignore the proposals put to you by the Moseley Society, preferring to - as far as I can see abdicate any attempt to find sensible boundaries that reflect community identity and provide for convenient
local government on the grounds that:
We received nine submissions in total that commented on this area during our consultation on
warding
arrangements,including several detailed proposals for Moseley. Having considered all of the
evidence
we received in regard to this area we have taken the view that the detailed proposals that
we received appeared to divide communities in Moseley. We therefore decided to explore
alternative
warding arrangements for this area, taking into account the localised evidence received and with
regard to our statutory criteria. Accordingly, we are proposing a single -member Moseley ward.
We
1

consider that our proposed ward provides the best balance between our statutory criteria in this
area.
The Moseley Ward you have created has no rational boundaries (other than polling station boundaries - convenient for you, not
much

meaning for us. There is no centre to the ward, no leisure facilities, no focal point. How is a councillor
supposed to represent a community like this?
These residents, which include me, see their community as embracing the village centre, the churches, the
parks. Being councillor for a few
residential streets is next to meaningless.
You will have seen representations from the Moseley Forum and Moseley Society following the very well
attended meeting held on 16 January.
You may also have seen the video. It was a pity no representative of the Commission was able to attend and
listen to the debate.
Various bodies including the business community gave their views on why it would be so harmful: Moseley
community would fall at the margins
of 5 wards, Those wards’ councillors would have other things affecting the majority of their electors
claiming their attention. They will
find it tedious and time consuming to liaise with all the other councillors to resolve issues that cut across
boundaries. Those providing services police, refuse etc - will tend to align them to ward boundaries, so that getting a coherent response for
Moseley Village will be much more
difficult.
Your proposals put Moseley Park and Pool, the Moseley churches, the while village centre, into Balsall Heath and Cannon Hill; put
parts of
Highbury Hall estate, now being run by a dynamic board of trustees keen to maximise the benefit this gift to from the Chamberlain
family to
the people of Birmingham into 5 wards thanks to the weirdest boundary wiggles; and Balsall Heath Park into Moseley.

3) I therefore write in support of the Moseley Forum and Moseley Society’s proposals, as put to you already
and as modified slightly since then, and
with the understanding that further slight modification at the margins may be needed to take into account the
needs of other wards. These proposals
put Moseley village centre at the centre of the ward and bring within the ward boundaries all the features of
Moseley that people recognise as being
part of Moseley, including Moseley bog and Highbury Park.
i commend the work done by the Moseley Forum and the Moseley Society. They have sought the views of
the public both before making their
proposals and since your recommendations came out. I cannot see any division of views amongst the
community and have no idea where you got
that idea from. I hope you will accept that your proposals have at least enable it to be made very clear how
well supported the proposals from the
Moseley Forum and Moseley Society are.
Yours faithfully

therefore decided to ex
plore alternative warding
arrangements for this area, taking into account the localised
evidence received and with regard to our statutory criteria.
2

Accordingly, we are proposing a single
member Moseley
ward. We consider that our proposed ward provides the
best
balance between our statutory criteria in this area
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Mark Eftichiou

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
This is an objection to the Boundary Comission's recommendations for the Moseley Ward. I run
Domestica, an electrical appliance shop that has been in Moseley for 38 years. I am an active
member of the community and have been the Chairman of the Moseley Business Association. I
am disgusted to see that the plans are to remove the shopping centre of Moseley Village from
the Moseley Ward. This is wrong and is certainly not democratic as I have yet to find a single
person that is in favour of the changes. You will have many objections from residents that i in
general fully agree with, but i would like to point out the damage that this might have on the
businesses in Moseley. The values and needs of Moseley Village shopping centre have very little
in common with the needs of Balsall Heath and Cannon Hill. There would be no sharing or
continuity between these community rather a fight for the attention and resources of the
Councillors and the local authority. Moseley has a very different demographic and agenda from
the rest of the proposed ward. We need a dedicated Councillor that will be able to service the
needs of this unique community without the dilution or conflation of other areas. The business
community in Moseley needs to have a strong relationship with a Councillor that knows the area
and will be sole focused on helping us. We need to able to tackle issues that affect our
community such as traffic, crime and safety, promotional activity, environmental initiatives and
community awareness. I am concerned that the cost of business insurance will be raised across
the board as our businesses will be classed in the Balsall Heath Ward I am very proud to be
able say that our business is in the Moseley Ward as we are after all in the centre of MOSELEY
VILLAGE. It truly is illogical and undemocratic to move the boundaries in a way that moves the
very heart of Moseley out of the ward. I am happy with the suggestions made by both the
Moseley Forum and the Moseley Regeneration Group. Another alternative i would suggest would
be a smaller, single Councillor ward that just focuses on the shopping centre with the Village
Green at its centre, and goes out from there. I sincerely hope this insane decision is not
upheld. Regards Mark Eftichiou

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7680
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Melissa Egan

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I do not agree with these proposed changes - I think its a waste of time, money and is going
to cause confusion e.g. hall green train station under these changes would be in Tysley and so
on - I do not think this consultation has been well informed to Birmingham city residents either
and there does not seem to a logical explanation provided by the council for these changes that
are going to be beneficial for all- especially when this council has been criticised for wasting
money - this seems like both a waste of time and money - this just seems silly - also what is
going to happen to people that have paid extra money to buy their home in Kings Heath or Hall
Green and other areas - these changes will affect house prices? Will the council be
compensating all those people who if these changes go ahead will lose property value on their
home when they go to sell?

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7615
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Mary Egan

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Myself and my other family members are strongly oppossed to the proposed boundary changes.
We are currently residents of Hall Green and have always felt a strong sense of identity
attached to the area since moving here in 1983. We've always taken an interest in our area,
being that socially or politically but this planned proposal will undermine all that. If this
proposal is given the go-ahead then our new area will fall under Tyseley which will surely devalue our current property; one which we have worked hard to maintain and improve over the
years. With the greatest of respect if we wanted to move to Tyseley then we would, so then
please do not move Tyseley to us. We are residents of Hall Green and we wish to remain so.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7685
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Clair Ellinor

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: None

Comment text:
It is with a great sense of disappointment that I consider the plans for the rearrangement of
the electoral boundaries for Hall Green. As voters and Council Tax payers I feel we have put up
with an enormous amount of inefficiency from BCC with fortitude and forbearance as they strive
to cut costs but this, as an attack on democracy is too far. I understand they want to save
money by cutting the number of people who represent us which is the first attack on
democracy as by reducing the number of those who advocate for us the way our democracy is
organised is being weakened. With more demands on them Councillors will have to prioritise
meaning the Council can get away with more and more liberties and inefficiencies. The second
attack is the arbitrary drawing of boundaries. Your proposals cut out a chunk of Hall Green to
put it into Tyseley which I find unacceptable. I moved from Tyseley to Hall Green when I
started my family because although I liked my neighbours I had little in common with them.
We did different jobs, chose to socialise differently as well as having different aspirations for
ourselves and our children. I ask myself what would we have in common for our political aims?
So, in lumping part of Hall Green into Tyseley you are not gathering together a group of people
based on social and economic factors who may have some divergence but not a massive divide
in their political aims. In doing so you are weakening democracy by splitting up areas of
Birmingham in an arbitrary fashion leaving no room for political consensus leading to a great
likelihood of a result that pleases no-one because of the flaws in the first past the post system
that only works if there is some vague notion of political unity in the first place. I know I am
not alone in my concerns and hope you take into account the apathy of the politically
disengaged when you consider the wealth of opposition against your plans and change them in
the way that Labour proposes that maintains a unified Hall Green. A unified Hall Green is
increasingly vital as BCC attacks things like our library provision, park ranger services for The
Shire and Police services for our shopping parade. All things that really bother Hall Green
residents and voters but not those in Tyseley because they don't belong to them. Please don't
do this to us, please don't carve up our community for the sake of saving some money.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7291

04/02/2016

4th February 2016
The Review Officer (Birmingham)
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor Millbank Tower
Millbank
London, SW1P 4QP
Dear Sir/Madam
RE: Local government Boundary Commission’s proposals for Moseley –
Birmingham
I refer to the boundary Commission’s proposals in respect of the Moseley ward
Boundary, which will serve to diminish a thriving and active community.
While I accept that the proposals are in response to an electoral review set out in
legislation to address three main considerations; to improve electoral equality
by equalising the number of electors each councillor represents, reflect
community identity and provide for effective and convenient local government it
does however act to alter the historical, cultural and social identity of Moseley,
reinforcing local perceptions of inept Westminster policies that are out of touch,
detrimental and dismissive of overwhelming local sentiments.
Moseley developed from a rural village into a suburb between 1850 and 1910,
with a long history dating back to its listing in the Domesday Book. It is a lively
and active community, which retains a village character with the main high
street serving as the heart of Moseley where shops, pubs, cafes and restaurants
provide a lively and cosmopolitan character. If there is a ward called Moseley, it
is important to local residents that the centre of Moseley remains an integral and
indivisible part of it. Moreover with the reopening of Moseley station as a
proposed element of the HS2 connectivity package, the suggested changes serve
to sabotage the efforts of local residents, businesses and the Council in
improving economic development in this part of the city.
I am new resident to this area, who was drawn to Moseley by its rich history and
active community. Moseley has an array of proactive groups where residents
engage each other to develop and enhance the area in which they live and love:
Moseley Forum, Moseley Community Development Trust, The Moseley Society,
Moseley in Bloom, Moseley in Lights, Moseley Park & Pool, Moseley Festival,
Sustainable Moseley, Moseley Arts Market, Moseley Farmers Market, Moseley
B13 Magazine, Moseley Interfaith Group. These groups have created a wonderful

atmosphere and have helped in my settlement to this area and given me a sense
of belonging and hope in my continuing relationship with this community as a
long term resident. However the proposals act to disrupt this harmony with the
overwhelming sentiment of residents, which fear the dissolution of our area that
actually works very well.
To preserve Moseley’s rich heritage, Birmingham City Council has since
established two Conservation Areas to help preserve this historic environment.
The road in which I reside, Trafalgar road is apart of this conservation scheme.
However the proposed changes do not encompass these two areas, which act to
dismiss 150 years of historical cohesion and resonance.
It is important to the people of Moseley that elected representatives at
Westminster understand the needs of all its constituents and can represent
them; by moving to stay the Local government Boundary Commission’s
proposals for Moseley in earnest, it will be a right step in preventing the
dissolution of a successful community. The Commission should be directed to
take this opportunity to truly consent and liaise with local opinion, which in turn
would hopefully allow for the realignment of the Moseley boundary such that an
effective and convenient local government can be achieved.

Yours sincerely,

Mohammed Ellahi

Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
08 February 2016 15:00
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Boundary Commission Proposals for electoral wards in Birmingham

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Linda Elliot
Sent: 06 February 2016 15:35
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Boundary Commission Proposals for electoral wards in Birmingham
I am sending this email to support the views already expressed by community groups representing Moseley.
As a resident in
, B13 I identify with Moseley as my local community. My home backs onto the
Moseley Bog, a land mark closely associated with Sarehole Mill and J R Tolkein. These important landmarks need to
remain within Moseley not be part of some other ward, eg Sparkhill as suggested by your proposals.
My road currently is in Springfield ward, although it used to be In Moseley ward prior to the last boundary change. I
urge you to place it and the surroundings back in Moseley ward where it logically should be.
Yours Linda Elliot
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Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
02 February 2016 10:14
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Boundary Commission Proposals for electoral wards in Birmingham

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: James Elliot
Sent: 01 February 2016 15:07
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Boundary Commission Proposals for electoral wards in Birmingham
I am writing in response to the above proposals. I am a resident in Swanshurst Lane Birmingham and am very
concerned about the recommendations you make about changes in ward boundaries, which do not at all reflect
local community views.
I have lived in
since 1989, and have always felt us to be part of Moseley. We live next to Moseley
Bog and near Sarehole Mill and do not feel any ties with Sparkbrook. I do agree that the current arrangement
requires change where Swanshurst Lane is in the Springfield ward . This was introduced in 2003 and does not reflect
our sense of belonging which is towards Moseley.
I strongly support the Moseley community groups who have submitted plans which include Swanshurst Lane in a
new Moseley ward .
Yours
James Elliot
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Personal Details:
Name:

Joyce Elliott

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: N/A

Comment text:
My letter dated 5 February 2016 refers, in which I state that I have sent a copy thereof by
email. I have not been able to do that but you should have received letter which was posted on
5 February.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded
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Personal Details:
Name:

David Ellis

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Just because Birmingham council is at the least a shambolic mess I can not see that boundary
changes are in any way going to are going to solve the problem why should we lose the
Yardley name to try and bring some sort of order to a under performing council The other
unknown is what the effect will be on property prices.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/6735
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Abdi Rahim Elmi

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Hi I am a local Highgate Resident and fully support the Birmingham Labour Party proposals. I
think they are the right proposals and the change we want in Highgate. I do feel that you
probably not going to listen and ignore this comment but please just listen to local residents as
it is their area and their ward. I love Highgate and hope you will finally listen for once.

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

Paul Elwell

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Dear Sirs. I have lived in Boldmere for two decades. The area and local access to Sutton Park
at Boldmere Gate and Banners Gate are fantastic and well supported by the local community.
However I have looked at the proposed changes to the boundaries and I see that it is proposed
to firstly move the boundary of Four Oaks to encompass all of Sutton Park. I cannot see the
logic in this proposal as the Boldmere Community have access to the park and have
campaigned for many local activities to take place. There is a Sailing Club, a Golf Course, a
Restaurant, a Café and a Scout Group that we use as a family as do other Boldmere residents
and family do to. So where is the sense in destroying that identity and local community spirit
and handing the park over to Four Oaks, which incidentally is a good couple of miles away from
Boldmere. Why do historical areas have to be dealt with in such a way. Boldmere has much
history and the land and lakes it currently holds, stretch far into the park and I as others do
feel part of that history. This change goes against any of that community feel that is generated
by the trades people in the Boldmere shopping area and the good work that they do and
propose to do in the near future with a pan to the council on local park use and facilities. No
this is a step too far. The boundary should remain as it does along the railway track through
the centre of the park. So many more people from the south of the park use the gates at
Town, Wyndley Dam, Boldmere and Banners Gate than do the people of Four Oaks. Secondly I
object to the splitting of the Boldmere and creating an area called Parkside. Historically again
we have lived in an area called Boldmere by choice and someone wants to rename it when the
land was turned over to housing in the last century Halton Estates built my road, Halton Road.
That road is part of the estate built by the Somervilles with most of the roads named after
many places in Scotland as the land owner hailed from there. Therefore the estate and Halton
Road has an identity to me but under the proposals, Halton Road with be split in the Boundary
arrangements. Why?? The estate runs down to Darnick Road. Our community is being split. This
is a backward step in my view and needs more local people to contribute to this and not
decided by people who do not live in the area. I therefore object to the boundary changes for
my area in the most strongest possible terms. Please listen to local people.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7068
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Name:

Jane English

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
There is a question of the Moseley boundaries being carved up and a resident I am against
this. We are a great community with a real community spirit and lots going on. To carve this
up is unnecessary and counter productive and I hope you will leave well alone

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/6784

1/18/2016

Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
26 January 2016 10:22
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Opposition To Change Yardley Boundary

From: Martin Enoch
Sent: 26 January 2016 10:21
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Opposition To Change Yardley Boundary
To Whom This May Concern,
Is it really conceivable that the Boundary Commission are deliberating changing the boundary of Yardley. I have
always lived in Yardley, schooled in Yardley, married in Yardley and still wish to remain in Yardley. I totally oppose
this change of boundary. Are the people in charge of this commission totally bonkers. This I think is just another
political decision under minding the general public wishes. There is no justification but what the hell we will just do in
anyway. Please take this email as a record of my opposition to this decision to change the boundary. I am a proud
Yardley person and do not wish to be told that I live in Stechford East.

Regards
Martin Enoch

1

Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
08 February 2016 14:23
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Keep Erdington together!

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Ann‐Marie Enslin
Sent: 08 February 2016 07:41
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Keep Erdington together!
It's ridiculous to think that this proposal is even being considered, I'm sure it's an oversight somehow; a joke gone
wrong somewhere?
Here goes:
I ask the commission to amend their plans for North Birmingham to represent a Castle Vale Ward, a two member
Erdington Ward, a two member Gravelly Hill Ward, two member Kingstanding Ward, two member Oscott Ward, a
Perry Common Ward, Pype Hayes Ward and a Stockland Green Ward. With the Erdington Ward borders running
from Court Lane in the West, Sutton in the North, Pype Hayes and Holly Lane in the East and Kingsbury Road/Wood
End Road in the South
Please ‐ whoever came up with this proposal ‐ get a grip!
Ann‐Marie Enslin

1

Local Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

Page 1 of 1

Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Alex Evans

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Local resident

Comment text:
I support the draft proposal for Edgbaston ward to include area currently within Harborne ward,
on grounds that the area to be added contains significant links with University of Birmingham
and University Hospitals through staff and students living here. This area, to the south of the
High Street, has never been regarded as "Harborne proper"; its diverse social mix would
normalise the existing Edgbaston social structure.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/6865
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A proposal to edit the Sutton Coldfield
District Border
By Carl Evans

To Whom It May Concern:
My name is Carl Evans, I am and live in the village of Curdworth on
the the Birmingham/Warwickshire border. I am writing this document
to propose a small adjustment to the the “Birmingham Draft
Proposal” that will incorporate this village into the Birmingham
District of Sutton Coldfield.
I am not a politician, nor a business owner. I am simply a student who
believes that this small change will aid the lives of many people who
live in this area.
I hope you take this proposal into consideration.
Yours truly,
Carl Evans

Contents
1. The current situation
1a. Brief overview of border proposal
2. Overview of effects this proposal
2a. Environmental effects
2b. Economic effects
2c. Social effects

3. Conclusion

1. The Current Situation
Curdworth is situated on the Birmingham/ Warwickshire border. It is a
prosperous area with middle/upper class housing. The village was shown to
have 1,115 people living in the village boundaries in the 2011 census. It is
currently under the North Warwickshire District in Warwickshire. This situation
disallows citizens of the village to use Birmingham Council Waste Disposal Sites
as well as disallowing the citizens of Curdworth to use Network West Midlands
travel passes and cards, despite living in walking distance from another bus
stop where they can use there passes (however this is never done as this
requires walking unnecessary distance to catch the same bus).
It is within common sense that this village should be under the Sutton Coldfield
district. Many people who live in Curdworth may live there because of its short
commute to Birmingham City Centre by car. The village is even under the post
town of Sutton Coldfield.
The factors mentioned above, combined with other factors, leave the residents
of Curdworth feeling split. They live in one place but are registered to live in
another, this disassociation from Birmingham makes living in Curdworth often
frustrating.

Figure 1a. A satellite image of Curdworth, showing an approximate distance outside of Birmingham

1a. Brief Overview of Border Proposal
This document proposes a small border change that will incorporate
Curdworth into Birmingham. The Sutton Walmely and Minworth ward line will
be moved to the edge of the M6 toll. This will not be a large change but will
make the lives of local people and communities easier.

Figure 1b. The edited Sutton Walmley and Minworth Boundary Line

This document also proposes that the residents of Curdworth should have
access to Birmingham waste disposal sites and other Birmingham City Council
benefits, such as access to local Gyms at discounted prices and the ability to
use all of the Birmingham Transport Network (Part of Network West
Midlands).
Certain Warwickshire services may not need to be changed, such as Policing,
Waste Collection and certain school buses. These may be difficult to change
and it is understandable if these are not altered.

2. Overview of effects
The proposals mentioned in this document are said with the best intentions. It
is my genuine belief that if this boundary line is changed many peoples lives
will benefit. However, any change is not without its disadvantages; these will
also be shown in the next pages.
The effects will be split into 4 categories: Environmental effects (change in
issues regarding wildlife and the environment in general), Economic effects
(any change in monetary income and revenue) and Social effects (change in
communities, education, and other social issues).

Before these are explored in depth, here are some figures that look at general
living and national issues.
Population Of Curdworth:
1115 People (2011 Census)
Straight Line Distance of Curdworth 7.25 Miles (Google Maps Data)
To Central Birmingham:
Straight Line Distance of Curdworth 11.42 Miles (Google Maps Data)
To Nuneaton:
Below is Data pulled from the “2011 Population Census - Birmingham
Districts” about Sutton Coldfield in relation to Birmingham and England.
Sutton Coldfield

Birmingham

England

2011 Key Statistics
number

%

%

%

Resident population

95,107

100.0

100

100

Persons aged 0-15 years
Persons aged 16-64 years

17,371
58,677

18.3
61.7

22.8
64.3

18.9
64.8

Persons aged 65 years or more
Residents in communal establishments

19,059
562

20.0
0.6

12.9
2.0

16.3
1.8

Persons with limiting long-term illness
Born overseas

15,993
7,052

16.8
7.4

18.4
22.2

17.6
13.8

White ethnicity
Multiple ethnicity

84,328
2,068

88.7
2.2

57.9
4.4

85.4
2.3

6,336
1,893

6.7
2.0

26.6
9.0

7.8
3.5

482

0.5

2.0

1.0

Asian or Asian British ethnicity
Black or Black British ethnicity
Arab or other ethnicity

Household language
No people in household has English as main language

470

1.2

7.5

4.4

Persons aged 16-74 years

68,137

100

100

100

Economically active persons
Employees working full-time

49,251
28,590

72.3
58.0

64.2
51.5

69.9
55.2

Employees working part-time
Self employed

9,574
7,110

19.4
14.4

19.7
10.8

19.6
14.0

Full-time students (economically active)
Unemployed

1,775
2,202

3.6
4.5

6.8
11.1

4.9
6.3

Persons aged 16 or over with no qualifications

14,344

18.5

28.2

22.5

Number of households

39,887

-

100

100

31,872

79.9

56.1

64.1

Rented from local authority
Rented from other social registered landlord

1,907
1,424

4.8
3.6

15.4
8.8

9.4
8.3

Privately rented
Other
Amenities

4,284
400

10.7
1.0

17.9
1.7

16.8
1.3

Overcrowded (ONS standard)
Lacking central heating

1,460
841

3.7
2.1

12.4
4.1

8.7
2.7

6,386
56,878

16.0
-

35.8
-

25.8
-

Lone pensioner
Other lone householder

5,732
5,661

14.4
14.2

11.6
20.4

12.4
17.9

Pensioner only (excluding lone pensioners)
Lone parents with dependent children

4,436
2,130

11.1
5.3

5.4
10.1

8.1
7.1

With dependent children (excluding lone parents)
Other households

12,500
9,428

31.3
23.6

28.7
23.8

32.6
22.0

Total household spaces (housing stock)

41,205

100.0

Detached
Semi-detached

14,836
14,631

36.0
35.5

4,038
6,759

9.8
16.4

941

2.3

1,318

3.2

100.0
10.9
34.7
29.4
20.4
4.6
3.4

Tenure
Owner occupied

No car or van
No.of cars available to household
Household types

Terraced
Flat (purpose built)
Other flats & mobile homes
Vacant dwelling or no permanent residents

100
22.3
30.7
24.5
16.7
5.8
4.3

3. Conclusion
It is my hope that this proposal finds support within the deciding parties. If this
is accepted, many people’s lives will be made better.
I hope that together, we can all work to listen to voices from members of the
public and make better local boundaries for all.

Thank you for reading this document.
Respectfully,

Carl Evans
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Edward Evans

E-mail:

Organisation Name: Kings Park West Neighbourhood watch

Comment text:
As the head of the Neighbourhood watch group in Kings Park West. I would like to largely
support the commission's proposals for the Kings Norton area but would like to make a few
observations. The road where I live - Kings Park West, Kings Norton B38 8LE (a Kings Norton
postcode) - does not appear on the map above yet is being moved into a proposed ward called
West Heath. This road (together with a handful of houses on Rednal Road also built by
Persimmon) were built in 2011. Residents would like the road to remain in Kings Norton. The
current proposals would create a boundary along a very narrow alleyway, which is a source of
crime and anti-social behaviour for both residents in Kings Park West, Nearhill Road and
Heathleigh Road. A Neighbourhood Watch group exists for Kings Park West. Residents work with
the police and myself to tackle the issue and I fear that the source of the problem is split into
two wards, it will be more difficult to tackle. My worry is that due to access difficulties, the
proposal could create a forgotten road if Kings Park West were to move from Kings Norton into
West Heath. There is a long gap between houses to the west of West Heath Hospital to the
Rednal Road part of the Kings Park West development. The only other access is from the
alleyway to Nearhill Road (which would be in a different ward). It would make common sense
to keep Kings Norton with the nearest group of houses - Nearhill Road and Heathleigh Road.
Residents in the road look towards Kings Norton and not West Heath. When houses were sold
by Persimmon, it was made clear that Kings Park West was in Kings Norton and we would not
like that to change. Thank you for reading. Edward Evans

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7676

11/02/2016

Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
09 February 2016 09:26
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Erdington Ward, Birmingham City Council

From: Freda Evans
Sent: 08 February 2016 18:03
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Erdington Ward, Birmingham City Council

Dear Sirs,
I have considered the proposed boundary changes for
Erdington and submit my views as Vicar of St. Barnabas Church, Erdington:
Specifically, with regard to the Erdington Ward,
to the North, the boundary needs to be Sutton Coldfield;
to the West Court Lane,
to the South, the traditional border with Gravelly Hill/Birches Green
and of Wood End Road/Kingsbury Road;
to the East the border of Pype Hayes , enabling Holly Park Drive and Quincey Drive
to remain in Erdington.
The Erdington Parish Boundary for St. Barnabas goes up to the border of Sutton with
Wylde Green
to include the area by the Yenton in Erdington.This has historically been the northern
border of the Erdington Ward
since the Erdington Urban Council was set up in Victorian times.
The Abbey and other historic buildings along Station Road and Gravelly Lane are key
parts of the Erdington Community
and should be retained in the Erdington Ward .
It would seem that the proposal splits Erdington High Street at the top with a bit of it
being put in Stockland Green for no
logical reason and the proposal suggests Erdington Police Station and train station
be removed from Erdington which
I do hope that you are able to consider this petition, along with many others, asking
that there be a two member Erdington
Ward covering the majority of the current Erdington Ward.
Yours faithfully,
Freda Evans
Vicar
1
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Personal Details:
Name:

Karen Evans

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Ridiculous plan to change historical district of Yardley to Stechford East! We have a beautiful
church and other places of interest. I am totally against it and can't accept reasons for the
planned change. Disgusting!

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7124
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Personal Details:
Name:

Natalie Evans

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I have just received notification about the proposal to review all ward boundaries. I am in
complete disagreement with this proposal as I have lived in Yardley for nearly 44 years. St
Edburgh's church is steeped in history dating back years and I understand this church will not
be in the conservation area if the proposal goes ahead. I have lived in Yardley since I was born
and have no idea why you would want to change the area to Stechford East. It is not Stechford
and never has been Stechford. It is Yardley and should remain so! I live on
,
Yardley and would like it to remain that way. I wholeheartedly disagree with your proposal.
Yardley dates back to before the Doomsday book and I don't see any point whatsoever in
changing its name.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/6608
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Personal Details:
Name:

Rebecca Evans

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
1. I am against moving my postcode out of the Harborne Ward as this will disadvantage me in
terms of potentially depreciating the value of my house and the locality in which I live,
resulting in us only being offered a 'Cinderella' service. As a house owner I have benefitted
from being in the Harborne Ward which would be lost. 2. The consultation process has been
biased and convert. I have not received any information via the post informing me of the
consultation process, I only heard about it from our NWENF newsletter which was delivered to a
friend in another Road. There has been no proper local consultation informing residents affected
of the effects and impact it will have on them. 3. I think this is a ploy to enable the properties
the other side of the Hagley Road to have a more elitist statue and stay as part of the
Harborne Ward whilst downgrade properties on the other side of the Hagley Road.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/6994
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Personal Details:
Name:

Trish Everett

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Previous changes put the part of Anderton Park Road where we live in Sparkhill/Sparkbrook so
we are pleased that this proposal returns us to Moseley which we are very much a part of and
have always identified with. Thank you !

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/6387
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Name:

Joseph Eveson

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I think the proposed boundaries are great! The Sutton Walmley and Minworth boundaries are
great. Currently we come under Sutton Trinity, which makes no sense as we're close to
Walmley. Our neighbours the other side of the road come under Walmley. The new boundaries
are clear and will help to avoid confusion.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/6333
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Personal Details:
Name:

Joe Eveson

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Closely inspecting the new boundaries, our house is going to be under Surton Reddicap if the
new proposals go ahead. I don't understand why such an odd shape has been drawn to
incorporate our little curl-de-sac and the immediate area into Sutton Reddicap. I think Sir
Alfred's way should be the cut-off for Sutton Walmley and Minworth. We are very close to
Walmley and consider this to be where we live. I think the boundary shape should be clearer to
avoid confusion - have the straight line continue along Berryfields, down Sir Alfred's Way and
stop at New Hall Drive. We are too far from the Reddicap Estate to be considered a part of this
- we practically live in the back garden of New Hall Hotel and the current boundary line makes
no sense; jutting in to include Granary lane and the surrounding cul-de-sacs when it could just
be drawn as a straight line.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/6335
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Name:

Louise Eveson

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Closely inspecting the new boundaries, our house is going to be under Surton Reddicap if the
new proposals go ahead. I don't understand why such an odd shape has been drawn to
incorporate our little curl-de-sac and the immediate area into Sutton Reddicap. I think Sir
Alfred's way should be the cut-off for Sutton Walmley and Minworth. We are very close to
Walmley and consider this to be where we live. I think the boundary shape should be clearer to
avoid confusion - have the straight line continue along Berryfields, down Sir Alfred's Way and
stop at New Hall Drive. We are too far from the Reddicap Estate to be considered a part of this
- we practically live in the back garden of New Hall Hotel and the current boundary line makes
no sense; jutting in to include Granary lane and the surrounding cul-de-sacs when it could just
be drawn as a straight line.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/6334

16/12/2015

Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
09 February 2016 09:22
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Erdington Ward

From:
Sent: 08 February 2016 19:55
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Erdington Ward

We ask the commission to amend their plans for North Birmingham to represent a Castle Vale
Ward, a two member Erdington Ward, a two member Gravelly Hill Ward, two member
Kingstanding Ward, two member Oscott Ward, a Perry Common Ward, Pype Hayes Ward and a
Stockland Green Ward. With the Erdington Ward borders running from Court Lane in the West,
Sutton in the North, Pype Hayes and Holly Lane in the East and Kingsbury Road/Wood End Road
in the South.
Carol Eyles
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Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
04 February 2016 07:51
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Hall Green Boundary changes

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Peter Fagan
Sent: 03 February 2016 19:29
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Hall Green Boundary changes
To whom it may concern
We are writing to express our concern about the proposals to change the ward boundaries in Hall Green so that
some roads and areas become part of the Tyseley ward. Though we would like Hall Green ward to remain as it is, we
are aware that following the recommendations of the recent Kerslake report, the boundaries will inevitably change .
We have studied the proposals 3a submitted by our labour councillors and feel these suggestions would help to
maintain the character of the Hall Green ward and would ensure that Hall Green residents have their needs met
rather than if parts of Hall Green were included in the Tyseley area which is primarily an industrial area as opposed
to the residential, greener area of Hall Green. We would also favour the name of Hall Green being maintained in
some way in the two new wards, for example Hall Green East and Hall Green West.
We hope you will take our concerns into account when looking again at the restructuring of the Birmingham wards.
Yours
Peter and Mary Fagan
Hall Green residents for 46 Years.

1
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Personal Details:
Name:

Benjamin Fairbanks

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: WeAreB28

Comment text:
After having been to two packed out local (Hall Green) meetings about this issue I would be in
favour of either of the changes proposed by the Hall Green councillors (if there must be
changes!) i.e. splitting Hall Green into 2 or 3 separate wards, the emphasis being on all of what
is now Hall Green remaining Hall Green albeit as Hall Green North, East etc. I believe the
Boundary Commission to have been incredibly underhand in the way they are trying to push
these changes through, not just for Hall Green but for Birmingham as a whole, without proper
consultation. I, and many others in Hall Green, only found out about this issue a couple of
weeks ago so this is simply not enough time to give this matter the consideration it deserves
and I would urge you to extend the deadline considerably to allow for proper democratic
decisions to be made which as things stand will certainly not be the case and the feeling is so
strong locally that we will not take this lying down! How dare you arbitrarily draw lines through
our communities. I was born and have lived in Hall Green all my life. I identify very strongly
with this pleasant, peaceful and diverse residential community. JRR Tolkien lived just down the
road as a child and Sarehole Mill is a very historic and famous part of Hall Green which was
very influential to the young Tolkien and whose workers were the basis for some of the
characters in Middle Earth. And now we're supposed to become Tyseley? A heavily industrial
area. How is it that you think our community has more in common with industry than with the
rest of our beloved Hall Green? The Tolkien Trail can be followed all through Hall Green and
beyond, it is very much part of our heritage and history and we are very proud of it. The house
I was born in and still live in is over 100 years old, it is part of the history of Hall Green. It is
not part of the history of Tyseley. I attended Hall Green Campus South Birmingham College the clue is in the name!! My nearest local shops are to be found on ... Hall Green Parade. If i
want borrow to a book or catch a train guess which library and train station I'd be using?
That's right. HALL GREEN. NOT TYSELEY!!!! I make no apology for the tone of my comments as
I deeply resent the arrogance with which the Boundary Commision is operating with regard to
this matter. Yous sincerely Benjamin Fairbanks

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7185

03/02/2016

Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
02 February 2016 10:08
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Hall Green boundary changes

From: Robert Fairbanks
Sent: 01 February 2016 22:00
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Hall Green boundary changes

st February 2016
To The Review Officer ( Birmingham )
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor Milbank Tower, Milbank
London SW1P 4QP
My name is Jane Fairbanks and I have lived in Hall Green for over forty years in a
house built in 1905. I am very happy and proud to live in this suburb and I intend
to continue living in Hall Green with my neighbours even though the Boundary
Commission has decided that my road and others should be in the ward of Tyseley.
This makes no sense at all. The roads concerned contain Hall Green Parade on the
Stratford Road where there are a variety of shops and restaurants, the Hall
Green United Community Church, Hall Green Baptist Church, Hall Green Quaker
Hall,Hall Green Library all of which offer Hall Green residents opportunities to
join various activities and improve their knowledge.Hall Green Station is a very
busy station enabling Hall Green residents and others to travel comfortably and
safely to town , Kiddermister or Great Malvern and in the other direction to
Stratford. This is a very popular line. Parents want to send their children to Hall
Green Primary School as it has a good reputation.In Colebank Road we have South
1

and City College (Hall Green Campus). On School Road there is the Church of the
Ascension, Hall Green a Grade 11 listed building.Sarehole Mill is in Hall Green and
the residents are very proud of the connection with J R R Tolkein who lived in Hall
Green for a few years and was influenced by his surroundings using the Mill in
Lord of the Rings. Tony Hancock was born and lived in Southam Road.There is a
very good bus service to the city and to Solihull together with the number
11 which is a cicular route. Hall Green Health Centre provides the area with
excellent medical
care with many sevices eg speech therapy, physiotherapy, minor surgery.
Parts of Hall Green in the proposed boundary changes will remain in Hall Green but
where my neighbours and I live will find ourselves in Tyseley. We live in a
residential area, Tyseley is essentially an industrial area. There have been two
proposals by Hall Green councillors both of which I would support. Why should one
part of Hall Green not be in the ward of Hall Green?
I feel strongly that the Boundary Commission should have ensured that residents
were informed of the proposed changes as it was one of my neighbours who
informed me knowing that it certainly was not common knowledge.
All of Hall Green should remain in the ward of Hall
Green !
Yours Sincerely
Jane Fairbanks (Mrs)
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Personal Details:
Name:

KR Farmah

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
In my view i think Moseley should be left as it is, everyone is attracted to the area, and re
naming it to something else will take the dignity away, for example the park and restaurants
and pubs which are very famous for Moseley village as it stands, so I'm against the proposal
and should be left the way it is now.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/6698
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Damian Farrell

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: NA

Comment text:
My comment is about the Edgbaston border with Summerfield. The current proposals make no
sense - as other borders go along roads. A much more intelligent proposal would be that the
border of Edgbaston goes along Portland Road from Hagley Road - up to Gillott Road back to
the Hagley Road. This current proposal which goes along the back boundaries of the Hotels on
Hagley Road does not take into account any residents living around this area. (how practical
and sensible is it that in Norfolk Court flats, the Hagley Road facing apartments are in
Edgbaston, but the apartments facing Norfolk Road would be in Summerfield - yet they are in
the same block!!) The properties in this area bounded by Portland Road up to Gillott Road have
more in common with the residential properties in the proposed Edgbaston on the other side of
the Hagley Road - rather than the properties (i.e. terraced housing) that mainly makes up the
proposed Summerfield ward. The residents of this area are passionate about being in Edgbaston
- and would hope that as part of the consultation process that the views of the residents will
be taken into account. It is strange that further down the Hagley Road going into town, the
border is straight and uses the Hagley Road as a boundary.It seems that the views of the
commercial properties on this stretch of Hagley Road are overriding both common sense and
the wishes of the residents of this area - which does nothing to raise the esteems of councillors
in this ward in the eyes of the public, as the perception is that commerce holds more sway
over decision making rather than what is best for this area.
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Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
07 January 2016 15:27
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Boundary review

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: David Farrow
Sent: 07 January 2016 15:09
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Boundary review
Please treat this email as a objection to the proposed changes to the Sutton Coldfield boundaries and review of the
council allocation for the area. The proposals unfairly represent Sutton Coldfield, only giving 10 representatives,
when the population of the area should indicate 11 would be more appropriate.
I hope this will be reviewed further
David Farrow
Sent from my iPad
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Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
26 January 2016 16:14
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Boundary changes

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Penny Farrow
Sent: 26 January 2016 13:06
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Boundary changes
I am strongly against the new proposals for boundary changes. It seems ridiculous that places like Hall Green station
and Hall Green parade will longer be in the Hall Green ward but Tyseley. This will confuse both local residents and
newcomers to the area , and in time will will loose our local identity.
I am not happy to think that my own property will no longer be in the Hall Green ward and wonder what effect this
will have on property prices.
All in all nothing more than a cost cutting exercise with no accounting for residents. I hope these proposals do not
meet fruition.
Yours Faithfully
PJFarrow (Mrs)
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Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
28 January 2016 08:49
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Boundaries - Yardley

From: Jackie Faulkner
Sent: 27 January 2016 21:15
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Boundaries ‐ Yardley

Yardley dates back to before the Domesday book.Yardley Conservation Area was Birmingham's first. I
believe Yardley should remain as it has for the last 1000 years.It's my home part of my iidentity.
Jackie Faulkner
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Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
02 February 2016 10:36
Pascoe, Mark
FW: PROPOSED BOUNDARY CHANGES

From: Steven Fay
Sent: 31 January 2016 19:30
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: PROPOSED BOUNDARY CHANGES

]

I strongly disagree with the new boundary changes, many of the changes are ludicrous such as: Moseley
Village (the heart of Moseley) no longer being part of Moseley; Erdington train station and the police
station no longer being in Erdington; and other changes are just unfair. I am happy being a Erdington
resident and if the proposed changes go ahead I will no longer be and end up in the Pype Hayes area which
I do not want to be part of, furthermore this will also impact on the price of my house. Will this be
compensated?

Steven Fay
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

D Fearn

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Balsall Heath Church Centre

Comment text:
! am in agreement with the views of Ian Edwards of St Pauls Development Trust and quote
from his email below: "You will be aware that the Local Government Boundary Commission has
released draft recommendations that Balsall be split into two parts, thus threatening years of
regeneration and renewal efforts made by residents, community groups, schools and others. The
Balsall Heath Forum strongly objects to this recommendation. It has drafted a submission
(attached) which says why splitting Balsall Heath is a terrible idea, for example moving the
Forum, St. Paul's, the Farm and Balsall Heath Park into Sparkbrook. It would also split the area
of the Neighbourhood Development Plan, for which two and a half thousand people voted on at
the referendum last year. The Forum believes that a better solution would be to keep the area
whole and join it with Highgate in order to create a Ward with the 'right' number of voters
(16,000). They believe that Highgate and Balsall Heath would be a strong Ward, building on
many years of shared interests."

Uploaded Documents:
Download

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7682

11/02/2016

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

As a result, there will always be some variance of actual representation
from the theoretical numerical average.’
2. The Balsall Heath Forum would wish to see the area of the Balsall Heath
Neighbourhood Development Plan retained as a whole. However we do
recognise that on its own the Plan Area may be too large (with just under
11,000 electors) to justify being a single Ward.
i.
Appendix 1 @@ shows the area of Balsall Heath covered by the Plan.
ii.
Following the implementation of the Localism Act 2011, Balsall Heath was
selected by Department for Communities and Local Government as one of
10 Neighbourhood planning pilot areas and one of three ‘Our Place’
champions in Birmingham. It was chosen because of its long track record
of involving and empowering local people to be involved in improving their
area and creating a cohesive community.
iii.
The catalyst for the Forum’s existence was an area-wide conference held
as part of the Build a Better Balsall Heath campaign in the 1990s. The
campaign built on the collective action of the community which came
together to picket the whole neighbourhood of Balsall Heath in order to rid
it of the open drug dealing and prostitution which blighted the streets. This
further demonstrates the long standing affinity that local residents have to
the area defined within the Neighbourhood Development Plan.
iv.
Between 2011 and 2015, the Balsall Heath Forum consulted with
thousands of residents. This was achieved through open sessions at
Balsall Heath Carnival, a series of articles in the Balsall Heathan
Community Newspaper (Appendix @@?), meetings with 15 plus local
groups, walkabouts with active residents, several large community meals
and a touring exhibition to schools, community centres and Balsall Heath
library where people could make comments and suggestions. The
feedback at each stage was used to further shape and refine the Plan.
v.
In October 2015 the proposed Plan (Appendix @@) was put to
referendum. 22.28% of the eligible population turned out to vote. Of the
2,242 votes cast, a fraction under 90% voted in favour. This is clear and
strong evidence that the electorate recognise the area of Balsall Heath
and care enough about it to cast a vote.
vi.
The Balsall Heath Neighbourhood Development Plan has now been
formally accepted and is recognised by Birmingham City Council.
vii.
It is feared that by dividing the area identified by the Balsall Heath
Neighbourhood Development Plan in two, it will make it very difficult for
residents and the Balsall Heath Forum to implement proposals contained
within the Plan. It would mean for example that support would have to be
gained from two or more Councillors in different Wards; that support would
have to be sought from two Ward Committees (for each of whom the area
of Balsall Heath would be relatively small); as some funding is Ward

viii.

ix.

based, the splitting of Balsall Heath would create significant barriers to
attracting finance for the implementation of the Plan.
Splitting Balsall Heath runs the risk of fracturing a cohesive community
and derailing the success of the Neighbourhood Development Plan, thus
thwarting the wishes of local voters, already clearly demonstrated through
the democratic process, and accepted by statutory agencies.
Cllr Quinn (Sparkbrook) recently said that the Balsall Heath
Neighbourhood Development Plan area should be the basic building block
for any boundary changes and be at the very centre of any proposals for a
new Balsall Heath Ward.’

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

viii.

ix.

x.

xi.

xii.

the charity is to ‘empower people and organisations in Balsall Heath to
benefit from opportunities to reduce the environmental impact of their
activities.’ If Balsall Heath is split, two of the founding organisations will be
in Sparkbrook.
The Balsall Heath Carnival (Appendix @@ photo) has run annually for well
over 30 years. It attracts some 5,000 residents from the whole
neighbourhood each year to Pickwick Park in the east of Balsall Heath.
The event sets out to promote community cohesion by celebrating all that
is good about Balsall Heath. If Balsall Heath is split, Balsall Heath Carnival
would take place in Sparkbrook.
Streetwatch was initially formed over 20 years ago to help rid the area of
vice and crime. Today it has a different role; in addition to patrolling to help
make the community feel safer, members of Streetwatch help with
particular issues, such as anti-social behaviour and engaging young
people.
One unique facility in the area is the Balsall Heath City Farm. It is open to
the public seven days a week and it is the focus for a least four community
open days per year that each attract hundreds of residents and promote
community cohesion. If Balsall Heath is split, the Farm will be in
Sparkbrook.
The Balsall Heathan Community Newspaper has been published in the
area since 1973. It has always reported on news and issues which relate
to the identity of the area. To date, over 330 issues have been published.
6,000 copies are printed and it is delivered free of charge to all
households, schools and community buildings in the Balsall Heath area. If
Balsall Heath is split the Office of the Community Newspaper will be in
Sparkbrook.
St. Paul’s Community Development Trust is Balsall Heath’s largest
employer. It has been working in the area for over 40 years. The Trust is a
charity which began in 1973 as a series of groups established by local
people to work with the community of Balsall Heath. Its origins lie in the
desire of people in Balsall Heath to make a better future for their children,
getting together to start a nursery, adventure playground and small school.
The three groups joined forces to establish the Trust in the late 1970s, and
from these small beginnings in voluntary endeavour it has grown to be a
thriving organisation. The Trust aims to work with and alongside the
people of Balsall Heath to promote education, recreation and life-long
learning. It works with children, young people and adults, who are involved
with the Trust in many different ways. Many of those who came at first to
use one of the Trust’s facilities have gone on to support it as volunteers,
as committee members, or have joined the staff as employees. If Balsall
Heath is split, St. Paul’s Trust will be in Sparkbrook.

4. The following evidence points to the identity of Balsall Heath being
acknowledged and recognised by organisations and people from outside of
the area:
i.
Several prominent people have been recognised and awarded with
Honours for their work locally: Sir Neville Simms, Chair of the Balsall
Heath Employers' Forum for Business in the Community (1994-1998) was
awarded a Knighthood in 1998; Dick Atkinson was awarded an OBE for
services to the community of Balsall Heath in 2008; Joy Doal was awarded
an MBE for her work with the ANAWIM project in Balsall Heath in 2011; Dr
Anita Halliday was awarded an MBE for services to the community of
Balsall Heath in 2013 and Abdullah Rehman was awarded an MBE for
services to the community of Balsall Heath in 2016.
ii.
For over 20 years, Balsall Heath has had a Neighbourhood Strategic
Partnership, which has brought together the strategic service delivery
managers (including Housing, Environment, Police, Fire etc.), strategic
players from the voluntary sector and residents in order to develop
solutions which fit the requirements of the neighbourhood, rather than
accepting Local Authority ‘one size fits all’ proposals.
iii.
Academic and community activist Dick Atkinson has written many books
(Appendix@@) which use the example of Balsall Heath to illustrate how
communities can lead the transformation of their own environment from
blighted area to flourishing neighbourhood.
iv.
Dr Phil Jones, Senior Lecturer in Cultural Geography at University of
Birmingham ran two major research projects in Balsall Heath recently. The
area was chosen by Dr Jones because of the strong local sense of its
identity as a neighbourhood. He said that ‘The first project tested
smartphone technology as a means of enabling communities to collect
information about their neighbourhoods to feed into writing local plans.
Balsall Heath was an obvious choice for this because people living there
so clearly identified with the neighbourhood and understood its
boundaries.’ The research was published in a peer reviewed paper in the
international journal Planning Practice and Research. The second project,
examined how communities engage with their neighbourhoods through
cultural resources. He said ‘We chose Balsall Heath because the
neighbourhood has a very strong set of civil society and arts organisations.
These organisations are deeply rooted in the idea of serving Balsall Heath
as a discrete entity, thus making the neighbourhood an ideal testing
ground for exploring how community-led cultural budgeting might work.’
The research findings have been presented at the Association of American
Geographers Annual Conference in Chicago April 2015. The findings will
be presented later this year at the Royal Geographical Society Annual
Conference.
v.
Be Birmingham, the city’s local strategic partnership organisation carried
out an independent survey which found that people in Balsall Heath were

vi.

vii.

viii.

more confident and felt more involved in their area than in any other
neighbourhood in Birmingham.
Balsall Heath has entered the Urban Community category of Britain in
Bloom for twelve years and was consistently awarded Silver Gilt status. It
was always commended by the judges for the high level of community
involvement, particularly from local schools. If Balsall Heath is split, two of
the participating schools would be in Sparkbrook.
For decades, Balsall Heath has attracted the interest of Government. This
has resulted in a number of high profile politicians such as David Blunket,
Paddy Ashdown, Iain Duncan Smith, Oliver Letwin, David Willets and
David Cameron visiting Balsall Heath to see for themselves how an active
neighbourhood can help in restoring pride in a community. The lessons
learned led directly to the formation of Government policies, such as the
Big Society.
Due to its long and successful track record in supporting active residents
to ‘own’ and improve their own community, the Balsall Heath Forum has
been asked by DCLG to support the ‘PEER2PEER’ learning hub across
the Midlands, joining up and supporting other community groups who have
signed up to the ‘Our Place’ programme. If Balsall Heath is split, we feel
that it would send a message to community groups and residents that their
sense of community and identity mean nothing to officials who may appear
to be saying to them ‘We know best.’ Such a move may also cause
difficulties for the DCLG and their efforts to grow community resilience and
self-reliance.

5. Balsall Heath Forum proposes the creation of a new two Member Ward
comprising of Balsall Heath & Highgate. We believe that this satisfies the
criteria of balancing electoral equality and preserving a clearly identified
community.
i.
Our proposal is for a two Member ‘Balsall Heath and Highgate’ Ward. By
2021 we estimate it would have a population of 15,600 electors.
ii.
Appendix@@ shows the boundary of the proposed Balsall Heath &
Highgate Ward.
iii.
The Balsall Heath Forum has consulted with residents and community
groups in the current Moseley and Kings Heath Ward. After consolation we
have all agreed to propose a common boundary between the proposed
Wards of Moseley and Balsall Heath & Highgate.
iv.
Highgate is an adjoining neighbourhood which shares many common
facilities, bus routes, cycle route and a history of cooperation.
v.
Balsall Heath has a long tradition of working in partnership with Highgate.
vi.
There has been collaboration on projects, such as Urban Care (providing
vulnerable members of the community with access to handyman services.)
vii.
Community groups in Highgate have expressed their support for this
proposal.

viii.

The Balsall Heath Forum has been providing support and advice to aid the
development of the Highgate Community Forum for some time. Abdi
Samadi, Chair of the Highgate Forum states ‘We endorse Balsall Heath
Forum’s proposal to create a Balsall Heath and Highgate Ward. We
believe that Highgate and Balsall Heath with their common ground in
almost everything, would make a great Ward. There are many shared
services between the areas and we feel more affinity to Balsall Heath than
Bordesley Green.’

6. There are a number of reasons why Balsall Heath would be a good fit with
its neighbours in Highgate:
i.
In the book Balsall Heath and Highgate Past & Present, authors Alan
Hemming and Val Hart write ‘Although Balsall Heath and Highgate are
today part of inner-city Birmingham, they still have their own unique
history… In the twenty-first century [they] have much to be proud of, past
and present.’
ii.
Balsall Heath and Highgate already share the B12 and B5 postcodes
(Appendix @@) again pointing to historic links between the areas.
iii.
Balsall Heath & Highgate share a number of important public transport
links (Appendix @@) including the 8, 35 and 50 bus routes.
iv.
The Rea Valley Cycle Route (Appendix @@) winds through both Highgate
and Balsall Heath. It is the Telegraph’s top city cycling route with ‘fine
cycling territory.’
v.
For many years, the Balsall Heath Forum has been running the Dynamic
Youth Awards, and the Heart of Gold Awards, with prestigious guests
handing our awards to local residents who have made a massive
contribution to what they feel is their neighbourhood. This is all followed by
a community meal which brings together 350-400 local residents of mixed
and diverse backgrounds from across the Balsall Heath Neighbourhood.
At the last awards in December, we were joined by the Highgate
Community Forum, who wanted to learn about the process and nominate
a resident for their good work in Highgate.
vi.
The Balsall Heath Forum recently met with Cllr Mohammed Aikhlaq
(Bordesley Green Ward) to discuss the Draft Recommendation that
Highgate should become part of the Bordesley Green Ward. His strong
view is that the new boundaries should recognise the identity of
communities. He believes that the proposal to create a Balsall Heath &
Highgate Ward would best serve the needs of residents.
vii.
Mohammed Ashfaq, Chair of the Sparkbrook Neighbourhood Forum is in
full support of Balsall Heath Forum’s proposal. He states ‘The proposal to
create a Balsall Heath & Highgate Ward is one which Sparkbrook
Neighbourhood Forum fully endorses. It makes perfect sense to join
together two communities with strong identities and a history of
cooperation. The Boundary Commission recommendation to split Balsall

Heath runs the risk of undoing decades of community cohesion.
Sparkbrook Forum has benefitted from the support of the Balsall Heath
Forum, but we do not feel that it is desirable to move them into the
Sparkbrook Ward. We believe that it is a better solution for all three
neighbourhoods if Balsall Heath and Highgate become one Ward.’
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Personal Details:
Name:

Pauline Feather

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I recognise that re-defining boundaries is a hugely difficult task, & it will be impossible to
please even a majority of people My comments relate to the proposed wards of Moseley and
Balsall Heath & Cannon Hill Currently my address is in Sparkhill Ward (but Balsall Heath by
postcode, and in local understanding), and if your proposals are implemented I will be in
Moseley Ward This marginal area is a happily mixed (mixed in culture & religion) and people
tend to relate to both localities (Moseley & Balsall Heath) for different needs : the localities are
very different in nature, but complement each other well My opinion is that Moseley is essential
to Birmingham's profile -- its character is so different from most of the city, and its generally
positive reputation outside of Birmingham is still the only good /interesting thing that many
people think they know about the city It was formerly a village, and maintains the cohesion of
a village with a definable centre /nucleus To carve up Moseley by separating its residential
streets from its very lively village centre seems very damaging to its character & cohesion My
impression of the proposals for Balsall Heath & Cannon Hill is that it covers too large an area,
and attempts to unite some very differing areas Many parts of (existing) Balsall Heath (by
postcode) are in the inner city & characterised by poverty, overcrowding & migration My belief
is that resources (including governance) need to be concentrated in the poorest areas, and
tailored to their specific needs I fear the wider the spread, the less the commitment (both from
Councillors to their electorate, and from residents to the democratic process) Therefore I would
argue for a more compact area
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Gillian Fegan

E-mail:

Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I attended the Jan 16th meeting ‘Your Moseley – fight for it NOW’ and expressed my objection
to the proposal there. I’m now writing to make sure that you take note of my objection. I live
at
and I strongly object to being in the proposed Balsall Heath Ward
because The proposed boundary would destroy so much that the Moseley community has built
up over many decades. The proposed changes fly in the face of your own policy guidelines.
Your current proposal would dismantle a very well established community of place and will
wreck local governance (local decisions by local people). The loss/losses that would affect me
most are • A Moseley ward boundary that does not encompass the two Moseley conservation
areas is pulling apart an area with over 150 years of historical cohesion and resonance; • The
partnership between the Moseley Society and Moseley councillors which created two Moseley
conservation areas would be broken, and the volunteers who monitor planning applications
would have a totally unnecessary increase in their workload; • The work of many years on the
Moseley Big Plan, by Moseley residents, businesses and the Council, resulting in a
Supplementary Planning Document, would be lost. All the effort by volunteers and council
officers, made to improve economic development in this part of the city, would be wasted, at a
time when we have real opportunities to accelerate this, particularly in line with the reopening
of Moseley mooted element of the HS2 connectivity package; • The centre of Moseley must be
in Moseley Ward; • Moseley Parish Church must be in Moseley Ward; • St Columba’s Church
must be in Moseley Ward; • Moseley Park must be in Moseley Ward; • The Moseley Exchange
must be in Moseley Ward;
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Glynis Fenton

E-mail:
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Comment text:
I would like to comment on the draft boundary changes for Birmingham with particular
reference to Hall Green. It does not seem to make sense for a significant area of Hall Green to
be moved to a new area called Tyseley, which would mean, for eample, that Hall Green Station
and Hall Green Parade would no longer be in the ward of Hall Green. I would like to add my
support to the Labour group proposal which suggests creating a two member Hall Green West
ward and a one member Hall Green East ward. These proposals would retain Key landmarks of
Hall Green within the overall boundaries that at present demarcate Hall Green. Thank you
Glynis Fenton
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Michael Fenton

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I would like to comment on the draft boundary changes for Birmingham and in particular the
recommendations in relation to Hall Green. The suggestions do not appear to me to make any
sense with a significant area of Hall Green being moved to a new ward call Tyseley - even
though it is nowhere near Tyseley. I appreciate that the objective was to create wards with
similar size electorates but I believe it is important that the council wards are linked to a
recognised area to which people can identify. I would like to add my support to the Labour
Group proposal which suggests creating a two member Hall Green West ward and a one
member Hall Green East ward. I believe that these proposals are workable, retain key
landmarks such as Hall Green Railway Station, Hall Green Parade and Sarehole Mill within the
new Hall Green wards and retain the overall boundaries that currently demarcate Hall Green.
Thank you, Michael Fenton
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Donal Ferris

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Feature Annotations

1: Issue with rebanding of area

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

Map Features:

Annotation 1:

Issue with rebanding of area

Comment text:
For the first point the area I have selected is now a housing estate and is no longer The Portland Centre. I wish to share my concerns with the rebanding of this
area to Summerfield from Harborne as I have recently purchased a house in the area and paid a price that reflects the area being considered Harborne. If this
suggested change goes ahead my property will undoubtedly lose value immediately which as a first time buyer is a huge concern for me. As the Government is
working so hard to help get my generation on to the housing market this would be a bad move as I will move into negative equity immediately which would
adversely affect my ability to sell my house in the future for the price I paid. I would like you to put a stop to this and keep this as the Harborne area for the
benefit of my and my children's' futures. I feel you need to consider the ramifications of this change on the lives of the owners of the houses in this area and
also of the ramifications of the area in general. I feel that a move like this should not go ahead unless it is fully in the interests of the people who live here and
I do not feel it is in this case.

Uploaded Documents:
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Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
15 December 2015 15:21
Pascoe, Mark
FW: SUTTON BOUNDARIES

From: Catherine Fieldhouse
Sent: 15 December 2015 15:05
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: SUTTON BOUNDARIES
I was born in Sutton – purchased my property in Sutton paying a higher value for the area and do not wish to be
pushed out of my home area through the choice of others!!!!

Angry Suttonian
~Catherine Fieldhouse

1

Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
16 December 2015 13:56
Pascoe, Mark
FW: NO BORDER CHANGE LEAVE MY ADDRESS ALONE PURCHASED IN SUTTON
COLDFIELD TO STAY IN SUTTON COLDFIELD

Importance:

High

From: Catherine
Sent: 16 December 2015 13:03
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: NO BORDER CHANGE LEAVE MY ADDRESS ALONE PURCHASED IN SUTTON COLDFIELD TO STAY IN SUTTON
COLDFIELD
Importance: High
From: Catherine
Sent: Thursday, September 10, 2015 10:32 AM
To: reviews@lgbce.org.uk
Subject: Campaign to retain my existing boundary within Sutton Coldfield

To Whom It may concern
WE WISH THE BOUNDARY AND HOME TO REMAIN IN SUTTON COLDFIELD IN PARTICULAR MY VESEY
WARD (previously linked to the Tudor period by Bishop Vesey who turned Sutton Coldfield into a
thriving town)
I was born and moved around houses within the Sutton Coldfield boundary along with my husband and
children. I have paid higher prices for my homes to stay within this boundary and do not wish to affected
by a lower resale value for my home and higher house and car insurances due to other crime rates in
surrounding areas.
One of the major assets linked to Sutton Coldfield is of course SUTTON COLDFIELD PARK – I live within 10
minutes walking distance of this park and many other areas i.e.. Minworth and Walmley are no where near
this large valuable amenity and consider my home to be well within the Sutton Coldfield boundary. Move
if you dare the new sites of Walmley etc. which are no were near the park and own
WE WISH TO REMAIN IN SUTTON COLDFIELD AND HELP RETAIN ITS STRONG SENSE OF INDIVIDUALITY.
You may think that you will increase the vote if we are moved to a new boundary. THIS WILL NOT BE THE
CASE AS WE WILL NO LONGER BE VOTING IF OUTSIDE THE BOUNDARY

Catherine and Robert Fieldhouse

1

Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
02 February 2016 10:16
Pascoe, Mark
FW: change of Boundary OPPOSE splitting of of Banners Gate and New Oscott into
Separate Wards.

From: Catherine
Sent: 01 February 2016 11:53
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: change of Boundary OPPOSE splitting of of Banners Gate and New Oscott into Separate Wards.

THANK YOU FOR RETAINING our Sutton‐Birmingham Boundary. When I depart this world I wished to die
in the Sutton area where we were born. The original Bishop Vesey was born and died in Sutton Coldfield!
However, we have to oppose the splitting of Banners Gate and New Oscott into separate Wards. My
husband and I call on the government Commissioners to re‐unite our area with the proposed Boldmere
ward under the original historic name of the Vesey Ward along with the areas of Sutton Park if possible
within 5 minutes of my house walking i.e. Banners Gate to at least Boldmere Gate. Why should the area of
Four Oaks have control of this area, which there members possibly do not visit. The Vesey name should be
the original historic name retained for the ward.
I hope that my views will be given consideration.

CATHERINE FIELDHOUSE (MRS)
ROBERT FIELDHOUSE (MR)
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Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
17 December 2015 11:11
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Electoral review of Birmingham: Draft recommendations NO TO BOUNDARY
CHANGE

From: Catherine
Sent: 17 December 2015 11:04
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Fw: Electoral review of Birmingham: Draft recommendations NO TO BOUNDARY CHANGE

FAO Heather Fuller
I do not wish to live in another area of Birmingham I was born in Sutton Coldfield. My property is
registered with the Land Registry as SUTTON COLDFIELD. My property was built in SUTTON COLDFIELD
IN 1959. (A suggestion: move Walmley this is mainly New Build and not part of Coldfield for as many
years as my home.) I can walk to Sutton Park down the road within minutes a Sutton Coldfield landmark –
how many others in Sutton areas can do this? My Title Deeds confirm the property to be Sutton Coldfield
on Freehold land owned by myself. My mortgage for a property is in Sutton Coldfield., We paid a higher
amount to purchase property in Sutton Coldfield – we do not wish our property to be devalued and be
subject to higher house contents insurance and car insurance. I will always use the land registry
documents and deed for my address. If you move my property area JUST FOR YOUR ADDITIONAL VOTING
REQUIREMENTS, THIS WILL NOT WORK. If I cannot vote in Sutton Coldfield I will not be voting again along
with other residents of Parkwood Drive – no point!!
I OWN A PROPERTY IN SUTTON COLDFIELD NOTED IN THE LAND REGISTERY AND DEEDS – THIS IS MY
ADDRESS I DO NOT WISH TO BE MOVED FORCEFULLY TO INCREASE YOUR VOTING
AREAS WHICH I DO NOT WISH TO BE PART OF
Mr Robert Fieldhouse
From: Fuller, Heather
Sent: Tuesday, December 15, 2015 1:55 PM
Subject: Electoral review of Birmingham: Draft recommendations

15 December 2015
Dear Mr & Mrs Fieldhouse,
ELECTORAL REVIEW OF BIRMINGHAM: DRAFT RECOMMENDATIONS
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England has published draft recommendations
on the future electoral arrangements for Birmingham City Council. Today is the start of an eight
1

week public consultation on the Commission's draft recommendations on new ward boundaries
across Birmingham. The consultation closes on 8 February 2016.
View the draft recommendations
You can view the Commission's draft recommendations at
https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/5688 where you can find interactive maps, a report and
guidance on how to have your say. The Commission has not finalised its conclusions and now
invites representations on the draft recommendations.
A summary outlining the Commission's draft recommendations, a copy of the letter to the Chief
Executive of Birmingham City Council, an interactive map of the Commission's recommendations
for Birmingham, electorate figures and guidance on how to propose new wards is available on the
consultation area at: https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/5688. Further information about the
review and the Commission’s work is also published on our website at:
http://www.lgbce.org.uk/current-reviews/west-midlands/west-midlands/birmingham.
Have your say
We encourage everyone who has a view on the draft recommendations to contact us whether you
support them or whether you wish to propose alternative arrangements.
Before finalising the recommendations, the Commission will consider every representation
received during consultation whether it is submitted by an individual, a local group or an
organisation. We will weigh each submission against the criteria the Commission must follow
when drawing up electoral arrangements:


To deliver electoral equality where each councillor represents roughly the same number of
electors as others across the city.



That the pattern of wards should, as far as possible, reflect the interests and identities of
local communities.



That the electoral arrangements should provide for effective and convenient local
government.

It is important that you take account of the criteria if you are suggesting an alternative pattern of
wards. You can find additional guidance and information about previous electoral reviews on our
website to help you or your organisation make a submission.
Get in touch
The Commission welcomes comments on the recommendations report by 8 February 2016.
Representations should be made:


Through our interactive consultation portal where you can explore the maps of the
recommendations, draw your own boundaries and supply comments at:
https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/5688.



By email to: reviews@lgbce.org.uk.



Or in writing to:
Review Officer (Birmingham)
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
Millbank
London
2

SW1P 4QP
The Commission aims to publish every response it receives during phases of consultation. If you
do not want all or any part of your response or name to be made public, you must state this clearly
in the response. Any such request should explain why confidentiality is necessary. All responses
may be subject to publication or disclosure as required by law (in particular under the Freedom of
Information Act 2000).
This is the last opportunity to influence the Commission's recommendations before they are
finalised. We therefore encourage local people to get in touch with us and have their say.
If you have any queries, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Yours sincerely
Mark Pascoe
Review Officer
reviews@lgbce.org.uk
0330 500 1278
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Pauline Finlay

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I strongly object ot hte proposals for boundary changes which will severely damage local
community cohesion.

Uploaded Documents:
Download

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7109

29/01/2016

I and my family have lived for several years in
object to the split of Moseley into different Wards.

, Moseley and strongly

The proposed boundary changes would damage so much that the Moseley community
has built up over many decades. The proposed changes fly in the face of your own policy
guidelines.
Your current proposal would dismantle a very well established community and destroy
local governance (local decisions by local people).
There are many concerns about the proposed changes, but I would highlight the
following, which I feel particularly strongly about:











A Moseley ward boundary that does not encompass the two Moseley
conservation areas is pulling apart an area with over 150 years of historical
cohesion and resonance;
The partnership between the Moseley Society and Moseley councillors which
created two Moseley conservation areas would be broken, and the volunteers
who monitor planning applications would have a totally unnecessary increase in
their workload;
The work of many years on the Moseley Big Plan, by Moseley residents, businesses
and the Council, resulting in a Supplementary Planning Document, would be lost.
All the effort by volunteers and council officers, made to improve economic
development in this part of the city, would be wasted, at a time when we have
real opportunities to accelerate this, particularly in line with the reopening of
Moseley mooted element of the HS2 connectivity package;
Moseley Ward should encompass the village centre, Moseley Parish Church, St
Columba’s Church, Moseley Park and the Moseley Exchange
The incredible number of Moseley volunteers who work for the Moseley community
to nurture and develop the place they live in and love must not have their
workload increased by the need to liaise with different ward councillors and
officers. The volunteers may well give up. I feel most strongly about unnecessary
problems caused for Moseley Forum, the Moseley Exchange, The Moseley Society,
Moseley in Bloom, Moseley Park & Pool
In addition our family have long involvement with Moseley Rugby Club and
Moseley Tennis Club. These, along with many other local community clubs and
organisations will suffer as a result.

Page 1 of 1
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Gaelle Finley

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Inside Handsworth

Comment text:
I note that your proposal cuts Handsworth Park in two, one part in Handsworth and the other
in Birchfield. I do not understand the logic in this since there are no voters in Handsworth Park.
But at any rate I would prefer Handsworth Park to stay within the Handsworth boundaries.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/6797

1/18/2016

Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
05 February 2016 15:46
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Boundary Changes

From: Siobhan Finnegan
Sent: 05 February 2016 09:49
To:
Subject: Boundary Changes
Firstly, what a stupid plan! The saying “if it’s not broken don’t fix it” comes to mind!
I am totally against these proposed changes. I am

and have lived in Hall Green all my life.

No doubt these boundary changes have been proposed/put forward by someone who does not live in the area or any
of the areas that it will be affected. Just because whoever may read a few (or even a lot) of facts/history/statistics on an
area (e.g. about Hall Green) certainly does not make them an expert – any decisions should be made by the people who
live in these areas and not by outsiders/non-residents. Like most ideas/changes put forward, they are usually
suggested/created by people who think they know best for others and once the changes have been implemented they
do not have deal with or be affected by them.
I have worked in a legal practice for 27 years and I am constantly having to deal with new procedures/forms/etc which
are implemented by people who never actually have to use them – I’m sure it’s always a great idea, as long as someone
else does it!
As mentioned above, having lived in Hall Green all my life I know pretty much all of Hall Green very well. Like all areas
(even the “posh” areas) they all have their good and bad parts but Hall Green is definitely one of those areas that
certainly has a lot more good about it.
Dividing Hall Green into north and south will be of no benefit to its residents – no matter what some official person at
the Council might have to say about it! Certainly won’t help house prices! I purchased my house a few years ago at the
height of the property market – unfortunately, shortly afterwards the housing market took a downward spiral and prices
have never really recovered since, as various valuations I’ve had done on my property over years since have
confirmed. Prices certainly have no chance of any great beneficial recovery if the so called Hall Green north/south divide
goes ahead and I’m sure it will be of no help as to the price of home insurance either.
My parents and I would both come under Hall Green south – my parents only just as they live close to Robin Hood
Island! We are not happy about this! I am sure the only people who may think this stupid idea might be of any good
would be those who would gain a better postcode – this is certainly not fair on those who have had to pay more for
their chosen area rather than those would who be basically given a better postcode at a lower price (so to speak)!
No doubt this will also be another excuse for schools to use when it comes to which area a child lives in as to whether
they can gain entry into the school they want.
There was a meeting for Hall Green residents with local councillors on Friday, 29 January at Hall Green United Community
Church but, due to the time I get home from work and the fact that the leaflet telling me about it was only put through
my door on that Friday, I was unable to get there in time. If I had known about it in plenty of time I would certainly
have attended to voice and show my support as to opposing these changes.
As a lifelong resident of Hall Green – there is nothing wrong with it as it stands. Leave the boundaries as they are!
1

Regards,
Siobhan Finnegan

2

Local Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

Page 1 of 2

Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Abida Firdous

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Local Government Boundary Commission, It is stated in your proposals that the three main
considerations in conducting an electoral review are set out in legislation and are to: • Improve
electoral equality by equalizing the number of electors each councilor represents • Reflect
Community Identity • Provide for effective and convenient local government However I believe
that the boundaries proposed are flawed – especially with respect to Hall Green, where I reside,
and the proposal to split the current ward into 3 single member wards. At present it is
suggested the road I reside on,
would sit in the new Tyseley ward. I do not
understand the reasoning behind dissolving the current situation of having 3 councilors for each
of the 40 wards into creating a number of single and double councilor wards – indeed it seems
as though the wards which have been granted 2 councilors have been arbitrarily picked by
lumping together 14,400 residents in various parts of the city. Surely by this reasoning, with
the areas comprising Hall Green North, Hall Green South and “Tyseley” populating circa 23,000
residents in 2015 and 25,000 in 2021, the current system of a 3 member ward – or at worst a
2 member and a 1 member ward – would still suffice. In either your proposals or the current
system, there would still be 3 councilors representing Hall Green, so why is there need for
change? Is it for cost cutting? How much money will be saved by cutting only 19 councilors
from budgets? How much of this money would be offset by the cost in implementing the new
proposals? Furthermore, local councils, including those in Solihull and Sandwell, still operate on
a system of 3 councilors per ward. Indeed, in Solihull, there is a populous of circa 206,000 and
there are 51 councilors. This means each councilor represents circa 4,039 residents. In
Sandwell, the population is circa 316,000, and there are 72 councilors. This means each
councilor represents circa 4,388 residents. Surely then, if the LGBC truly wanted to “provide for
effective and convenient local government,” the 728,730 residents of Birmingham (as quoted in
the draft Birmingham proposals) should expect the same councilor to resident ratio (amounting
to 176 councilors for the city), rather than this arbitrary number of 101 councilors. Birmingham
should have MORE councilors if true and effective local governance is to take place – how can
the answer be to cut the number of councilors in the city??? (Yes I am questioning the premise
of this proposal, the Kerslake review) Regarding the nomenclature of the wards, if you did go
ahead with creating 3 single members wards where Hall Green once stood, what is the logic of
naming one of those Tyseley? There already exists a Tyseley ward, what is the point of
renaming the currently existing Tyseley ward something else and calling part of Hall Green
Tyseley? Confusing reading that isn’t it? IMAGINE LIVING IT! If there must be 3 wards (and let
me be clear my preference is for Hall Green to stay the way it is!!) then why can’t the third
ward be called “Hall Green West,” “Hall Green Central” or even “Hall Green Heart?” Why must a
current part of Hall Green – the heart of Hall Green – be ripped of its’ name? The constituent
of Hall Green you propose calling Tyseley contains numerous landmarks with “Hall Green” in
their titles: • Hall Green School (existing for over 300 years) • Hall Green Train Station
(existing for over 100 years) • Hall Green United Community Church (existing for nearly 100
years) • Hall Green Parade (existing for over 100 years) • Hall Green Medical Centre
Furthermore Sarehole Mill is in the area, synonymous with Hall Green, and it dates back more
than 250 years! Hall Green currently has only one council asset – Hall Green library – but it is
rich in religious community buildings, other community centres such as Highfield Hall and the
Hall Green Arts organisation, and also the aforementioned landmarks. Thus a Hall Green ward

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7421

08/02/2016

Local Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

Page 2 of 2

boundary that does not encompass the whole Hall Green geographical area and its historical
buildings is tantamount to ripping apart an area with over 300 years of historical importance!!!
There is a strong community identity prevalent in Hall Green. Quite recently the area has seen
a shift in its demographic. Various community organisations, catering for religious requirements,
arts and cultural enthusiasts and sporty types, have sprung up to reflect these changes, adding
to the harmonious way in which Hall Green has forged a “Hall Green” mentality, quite nicely
summed up by the Middle Earth festivals at Sarehole Mill every year. To tear this up by calling
a part of Hall Green Tyseley will serve to ostracize the very same group of people who have
worked hard in creating this mentality and community atmosphere. Among the groups in the
area are WeAreB28, a group of individuals committed to fighting for the rights of residents in
Hall Green, and putting on events to appeal to all residents, regardless of age, gender, race or
religion – to ensure all these different types of people can mingle, get to know one another and
create an environment in which being a resident of Hall Green comes above all else for us
residents! I really fear for the future of our community should we all be split – why cause
unnecessarily hassle when as a community we really identify with each other? In any redraw I
would strongly recommend the landmarks above are included in a HALL GREEN ward – and that
actually, the Hall Green ward should be centered around these landmarks, which are quite
clustered in nature! The draft boundary proposals mention strongly identifiable ward boundaries.
Looking at the proposed boundary line shared by Tyseley and Hall Green North, it is laughable
how the line zigzags around the College and Hall Green Secondary school – how can this
seriously be an easily identifiable ward boundary? It represents a corner in a Formula One
racetrack, not a ward boundary!! Solving this issue would be simple – include the school,
college and Southam Road in Hall Green North so that the boundary line shared by the two
wards is straight. However, I have attached a map drawn by the local Labour group. It is an
example of how Hall Green could look if there must be a split – although I am vehemently
against a split of any kind. In these proposals, the areas would be called Hall Green East (1
councilor ward) and Hall Green West (2 councilor ward). I believe these would be more suitable
for a split of the ward than the current proposals, and I also am told the Labour group in
Birmingham will be submitting city wide plans for the redraw of boundaries. I do hope you will
consider these concerns seriously and wish you luck in recommending a more suitable boundary
re-draw.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7421
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Geraldine Fisher

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I am dismayed and disappointed at the Boundary Commission’s Draft proposal to divide the
existing Moseley Ward between 5 new wards, and am writing to register my objection. Those of
us who live locally regard Moseley village and the surrounding area as Moseley. However, the
proposed new Moseley Ward only includes a small area of central Moseley, and the rest of
Moseley has been divided between 4 other wards, which to anyone who lives in the area does
not make any sense; also these changes do not seem to accord with your own policy
guidelines. We first moved to Moseley over 40 years ago, attracted by its distinctive, diverse
character, where there was an active and engaged community. This is demonstrated by the
number of community organisations who work tirelessly to improve the area, and foster a sense
of pride and community cohesion. These include Moseley Forum, Moseley Community
Development Trust, Moseley in Bloom, Moseley Interfaith Group, Sustainable Moseley, B13
Magazine, Moseley Park and Pool, and the Moseley Society, of which we have been members for
almost 40 years. These organisations facilitate the Moseley Arts Market, the Moseley Festival
and the award-winning monthly Farmers’ Market. If implemented, it would make the functioning
of these vibrant organisations more difficult and possibly less representative. When we first
moved to our present house we were in Moseley Ward, backing on to Moseley Bog, but were
moved to Springfield Ward in the last round of boundary changes, and I was hoping that the
Boundary Commission would reincorporate us into Moseley Ward, as suggested in the proposal
submitted by the Moseley Forum on behalf of all the Moseley organisations. There used to be a
Springfield Forum, but it became unrepresentative of all the residents and traders, and no
longer exists. In view of the above I would ask you to look again at your proposal, and
reconsider the Moseley Forum proposal which reflects the wishes of a large number of Moseley
residents.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7519
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Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
27 January 2016 09:36
Pascoe, Mark
FW: ELECTORAL BOUNDARY CHANGES TO GLEBE FARM & TILE CROSS

From: Gary Fitzpatrick
Sent: 26 January 2016 20:58
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Cc:
Subject: ELECTORAL BOUNDARY CHANGES TO GLEBE FARM & TILE CROSS

ELECTORAL BOUNDARY CHANGES TO GLEBE FARM & TILE CROSS
Draft Notes - Deadline 8/2/16 could do with sending asap
As a resident of Glebe Farm I can not support these boundary changes.
The proposed Boundary change for Glebe Farm and Tile Cross has now got parts
of Stechford & Yardley North Ward, Ward End and Alum Rock Wards included in the
proposed changes. These areas have never been part of Glebe Farm or Tile Cross and I am
very surprised that it is being proposed by the Commission. Who actually proposed this? I
feel these areas would be better shared by the Saltley, Ward End and Alum Rock Wards;
these are very small wards especially Alum Rock and I am surprised at how small these
wards are in contrast to the proposed Glebe Farm and Tile Cross Ward.
The natural Boundary is the River Cole/Kingfisher Project; realistically it should be
Stechford Retail Park that would include some part of the Stechford & Yardely North Ward
and the Railway Line up to Lea Hall Train Station. In your Proposing New Wards Guidance
2015-08-04 PDF Document; How to propose a pattern of Wards; part 3 Promoting effective
and convenient local government and reflecting electoral cycles page 11 Size of Ward or
Division - You state "We will look at the geographic size of the ward or division and try to
ensure that it is not so large that it would be difficult for a Councillor to represent. Similarly,
in urban areas, a ward might be so small in area that its Councillor might not be able to
contribute effectively to the wider business of the council." and page 12 'Detached Ward' you state that "We are sometimes presented with proposals to include two geographically
separate areas in the same ward or division. We will not usually accept a proposal of this
kind as it is unlikely to meet our criteria for promoting community identity and interests or
delivering effective and convenient local government." I think that this proposal falls into
these categories and my views are shared by others' within this Community. If you
realistically think about it you are proposing to split residents from Stechford & Yardley
North, Ward End and Alum Rock Wards (Which the above statement is also relevant) and
putting them into Glebe Farm and Tile Cross; actually you're splitting 3 Wards and putting
them all into another Ward. This is clearly completely contradictory to what your statements
above are stating in your criteria. I hope you will consider my views has valid points and
1

take note of your own set criteria as mentioned above; when making your decisions on the
proposed Boundary changes.
There are also plans to build 250 - 300 Homes on the old Sewage Farm Site; which could
potentially see 1,000 - 1,500 new residents added to the Glebe Farm & Tile Cross
Ward. Has this been taken into account when assessing the number of residents for each
ward? Will the new people moving in have any connections with the local Community?
The proposed Boundary change for Glebe Farm and Tile Cross has now got parts
of Stechford & Yardley North Ward, Ward End and Alum Rock Wards included in the
proposed changes. These areas have never been part of Glebe Farm or Tile Cross and I am
very surprised that it is being proposed by the Commission. Who actually proposed this? I
feel these areas would be better shared by the Saltley, Ward End and Alum Rock Wards;
these are very small wards especially Alum Rock and I am surprised at how small these
wards are in contrast to the proposed Glebe Farm and Tile Cross Ward.
The natural Boundary is the River Cole/Kingfisher Project; realistically it should be
Stechford Retail Park that would include some part of the Stechford & Yardely North Ward
and the Railway Line up to Lea Hall Train Station. In your Proposing New Wards Guidance
2015-08-04 PDF Document; How to propose a pattern of Wards; part 3 Promoting effective
and convenient local government and reflecting electoral cycles page 11 Size of Ward or
Division - You state "We will look at the geographic size of the ward or division and try to
ensure that it is not so large that it would be difficult for a Councillor to represent. Similarly,
in urban areas, a ward might be so small in area that its Councillor might not be able to
contribute effectively to the wider business of the council." and page 12 'Detached Ward' you state that "We are sometimes presented with proposals to include two geographically
separate areas in the same ward or division. We will not usually accept a proposal of this
kind as it is unlikely to meet our criteria for promoting community identity and interests or
delivering effective and convenient local government." I think that this proposal falls into
these categories and my views are shared by others' within this Community. If you
realistically think about it you are proposing to split residents from Stechford & Yardley
North, Ward End and Alum Rock Wards (Which the above statement is also relevant) and
putting them into Glebe Farm and Tile Cross; actually you're splitting 3 Wards and putting
them all into another Ward. This is clearly completely contradictory to what your statements
above are stating in your criteria. I hope you will consider my views has valid points and
take note of your own set criteria as mentioned above; when making your decisions on the
proposed Boundary changes.
There are also plans to build 250 - 300 Homes on the old Sewage Farm Site; which could
potentially see 1,000 - 1,500 new residents added to the Glebe Farm & Tile Cross
Ward. Has this been taken into account when assessing the number of residents for each
ward? Will the new people moving in have any connections with the local Community?
There is no mention in these statements regarding including parts of the Stechford &
Yardley North, Alum Rock and Ward End Wards in this proposed Ward. This is very
misleading to residents and interested parties and I would like to know why this information
has been omitted. I am also concerned of the lack of literature through residents' doors from
2

the Boundary Commission explaining these proposed changes and the lack of consultation
via Ward Councillors with their electorate.
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Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
02 February 2016 10:08
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Objection to proposed boundary changes to Hall Green Birmingham

From: tricia flaherty
Sent: 01 February 2016 22:32
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Objection to proposed boundary changes to Hall Green Birmingham

Dear Sir/Madam
As a life long resident of Hall Green, I feel I must write to express my strong
objection to the proposed boundary changes for the Hall Green area in
Birmingham. According to the proposed boundary changes Hall Green is to
be carved up and parts of it will be transferred to the Tysley ward. I believe
that changes to the Hall Green boundary will fracture a lot of local community
initiatives and split the Hall Green community. I object to the proposals for a
number of reasons some of which I have outlined below:Hall Green has a strong sense of community spirit and there has been many
community initiatives developed in order to foster and enhance relationships
between all ages of the community. Hall Green Churches Together is one
such initiative that has been instrumental in forging community links between
different faiths to form a cohesive community. Hall Green gardens are a bi
annual event, where keen gardeners open up their gardens to the community
for a nominal fee to raise money for local charities. The residents association
and neighbourhood watch scheme, play groups and stroke clubs are other
community initiatives that help foster close community relationships between
all cultures and ethnicities. I believe the benefits of these and other
community initiatives will be diluted if not fractured and lost if these
proposed boundary changes are agreed.
I believe if the boundary changes are agreed, to quote an increasingly popular
slogan “Hall Green will no longer be in Hall Green”. Hall Green Railway
station built in 1908 which services the local community, Hall Green Parade
built 1913, local shops for local people. Hall Green community church
servicing the community for 92 years, Hall Green Technical College built
1958 which also runs evening classes for the local community and Hall Green
secondary school the only secondary school in Hall Green, will if these
boundary changes go ahead all no longer be in Hall Green. Hall Green library
home to the local historical society and Sarehole Mill one of only two
watermills in the city which is associated with J.R.Tolkien, inspiration for the
Hobbit and Lord of the Rings, all will no longer be in Hall Green. Tony
Hancock, famous comedian whose commemorative plaque is on the house he
was born in, all these places will no longer be in Hall Green where is the logic
1

in that? if the plan is then to rename all these places who is going to fund that
expense.
Hall Green has been in existence in some form since the 1500’s and has
developed from a rural area to a popular urban suburb with desirable but
affordable housing. Hall Green is a leafy suburb that was developed with
conservation of established trees and green areas at the forefront of
development plans. Tysley is a semi industrial ward with large areas of small
industrial units totally opposite in appearance of the Hall Green ward. Was the
disparity in these two wards looked at or even considered when these plans
were developed. I have spoken to several new residents who have moved to
the proposed area within the last 2 years, the general consensus was that they
specifically chose to move to Hall Green and if they knew about the boundary
changes they would have reconsidered and not bought a property in this area.
I have also canvassed the local estate agents re the boundary changes and the
effect on house prices. If the houses are moved under the Tysley ward I was
told by several estate agents that the house prices would depreciate by at least
£25,000 if not more. This is a serious concern to me and a lot of other local
residents; I have invested a lot of time and money into my property and
consider it my legacy to my children.
I recently attended 2 public meetings about the proposed boundary changes to
Hall Green there was over 200-250 hundred residents at each meeting . There
was 100% agreement that residents of Hall Green want to stay in Hall
Green. I would be great full if you would not implement the proposed
boundary changes to Hall Green and enable us to keep Hall Green in Hall
Green and to keep the history, character and community of Hall Green intact.
Yours Faithfully
Patricia Flaherty
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Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
08 February 2016 10:52
Pascoe, Mark
FW: LGBCE consultation

From: kevin flanagan
Sent: 08 February 2016 10:51
To: Fuller, Heather <heather.fuller@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Re: LGBCE consultation

We are responding to the possible break up of the Erdington Boundaries.
We feel and know this will be a negative impact on the already battered and economically
deprived area
of Erdington Birmingham.
kevin Joseph Caroline and Helen Flanagan are in disagreement with the boundary break up of the
Erdington area an feel
will have a negative impact on Erdington
On Monday, 8 February 2016, 10:45, "Fuller, Heather" <heather.fuller@lgbce.org.uk> wrote:

Dear Madam,
Thank you for your time on the telephone just now.
You can forward your response to the Birmingham electoral review consultation directly to me by
replying to this email or by emailing our main email address at reviews@lgbce.org.uk
If you have any further queries do let me know.
Kind regards
Heather
Heather Fuller
Review Assistant
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
14th Floor
Millbank Tower
Millbank
London
SW1P 4QP
Tel: 0330 500 1252
Email: heather.fuller@lgbce.org.uk
1

It would help us if you would take a few minutes to answer a few questions about your experience
of how we dealt with you.
How are we doing? - Click on this link to give us your views

2

Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
04 February 2016 07:47
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Boundary proposal objection

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Charlotte Flavell
Sent: 03 February 2016 21:22
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Boundary proposal objection
To whom it may concern,
As an Erdington resident, I am writing to you to strongly object to the proposed changes to the Erdington ward
borders and would like to request the borders be changed to:
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 border is the border of Pype Hayes, enabling Holly Park Drive and Quincey
Drive to remain in Erdington.
Yours sincerely,
Dr Charlotte Flavell
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Local Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

Page 1 of 1

Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Jane Fleming

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Sutton Coldfield is expanding with a fast growing population, this is not reflected in the
suggested number of wards for the area - there need to be at least 11 wards to serve the
residents in an efficient manner as this expansion continues. The suggested split of the
Whitehouse Common area between Maney and Roughley will divide a community that has
evolved over the years. There has been a large increase in the number of domestic properties
in recent years with many more planned. If all these come to fruition the suggested wards
would increase in size drastically. The addition of a Whitehouse Common ward in between
Roughley, Maney and Reddicap would help to absorb this increase in a more balanced manner
whilst maintaining the communities that have evolved historically, as well as providing capacity
for all these wards to expand in other directions. Whilst there are many similarities between
these suggested wards there are also some unique issues that would be divided by the
suggested boundaries - not least the issue of traffic and parking in the vicinity of Good Hope
Hospital. If there has to be a change in the boundaries of the wards of Sutton Coldfield, I feel
strongly that our needs must be met with a sufficient number of geographically and historically
balanced wards which not only cater for the present but also for the future of the area.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/6970

25/01/2016

Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
08 February 2016 14:29
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Ward Boundaries in Sutton Coldfield.

From: Darrell Fleming
Sent: 07 February 2016 20:18
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Ward Boundaries in Sutton Coldfield.
Dear Sirs,
We are most displeased by the proposal to break up Vesey ward. We beieve that it should be retained since it
represents a coherent community bound together by the common use of schools, shopping, community services and
the use of the southern side of Sutton Park, entered by Banners Gate and Boldmere Gate.
Vesey residents use that part of the park frequently, we strongly object to the proposal that the whole park be placed
within the Four Oaks ward. This notion is ridiculous. We feel that the park should be divided amongst all the adjacent
wards adjoining the park, so that all the interests of all the residents around the park are represented and best met.
There would also then be many councillors to protect the interests of the park, which is in need of maximum
protection since it is Sutton Coldfield's jewel in the crown. The largest urban park in Europe no less!
The propsal to cut Vesey ward into two halves is not only absurd because there are not two natural halves, but the
proposal is also made ridiculous by the suggestion that the word Parkside be used to name one of the two wards to
replace Vesey, when the word has already been used for another site of growing importance in the City. Moreover,
the very idea that the word Vesey be discarded shows an ignorance of the history of Sutton Coldfield and one of its
principal benefactors. Please take the time to familiarize yourself with our local history prior to making future
mistakes.
I look forward to hearing your response.
Kindest regards,
Mr & Mrs D.J. Fleming.
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Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
18 January 2016 13:40
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Boundary changes for Hall Green

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: margaret flood [
Sent: Monday, January 18, 2016 12:39 PM
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Boundary changes for Hall Green

========================================
Message Received: Jan 18 2016, 12:36 PM
From: "Mail Delivery System"
To:
Cc:
Subject: Undelivered Mail Returned to Sender
I would like to object to the proposal to change the boundary for Hall Green.
I live in
in a house that has been in Hall Green since it was built in 1927. I have lived here for 30 plus
years in a house that we purchased because we wanted to live in Hall Green not Tyseley.
and it is making me very depressed that these changes will go ahead and change the identity of the
area. I am also worried that house prices will depreciate making it more difficult for me to move to a more suitable
property in the future if the need arises.
I would urge you to reconsider these proposals.
Margaret Flood

1

Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
08 February 2016 14:20
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Keep Erdington community together!

From: Peter Folland
Sent: 08 February 2016 10:45
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Keep Erdington community together!
We ask the commission to amend their plans for North Birmingham to represent a Castle Vale Ward, a two member
Erdington Ward, a two member Gravelly Hill Ward, two member Kingstanding Ward, two member Oscott Ward. A
Perry Common Ward. Pype Hayes Ward and a Stockland Green Ward with the Erdington Ward borders running from
Court Lane in the west, Sutton in the north, Pype Hayes and Holly Lane in the east and Kingsbury Road/Wood End
Road in the south.
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Local Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

Page 1 of 1

Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Ben Ford

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I am unhappy about the proposed change to the ward I live in. Having recently purchased a
property in the new Lordswood Gardens estate, I was assured by David Wilson Homes that my
property was in Harborne and at no point was I led to believe that situation would change. I
understand the proposed rationale behind the changing of the wards, but don't believe that it is
necessary to change wards, especially as it will affect a significant number of people in
Edgbaston and Harborne. I know a number of people on the development who are first time
buyers or have limited equity in their property currently, ourselves included, and any change in
the area where we live could potentially affect the value of the houses in a negative way.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7539

08/02/2016

Local Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

Page 1 of 1

Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Elvier Forde

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: Couture Ellagence

Comment text:
I strongly oppose your proposition to change my/our area to Tyseley. I attended the recent
meeting WeRB28 there were over 200 people there from diverse backgrounds as well as
residents going back over 30 years proving great community spirit I pray that they write in. A
lot of the elderly residents would not have been mobile enough or have access to computers to
express their concerns but they are concerned. Why would you want to change our beautiful
Hall Green with its local history to Tyseley? Why would the Hall Green United church, the
railway station, dog track,library be under Tyseley. The geographics would be definitely
confusing. I recall the postcode of B13 changing to B11 therefore It is not guaranteed we will
keep B28 if changed to Tyseley. We need guarantees in writing we would keep B28. Did any of
you visit us and asked us or did you just visit residents of Tyseley if a tall? I am not sure I
understand apart from I believe, "fiddling the numbers". Same principle as with fiddling
numbers in the NHS waiting list and waiting times I moved to Hall Green because I particularly
wanted to live in this community area and for what the name holds and it was a personal great
achievement for me because as a single parent I struggled 20 years ago to afford property in
this area. My children attended Hall Green Secondary school and of course insurance prices are
lower based on the area. I also run an elite dancewear costume company from my home in
which customers from the more rural/astute areas feel safe to visit this leafy and clean area.
This will be the 3rd time I have experienced a boundary change Moseley to Sparkhill,
Springfield to Sparkhill and now Hall Green to Tyseley. None of these were reinstated to their
original boundaries. Most of Tyseley has a B11 postcode which is a Sparkhill postcode. I
question your real reasoning behind the boundary changes as it seems to me as the areas
increase in ethnicity the changes in boundary occur and the changes are deemed as far as Hall
Green School Southam Road. What happens when the government changes? From the map that
I am seeing Hall Green is becoming non-existent. I wish to sign a petition against this and ask
would the long standiing residents of Hall Green be compensated in any way for this? Moreover.
leave us alone

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7429

08/02/2016

Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
03 February 2016 12:01
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Boundary Commission ref. Yardley, Birmingham

From: Lynn Ford
Sent: 03 February 2016 11:12
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Boundary Commission ref. Yardley, Birmingham

I strongly oppose the suggestion to call where I live Stechford East. We have a 1,000 year old
church in a conservation area. The new name does not fit this historic area of Birmingham. It
would be an insult to us, the people and this historic area we live in to change it's name. The area
deserves to keep it's historic name of Yardley.
Lynn Ford
Resident of Yardley
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Page 1 of 1

Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Dan Forrester

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name: N/A

Comment text:
The Boundary changes are sensible and should be supported. I write in particular with reference
to the changes to the Harborne and Quinton ward boundary changes. This better reflects the
local feeling of the wards. Thanks

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/6517

06/01/2016
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Andy Foster

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I have lived in Selly Park for nearly thirty years. The present Selly Oak ward is a genuine
linked community, as shown by the fact that it has remained largely unchanged since the
Second World War. It all has links to Birmingham University, and shares common social and
commercial centres. The moment you try to divide the area, you split areas which seem to
belong together. I'd prefer the retention of a Selly Oak ward with three councillors. However if
the Commission want no bigger than two-member wards, I support the proposal for a
Bournbrook and Selly Park ward. The only possible social and community division is down the
railway line. Selly Park is sometimes seen as a different area from Bournbrook, mainly because
of the Selly Park Estate area of large detached houses. The rest of the area, however, including
where I live, is mostly late nineteenth and early twentieth century terraced housing: all the
southern part of Selly Park, east and west of the Pershore Road; and the 'avenues' by the River
Rea. Bournbrook is all terraced housing of the same period. Both areas are a mix of owneroccupation and tenanted housing, with some multi-occupation. There is more multi-occupation in
Bournbrook, but a fair amount in Selly Park, and the council's recent planning control policies
cover both areas. I would be very concerned if those policies were not administered in a coordinated way across a single ward. Tenants overwhelmingly have links to Birmingham
University, in both areas. The Selly Park estate area, like my own neighbourhood in the
'avenues', also has strong links with the University: dons have traditionally lived there. Much of
Selly Park has Bournbrook and Raddlebarn Road for its local shopping centres and Sainsburys at
Selly Oak for its local supermarket. The only exception is at the south end where Stirchley is
nearer, and there is no natural or community boundary dividing it off. If you try to draw a
boundary between Bournbrook and Selly Park, it's likely to run along Raddlebarn Road, and so
through the middle of a local shopping centre, dividing a local community; and also down
Bournbrook Road, dividing what I know is a close local community. Schools are a complex
mixture here, but most, even Tiverton school, serve families from both areas. Historically both
areas are the same: part of the Selly division of the old parish of Northfield. So I wish to
support the proposal for a two-member ward, Bournbrook and Selly Park, on the proposed
boundaries.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7497

08/02/2016

Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
20 January 2016 08:41
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Email from Rod Fox re: Proposed Boundary Changes
forwarded to all Councillors as requested

Dear Councillors
Please see below email from Rod Fox forwarded to all Councillors as requested.
Any responses please send direct to Rod at
I have sent him the link to the Local Government Boundary Commission Website https://www.lgbce.org.uk/current‐
reviews/west‐midlands/west‐midlands/birmingham
All the best
Julie
Julie Goodall

Original Text
From: Rod Fox
1

To:
contact@birmingham.gov.uk <contact@birmingham.gov.uk>
CC:
Sent: 17.01.16 19:12:56
Subject:
FAO: All Members of Birmingham City Council
Dear Councillors
I am appalled as to what I have just heard on Midland Today this evening for the first time. This is in regard to the
proposed change to include Moseley becoming simply part of Balsall Heath and for Hall Green to become known as
part of Tyesley.
The ideas are not only bonkers, but fail to recognise the historic value in which both Moseley and Hall Green have
played their individual parts in
making up the total history of Birmingham. To lose such value is to almost
like rewriting history rather than respecting our wonderful past.
As a born and bred Brummie and proud of my heritage this idea is not only ludicrous, but demeans the value of the
city as a whole. It is perhaps no wonder Manchester, seem to think they it is the second city, a privilege we should
be proud to maintain.
It seems just one more step along a set of left wing think tank rubbish, that every City Councillor, regardless of
political persuasion should be ashamed to put their name to. My thinking applies to all other boundary name
changes proposed and needs to be knocked on the head.
Regards
Rod Fox

***********************************************************************

***********************************************************************

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

Fuller, Heather
18 January 2016 08:43
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Yardley

From: Rachel Stubbs
Sent: Sunday, January 17, 2016 2:54 PM
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Yardley

I understand that the Birmingham ward boundaries are being reviewed, I currently live in B26 which is
Yardley and I strongly object to this are being called Stechford East. This will mean losing a name that has
been in place for a considerable time with our church dating back almost 1,000 years with Yardley Village
and Conservation area at the heart of our local community.
Kind regards
Rachel Foy
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Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
15 January 2016 16:46
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Ward reviews in Birmingham

From: David Francome
Sent: 15 January 2016 16:28
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Cc:
Subject: Ward reviews in Birmingham

Dear Sir,
Having seen the proposals for ward boundary changes in Birmingham I
was shocked to see that the ancient settlement of Yardley has been totally
ignored in the proposals. Yardley was an important centre long before
Birmingham came to prominence. Yardley village is still an important centre in
this area, its history recognised by it's designation as a conservation area.Yardley
only became part of Birmingham in 1911.
Yardley has a very strong community spirit and sense of identity, it will
not welcome being renamed after a less important centre some distance away.
Your website proclaims "We also aim to ensure that the pattern of wards reflects
the interests and identities of local communities as well as promoting effective
local government." yet Yardley, with a history and identity for over a thousand
years has been ignored and the new proposals do not reflect the the interests or
identity of our area.
The simple answer would be to rename the proposed "Stechford East"
"Yardley" so that our history, traditions and strong community are recognised.
Yours Sincerely,
David Francome
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Deborah Franks

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I object to the suggested changes for historical reasons, Sarehole Mill is in Hall Green and the
connection with the river cole and the Shire Park will be compromised by the division of the Mill
and the Dingles (Shire Park). in addition many of the roads that are proposed to be carved out
and put into Tyseley are historic Hall Green areas. Southam Road is where Tony Hancock was
born and is known to be in Hall Green, not Tyseley. Tyseley is industrial, Hall Green is
residential. Hall Green has been a desirable area in which to live and to hack out a large and
historic part of it, included the Hall Green parade, our row of shops, is illogical and divides old
and established groups and communities. I support the Labour Party's proposal for the wards,
which keeps all of the of the roads and features mentioned in this email in historic Hall Green.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7132

03/02/2016

Local Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

Page 1 of 1

Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Helen & John Franks

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Having lived in Yardley for the past 20years and over that time have learnt some of the history
of the area, We strongly oppose the boundary changes. We live in an area with so many links
to the past ie. Yardley Old Church & the surrounding conservation area, so it would be a great
pity to disassociate where we live from all this history. Are these changes being made for
changes sake? or are there any benefits to us the people who actually live in the area? We
whole heartedly support Councillor Neil Eustace and his campaign to keep YARDLEY and all it
means to local people!

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/6737

13/01/2016
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Roger Franks

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I wish to register my objection to the proposed boundary changes affecting the historical area
of Hall Green. I note that my address will remain in a diminished Hall Green however, the
existing area is renowned as the inspiration for Tolkein's work and his inspiration included
Sarehole Mill to say the least and there is a summer course at The University of Birmingham on
the subject. it seems illogical that Hall Green United Community Church, Hall Green Medical
Centre and Hall Green Station will be placed in Tyseley [ there is already a Tyseley station
which will add to the confusion]. I support the Labour Party proposal for a two part Hall Green
including the areas which are proposed for Tyseley.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/7133
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Local Boundary Commission for England Consultation Portal

Page 1 of 1

Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Fi Fraser

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
The plan to exclude Moseley Village from "Moseley" is bonkers. Moseley village (the clue is in
the name) is an identifiable and distinct area, having found fame in recent national surveys and
people travel to it as a destination for recreation and leisure. As such, it requires a unified local
government approach to maintain planning and licencing integrity. At its heart lies Moseley Park
and Pool and the famous Ice House, sadly under the proposed changes these Moseley
landmarks will no longer be in Moseley! This beggars belief and exemplifies the stupidity and
ignorance of this plan. I don't know who is responsible for this nonsense, but they are very,
very misguided in making this proposal.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/6330
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Stephen Fraser

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
It is utterly absurd that the Ancient Church of Yardley no longer appears within the ward of
Yardley but of Stechford East. Stechford was part of the Ancient Parish of Yardley NOT the
other way round. It is nonsense to have it otherwise. This also applies to Stechford West which
has YARDLEY in Capital letters in the middle of it.You cannot take historical areas and just
subsume them in this way.

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/6793

1/18/2016

Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
11 January 2016 09:31
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Proposed boundary changes: under representation for Sutton Coldfield

From: James Freakley
Sent: 09 January 2016 14:16
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Proposed boundary changes: under representation for Sutton Coldfield
Dear Sir,
My understanding is that under the latest proposed boundary changes Sutton Coldfield Councilors will be reduced
from 11 to 10.
Based on the proposals councillors in Sutton Coldfield would have over 600 more electors than in Birmingham and
the proposals would mean that the smallest Birmingham ward might have only 60% of the electors per councillor
that we would have in Sutton Coldfield. A fairer calculation, taking account of the population of Sutton, would
suggest that there should be 11 councilors representing Sutton Coldfield.
Based on the above I respectfully request that you record my objection to a reduction of councillors representing
Sutton Coldifeld as I believe the current level of representation of 11 councillors to be the correct level.

Yours faithfully

James Freakley
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

William Fuggle

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
Agree with proposed changes to Harborne ward to include area west of Lordswood Road up to
Wolverhampton Road

Uploaded Documents:
None Uploaded

https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/node/print/informed-representation/6511

05/01/2016

Pascoe, Mark
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayers, Mishka on behalf of reviews
11 January 2016 09:20
Pascoe, Mark
FW: Moseley, Birmingham, boundary changes

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Paul Fulford
Sent: 10 January 2016 14:04
To: reviews <reviews@lgbce.org.uk>
Subject: Moseley, Birmingham, boundary changes
Hello
I write to object in strong terms to the muddle‐headed proposal to redraw the boundaries of Moseley under the
current review of Birmingham City Council wards.
It would be easy, of course, to rant about distant London bureaucrats knowing little and caring less about
communities far from their Milbank bubble but that, I suspect, would carry little weight.
The truth is that Moseley is a vibrant, thriving and proud area that is becoming increasingly successful, especially in
nurturing small, independent businesses, initiatives and enterprises.
Much of this is achieved because Moseley residents and business people feel themselves to be part of discrete,
cohesive and coherent community: there is a distinct sense of togetherness.
But the area also depends on outside bodies, such as the council, treating the area as a whole so that plans can be
put in place to take us forward to make the area even more exciting and successful.
To take vast parts of Moseley ‐ such as the Village, parish church, hospital, farmers’ market and many key businesses
‐ out of the existing ward would cause huge damage. It would make joined‐in thinking impossible, would make it
hard for elected councillors adequately to represent the needs of the whole of Moseley and would cause big
problems for the many voluntary and community organisations that operate in Moseley.
Moseley was split between 1979‐2001 and it was disaster: a time when the area floundered.
I hope that this latest daft idea to repeat the error of 1979 is consigned to the bin and urge you to do so.
Regards
Paul Fulford
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Birmingham District
Personal Details:
Name:

Sarah Furmage

E-mail:
Postcode:
Organisation Name:

Comment text:
I do not want the road that I live in to be moved into the Sparkhill South ward. I identify with
Moseley and feel that is where i live. The signs around my house show that you have entered
Moseley a few roads before you reach my house (on Swanshurst Lane) Traditionally this road
has always been part of Moseley and that is part of the reason I bought here. Sparkhill is a
very different place to where I live, visually, in terms of buildings, in terms of community make
up and amounts of green space. I do not identify with Sparkhill at all and would not want to
live there. It is on a main artery into Birmingham and feels a world away from where my house
is. Neither do I feel my house sits in the Billesley ward. Because of the road signs, historical
affiliation and the feel of the housing I feel this road belongs in Kings Heath or Moseley. Please
consider changing the boundary to reflect this. I support the Moseley community group plan.
Thank you.
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None Uploaded
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Birmingham District
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Comment text:
Improving electoral equality is a commendable aim, but one that will not be achieved by
tinkering with boundaries. It requires electoral reform, untainted by political expediency. The
proposed Moseley boundary changes will not even begin to address inequality. Community
identity is strong in Mosely, with its roots in history and tradition, and recognised both
nationally and internationally as something a bit special. It celebrates the diversity of its
population and reflects the cultures and backgrounds of those who live here. It is horrifying to
think that such a community could be undermined simply because, supposedly, the numbers
don't fit. A strong community cares about its environment and one of the joys of Moseley is the
number of open spaces that improve the quality of life of its residents. Local government should
be placing value on the "ownership" of spaces such as Moseley Bog to ensure they remain
within the community that is Moseley.
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