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Grange Cottage, Birmingham Road, Hopwood, Birmingham B48 7AJ
e-mail: g.lungley@me.com

5th April 2013
Review Officer
Bromsgrove Review
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England
Layden House
76 – 86 Turnmill Street
London
EC1M 5LG
Dear Sirs
Electoral Review of Bromsgrove, Further Limited Consultation
I would like to take the opportunity to provide a relatively objective comment to the
proposals contained in your further limited consultation, as someone who only works within
the Woodvale area rather than as a resident.
Initially I worked as the Clerk to Catshill and North Marlbrook Parish Council for a few years
before also taking on the role of Clerk to Bournheath Parish Council. The two parishes share
a common boundary, the M5 motorway, and when I took the job at Bournheath I thought
the issues that are important to Catshill residents would be the same for Bournheath. I soon
found out that this is not the case.
The parish of Catshill and North Marlbrook, whilst initially rural is now essentially urban with
much of the parish being excluded from the Green Belt. The parish of Bournheath is not
excluded from the Green Belt and remains essentially rural as evidenced by its narrow roads
and attendant infrastructure problems.
I would invite you to travel with me when I drive from one parish to the other – travelling
from Catshill to Bournheath is almost like stepping through the back of C S Lewis’ wardrobe
and entering into Narnia! The two communities look so different; they feel, smell and
sound different. Not worse or better – just different.
On taking up the clerkship at Bournheath I also encountered the wider community of
Woodvale. Despite Catshill’s close proximity to these parishes it was not until I started work
for Bournheath that I ever met up with the clerks at the neighbouring parishes of Dodford
with Grafton and Belbroughton. The reasons for now meeting with them are due to the
shared rural community that is Woodvale.
Catshill and North Marlbrook Parish Council has always seemed to look east for its
relationships, ie towards Marlbrook, Lickey and Barnt Green where there is more common
ground and shared purpose.
From my point of view it seems odd to now propose that Catshill looks west so as to
incorporate Bournheath parish, especially as one of LGBCE’s three main considerations is to
reflect community identity. The revised proposal definitely fails in this respect.

There are all sorts of rumours about there being another, more politically motivated,
purpose behind this review. For instance due to the pressure to find space for housing
development and with the majority of Bromsgrove district being sited in the Green Belt the
division and destabilisation of existing rural communities such as Woodvale may be a sneaky
but legitimate way forward to ease the re-drawing of the Green Belt boundary.
Nor is the attitude of the District Council’s current Leader towards the district’s parish
councils helpful, having been reported in the local paper recently declaring all parish
councils ‘a waste of money’. This is unfortunately an attitude that serves only to further
alienate district and parish members and residents.
Whatever the rumours or political attitudes, I would trust that LGBCE will rely on its own
proven criteria when carrying out its review and will make its decisions independently
without fear or favour based on the democratic principles of honesty, integrity, trust,
openness and probity.
By the way, I meant it when I invited you to travel with me between the two parishes. I can’t
promise we shall meet lions and witches, but I can definitely show you two different worlds!
Yours faithfully
Gill Lungley
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Dear Sirs,
I am writing to register my strong opposition to the current proposals made by the Boundary Commission to not only
dissolve the Woodvale Ward but to link Fairfield with Romsley.
This proposal totally lacks any sort of credibility or acceptable rationale other than the execution of a “numbers”
game. I am assuming that the proponents of this current proposal have no idea at all about the communities involved
i.e. their geography and socio‐economic composition.
I have been a resident in Fairfield for over 20 years and before that I lived in Bournheath for a similar period of time. I
am perfectly happy with the Woodvale Ward – I have no complaints at all with its composition and representation on
the District and County Council. I do not accept the necessity for such change. If some adjustment is required on the
grounds of “numbers” then the natural thing to do would be to consider allocating the satellite areas of Bellbroughton
to the Woodvale Ward. There would be commonality in the communities involved in such a move as they are
represented by the same Parish Council.
My understanding of the basis for any such recommendation is the maintenance of the fundamental principle of “the
need to reflect the identities and interest of local communities …” Schedule 2 of the Local Democracy, Economic
Development and Construction Act 2009. Clearly, this is being totally ignored with the proposed ‘carving‐up’ of
Woodvale. It is a coherent and homogeneous group of communities and will not benefit in any shape of form by being
split‐up and joined with dispirit adjacent communities of Catshill, Perryfields or Romsley.
There are very strong links between the semi‐rural communities of Dodford, Bournheath and Fairfield and have been
for a very long time. There is common usage of Churches, Schools, Shops, Recreation amenities and various social
gatherings in the respective Village Halls. The three Parish Councils maintain links between themselves and there is a
similar cooperation with other local clubs and societies. The District and County Councillors are familiar with the local
issues of the Woodvale communities as well as those of neighbouring Bellbroughton and its surrounds. I am not aware
of the existence of anything approaching such strong linkages with Romsley. It is both geographically and socially
distinct from the communities of Fairfield and the rest of Woodvale. There is nothing shared, no commonality or indeed
mutual interest. Two entirely separate and very distinct communities. This would be not only an arrange marriage but
a marriage which has been forced onto the communities.
I urge you to reconsider your proposals to dissolve Woodvale and to join Fairfield with Romsley, and to have regard not
only to the rural communities affected but to adhere to your obligations under Schedule 2 of the 2009 Local Democracy,
Economic Development and Construction Act.
Yours sincerely

Dr. A. Mabbett
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From: Scott MacDonald [mailto:scott4belbroughton@gmail.com]
Sent: 07 April 2013 13:48
To: Reviews@
Subject: Bromsgrove Boundary Review - Bell Heath revised proposal + Fairfield Parish Ward proposal

Dear Sir or Madam,
I am writing to thank the Commission for taking the time to study the feedback that was submitted regarding
the Bell Heath area in the earlier phase of the BDC Ward review. The revised proposal for which you have
requested feedback is the correct result for Bell Heath ie it remaining within the Belbroughton and Clent
District Ward and avoiding the need for a separate new ward within Belbroughton Parish Council. I still feel
strongly about the need to balance parish councillor numbers across Belbroughton Parish Council but I
understand that this is outside your remit if you are not actually proposing new wards with the Parish Council
structure.
I am a Parish Councillor on Belbroughton Parish Council with the Belbroughton Ward but this correspondence
is sent in a personal capacity and is not meant to represent the views of the PC or other councillors or residents.
I fully endorse your revised plan to retain Bell Heath within the Belbroughton and Clent District Ward. I
absolutely do not wish you to revise this decision.
I understand that the parish councillors who represent the Fairfield Ward within Belbroughton Parish Council
are objecting to one consequence of your rethink on Bell Heath ie the allocating of Fairfield Parish Ward into
Romsley District Ward to share one district councillor with Romsley.
Part of their objection is that the Fairfield councillors work well with their counterparts on Bourneheath and
Dodford PC's which may be the case but it is not really relevant to the issue of District Wards and I struggle to
understand how being in a different District Ward would affect this relationship with these PCs. It is also
suggested that residents in Fairfield have little in common with those in Romsley. There may well be limited
interaction between the communities via schooling, pubs, shops, etc but Romsley is a large rural community
with a main village focal point and Fairfield is the same set up. This is a point that has been made repeatedly by
Fairfield parish councillors over the past 2 years on my time on the PC because the Fairfield councillors use it
to illustrate how different and distinct their community is to that of Belbroughton. I would imagine that a
District Councillor covering this proposed new Romsley Ward area would be handling many of the same issues
for both communities.
Other than the above objections to the change that I have noted, I have not read a viable alternative suggestion
put forward from those in Fairfield that would sit well with the wider BDC boundary review aims that I could
support or comment on objectively. If one has been put forward that would meet the wishes of the Fairfield
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residents whilst not undoing the Bell Heath decision then I would welcome such a solution. However, I do not
wish the objections of Fairfield parish councillors to deprive Bell Heath residents from remaining within the
new Ward that truly reflects their community.
Thanks again for taking the time to review all comments. The decision that was made on behalf of Bell Heath
residents was really uplifting because it was evidence that you are conducting a genuine consultation that does
take account of local realities.
Regards,
Scott MacDonald
33 Nash Lane,
Belbroughton,
DY9 9SW
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Review Officer (Bromsgrove),
Local Government Boundary Commission for England,
Layden House,
76-86 Turnmill St.
London,
EC1M 5LG
Dear Sir,
I wish to express my concern and strong opposition to your proposal to
dissolve the District Council Ward of Woodvale and to place the Parish of
Bournheath with Catshill South and Catshill North.
The community identity of Woodvale is a well-established rural settlement
which has many common ties with its neighbours Dodford and Grafton,
Fairfield and Belbroughton. This proposal will break our local ties and loose
our sense of commonality.
Catshill is a “suburb” of Bromsgrove which due to its series of housing
estates does not have the same rural or village environs.
Mr. Gall, Director of Reviews, in submitting his new proposals refers to his
objective of achieving ‘stronger boundaries and providing for a better
reflection of communities,’ these proposals for Bournheath, Dodford and
Fairfield do not take into consideration this key point.
I strongly urge you to re-consider this proposal, this is most certainly not in
the best interest of Bournheath and its ability to have a voice in local
decision making through the democratic system that I firmly believe in.
Regards
Karen May

Review Officer (Bromsgrove),
Local Government Boundary Commission for England,
Layden House,
76-86 Turnmill St.
London,
EC1M 5LG
4th April 2013

Dear Sir,
I wish to express my complete opposition to your proposal to dissolve the
District Council Ward of Woodvale and to place the Parish of Bournheath
with Catshill South and Catshill North.
Woodvale is a well-established rural area linked with its Dodford and
Grafton, Fairfield and Belbroughton. This proposal will break our local ties
and I feel we will loose our sense of community.
Catshill is a “suburb” of Bromsgrove & does not have any understanding of
the surrounding villages with their close sense of community.
Your proposed changes are most certainly not in the best interest of
Bournheath and its ability to have a voice in local decision making.
Best regards
Nigel May
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-----Original Message----From: Alan Milway [mailto:alan.milway@talk21.com]
Sent: 28 March 2013 17:47
To: Reviews@
Subject: Electoral review of Bromsgrove District Wards
To whom it may concern
Please note this email as my opposition to the proposed plan to dissolve the district ward of
Woodvale.
I live in this ward and feel that merging us with Romsley and Frankley will affect the local community
spirit, cooperation and surely the whole benefit of wards is to reflect the local community and allow
cooperation with those most directly involved with our day to day lives and workings.
Regards
Alan
Alan Milway Bsc(Hons),QTS,ASCC
www.mxfitness.co.uk
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Dear Sirs,
I wish to express my concern and strong opposition to your proposal to divide the Parish of
Bournheath into Catshill North and Catshill South. I fail to see any merit in this proposal
and, furthermore, I believe your recommendation breaches your obligations under
Schedule 2 of the Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009; in
particular schedule 2 - 4 Parish Councils which states:
(2)In making any such recommendations, the Local Government Boundary Commission for
England must have regard to—
(a)the need to reflect the identities and interests of local communities, and in
particular—
(i)the desirability of fixing boundaries which are and will remain easily identifiable,
and
(ii)the desirability of fixing boundaries so as not to break any local ties,
(b)the need to secure effective and convenient local government, and
(c)the boundaries of the electoral areas of the principal council or councils in whose area the
area of the parish council falls.
I would submit that you are failing to have regard to 4 (2)(a).
Your proposed boundary
change, dividing Bournheath will not be easily identifiable and you will break local ties by
removing Bournheath from its rural neighbours west of the M5, with which it has enjoyed a
harmonious relationship for many years.
As a resident of Bournheath for 20 years, I can say that this Parish has nothing whatsoever
in common with Catshill, be it North or South. Fairfield, Bournheath and Dodford are all
west of the M5 and enjoy a semi-rural, village community.
Catshill, on the other hand, is
a "suburb" of Bromsgrove. It has a series of housing estates and does not enjoy the same
village and rural environs.
In the letter from the Director of Reviews, Mr. A Gall, to the Chief Executive of Bromsgrove
District Council, dated 26 February 2013, under Belbroughton & Clent, Hagley East,
Hagley West and Romsley, he refers to these wards having "stronger boundaries and
provide for a better reflection of communities". Why is this principle applied to these
particular wards and not to Bournheath?
Your previous draft recommendation stated:
1

Our draft recommendations are for a Woodvale ward which includes the parishes of Dodford
with Grafton and Bournheath, as well as part of Belbroughton parish. The ward covers a
rural area, and our ward is identical to the one proposed
by the Council.
What has changed?
We are still in a rural area. We have closer links in terms of community, landscape, housing and
amenities with these Parishes than
with Catshill.
Accordingly, I would urge you to reconsider your proposals and have regard both to your obligations
under Schedule 2 of the 2009 Act and
to the rural location and community of Bournheath, which is a rural community, with real people and
not just a place name on a map.
Regards
Janet Moreton
Thorny Cottage
Claypit Lane
Bournheath
Bromsgrove
Worcestershire
B61 9LA

2

Morrison, William
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Don Moss <jendonmos@blueyonder.co.uk>
27 February 2013 15:35
Morrison, William
RE: Bromsgrove Electoral Review - Further limited consultation

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

I agree with the suggested change of boundary to bring the whole of Hagley Village into the Hagley East or Hagley West
Wards.
A D Moss
From: Morrison, William [mailto:William.Morrison@lgbce.org.uk]
Sent: 26 February 2013 13:32
Subject: Bromsgrove Electoral Review - Further limited consultation

Dear Sir or Madam,
ELECTORAL REVIEW OF BROMSGROVE: FURTHER LIMITED CONSULTATION
I am pleased to attach a copy of the letter sent to the Chief Executive of Bromsgrove District Council
detailing the consultation, and the maps showing the areas in which the Commission is carrying out
its further limited consultation.
The Commission would welcome comments on its revised proposals by 8 April 2013.
Representations should be made by replying to this email, or in writing to this address:
Review Officer (Bromsgrove)
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
Layden House
76-86 Turnmill Street
London
EC1M 5LG
If you have any queries, please contact me.
Yours sincerely

William Morrison
Review Officer
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
Layden House
76-86 Turnmill Street
London EC1M 5LG
Tel: 020 7664 8516
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From: patrickmurphy777@aol.com [mailto:patrickmurphy777@aol.com]
Sent: 03 April 2013 15:19
To: Reviews@
Subject: woodvale

Dear Review Officer,
I am writing to express my concerns over the proposed threat to dissolve the Woodvale District Ward. I believe it is
misguided and,with the proposals emanting from a London office,underline how little the Boundary Commission knows
about our local community in Worcestershire.
We have an admirably strong community spirit here,encompassing Fairfield,Bournheath and Dodford with Grafton encompassing around 4 square miles. Good working relationships exist between the respective parish councils,with
constructive co-operation on issues such as planning and traffic matters. All three villages use Fairfield's church,school
and thriving shop. The area just 'feels' like an authentic community.
Romsley in contrast is too far away - around five miles - and there is simply no shared community.
I strongly believe that the Boundary Commission's proposed reorganisation ignores the fundamental principle of reflecting
the needs and identities of local communities. The proposal reeks of central government bureaucracy,rather than
sensitivity towards where we live.

Saving money should never take priority over the needs of a village community that is prospering.

Yours Sincerely,
PATRICK MURPHY
44 PARISH HILL,
BOURNHEATH,
NR BROMSGROVE,
WORCS,
B61 9JQ
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From: CP PALMER [mailto:conradpalmer@btinternet.com]
Sent: 02 April 2013 19:13
To: Reviews@
Subject: Electoral Review of Bromsgrove: Further Limited Consultation

10 Pepperwood Close
Fairfield
Bromsgrove
Worcestershire
B61 9ND
Review Officer (Bromsgrove)
LGBCE
Layden House
76-86 Turnmill Street
London
EC1M 5LG

2nd April 2013

Dear Sirs,
Electoral Review of Bromsgrove: Further Limited Consultation
I wish to express my concern and strong opposition to your proposal to move Fairfield
(village & ward of Belbroughton Parish Council) into Romsley ward (to also include
Frankley). I fail to see any merit in this proposal and, furthermore, I believe your
recommendation breaches your obligations under Schedule 2 of the Local Democracy,
Economic Development and Construction Act 2009; in particular schedule 2 - 4 Parish
Councils which states:
(2)In making any such recommendations, the Local Government Boundary Commission
for England must have regard to—
(a)the need to reflect the identities and interests of local communities, and in
particular—
(i)the desirability of fixing boundaries which are and will remain easily
1

identifiable, and
(ii)the desirability of fixing boundaries so as not to break any local ties,
(b)the need to secure effective and convenient local government, and
(c)the boundaries of the electoral areas of the principal council or councils in whose area
the area of the parish council falls.
I would submit that you are failing to have regard to 4 (2)(a).
Your proposed
boundary change, moving Fairfield will not be easily identifiable and you will break local
ties by removing Fairfield from its rural neighbours, with which it has enjoyed a
harmonious relationship for many years.
As a resident of Fairfield, I can say that this Parish has nothing whatsoever in common
with Romsley & Frankley. Fairfield, Bournheath and Dodford enjoy a semi-rural, village
community sharing many facilities.
In the letter from the Director of Reviews, Mr. A Gall, to the Chief Executive of
Bromsgrove District Council, dated 26 February 2013, under Belbroughton & Clent,
Hagley East, Hagley West and Romsley, he refers to these wards having "stronger
boundaries and provide for a better reflection of communities". Why is this principle
applied to these particular wards and not to Bournheath?
Your previous draft recommendation stated:
Our draft recommendations are for a Woodvale ward which includes the parishes of
Dodford with Grafton and Bournheath, as well as part of Belbroughton parish. The ward
covers a rural area, and our ward is identical to the one proposed by the Council.
What has changed?
We are still in a rural area. We have closer links in terms of community, landscape,
housing and amenities with these Parishes than with any other.
Accordingly, I would urge you to reconsider your proposals and have regard both to
your obligations under Schedule 2 of the 2009 Act and to the rural location and
community of Fairfield, which is a rural community, with real people and not just a place
name on a map.
Regards

Conrad Palmer
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From: Alwyn Rea [mailto:alwynrea219@btinternet.com]
Sent: 07 April 2013 15:23
To: Reviews@
Subject: Electoral Review of Bromsgrove

Dear Sirs,
As a longstanding resident of Dodford with Grafton parishI wish to register my strong objections to your revised
proposals for new electoral wards in Bromsgrove.
In particular I consider the proposed abolition of the existing ward of Woodvale and its division into new wards to be
totally inappropriate and failing to recognise the longstanding links between Dodford, Bournheath and Fairfield. By your
own admission in your original proposals Woodvale largely consists of a rural, agricultural constituency which you
sought to retain. The revised proposals and especially the proposed assimiliation of Dodford into a new ward of
‘Perryfields’ fails utterly to meet your statutory remit in framing new wards to provide a readily ‘recognisable boundary’
and to ‘reflect the local ties’.
Woodvale has a most obvious boundary in the M5 motorway, being almost wholly located to the west of that landmark
and very rural in character. Linking it to parts of Sidemoor –wholly urban and located to the east of the M5 – does
nothing to enhance either in terms of electoral representation. Dodford with Grafton has a current electorate of some
650. In order to meet your predicted optimum number of 2544 for Perryfields some 1895 will have to be drafted in from
urban Sidemoor (an unparished area incidentally). When it comes to representation how much consideration is a
councillor likely to be able to devote to the much larger rural but much less densely populated area of the
ward? Dodford with Grafton has totally different problems to Sidemoor reflecting their vastly different characteristics
and the two areas have virtually nothing in common in terms of District Council service requirements.
It is difficult to escape the conclusion that the numbers game has totally defined the new proposals and that little or no
weight has been given to local links between the areas and their social and geographical characteristics. Dodford,
Bournheath and Fairfield share just one shop and ‘share’ is the operative word. This is a joined‐together largely rural
community and this should be acknowledged by the retention of Woodvale ward which you should know is also a
County electoral ward and will continue to be so.
Please think again and produce wards that reflect the local communities and their traditional links.
Yours faithfully
A.J.Rea
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From: Judy & Phil Richardson [mailto:richardsondodford@btinternet.com]
Sent: 08 April 2013 11:10
To: Reviews@
Subject: BOUNDARY COMMISSION REVISED ELECTORAL REVIEW PROPOSALS FOR BROMSGROVE WOODVALE WARD

Dear Sir,
I wish to record my objection to the proposed revisions to the existing Woodvale Ward and particularly the parishes of
Dodford with Grafton, Bournheath and the village of Fairfield.
The Boundary Commission have failed to meet their statutory obligation with regard to the following points :‐
1.

Schedule 2 of the local Democracy and Construction Act 2009 in particular Schedule 2‐4 of the Parish Councils
Acts

2. The three villages are almost entirely located to the west of the M5 which has to date been a convenient
boundary.
3.

Several years ago boundaries were revised to make County, District and Parish boundaries coincident, to
ensure easier administration and services of elected representatives. Woodvale is also a County as well as a
District ward with no urban content, a fact ignored in the review.

4. There are established connections between the three villages, residents use the only shop and Post Office in the
ward based in Fairfield, and have many shared interests within the community both socially and for Police
PACT meetings.
5. There are no community links at all between Dodford and Sidemoor, separated physically for more than 50
years by the M5. Established Parish areas risk losing their identity and should not be split up merely to meet the
requirements of numbers game that would do nothing to improve community ties and elector representation –
in fact quite the reverse.
Mr P E Richardson
Neighbourhood Watch Co‐ordinator
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From: Peter Richardson [mailto:peterjrichardson1@gmail.com]
Sent: 25 March 2013 12:00
To: Reviews@
Subject: Belbroughton Ward, Parish Councillors
Sirs,
We believe that the proposed alteration of councillor allocation does not reflect the number of residents in the correct
proportions between the Belbroughton and Fairfield wards.
We believe that the current recommendation provides only 1 councillor for every 167 voters in Belbroughton whilst
Fairfield receive 1 councillor to every 129 voters.
To achieve a fairer balance in representation we would like to ask the Boundary Commission to consider that either;
a) Parish councillors are allocated equitably using electoral roll voter ratios which would mean 9 Belbroughton Councillors
and 5 Fairfield Councillors.
or
b) As a pragmatic alternative to achieve a closer alignment in ratios, Belbroughton Ward should only retain 8 Councillors
and Fairfield Ward should be reduced from 6 to 5 Councillors. Under this compromise option Belbroughton would still
have 167 voters to 1 councillor and Fairfield would have 154 to 1 councillor. This margin of difference would be about the
+/-10% tolerance that the Boundary Commission works to when making changes such as those at District level.
We trust you will take our views into account.
Yours,
Peter Richardson
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From: Dave Roberts [mailto:robertsdavelinda@tiscali.co.uk]
Sent: 09 April 2013 18:09
To: Reviews@
Subject: Bromsgrove review

I would commend the LGBC for listening to the significant public concern regarding placing Bell Heath in the Romsley
District ward. I am pleased that following your review Bell Heath has now been placed in the Belbroughton and Clent
ward where it has a natural fit.
I am however disappointed that you did not take up the comments regarding the split of Parish Councillors between
Belbroughton and Fairfield wards of the Parish Council which would give a more representative council.
Your new proposals for Fairfield being placed in the Romsley District ward and other parishes, such as Catshill going into
the proposed Catshill South / Catshill North wards appear to have the same fault as the original proposals i.e. placing
distinct communities into larger areas where they have no natural or physical affinity. Whilst you may be technically
correct in the balancing of ward sizes I believe that you show little regard for communities.

D G Roberts
Vice Chairman
Belbroughton Parish Council
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-----Original Message----From: Rory Lydon [mailto:rorylydon@me.com]
Sent: 07 April 2013 21:29
To: Reviews@
Subject: Boundary Review Woodvale
Dear Sir/ Madam,
I have lived in Bournheath and latterly Dodford for the last 20 years and would like to express my
disapproval of the electoral review proposal on the Woodvale Ward.
There are VERY close connections ,between the villages of Dodford, Bournheath and Fairfield ...
Bournheath has 3 pubs , which we frequent , Fairfield OUR nearest shop and post office, Dodford a
Pub which has is used by villagers of all 3 villages
The M5 , I always felt was a natural boundary between the villages of Dodford , Fairfield and
Bournheath , and the Urban community of Sidemoor .
Village priorities tend to be different , after the initial services provided by police , local authority , fire
brigade are taken care of ..our needs are different ..
The initial Boundary Commision Proposals were to leave the Woodvale ward the same ... No real
reason was given for the change ..
Yours
Rory
Dodford,
Bromsgrove
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Dear Sir,
Thank you for listening to the views of the people of Bell Heath. We appreciate this and are very happy with the revised
proposals.
Yours faithfully,
Brenda and Graham Ross
----- Original Message ----From: Morrison, William
Sent: Thursday, January 03, 2013 4:45 PM
Subject: Electoral Review of Bromsgrove

Dear Sir or Madam
Thank you for your submission regarding the draft recommendations for Bromsgrove District
Council.
The Commission places great importance on ensuring openness and transparency in the way it
deals with all representations. Full copies of all representations received will be made available for
public inspection at our offices (by appointment), and at those of Bromsgrove District Council. They
will also be available for viewing on the Commission’s website, at www.lgbce.org.uk.
We remove all personal identifiers of individuals, such as personal postal or email addresses,
signatures or personal phone numbers from your submission before it is made public. However, we
do not remove names. If you do not want all or any part of your response or name made public,
please state this clearly in reply to this letter and we will endeavour to respect your wish. Any such
request should explain why confidentiality is necessary, but all information in responses may be
subject to publication or disclosure as required by law (in particular under the Freedom of
Information Act 2000).
This consultation period will end on January 7 2013, and the Commission’s final recommendations
for Bromsgrove will be published in March 2013, and we will write to you again at that time. Updates
can be seen on our website at http://www.lgbce.org.uk/all-reviews/westmidlands/worcestershire/bromsgrove-fer , and you can also see the proposed boundaries in detail at
our consultations webpage: https://consultation.lgbce.org.uk/
Thank you again for sending through the representation.
Yours faithfully,
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Morrison, William
From:
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To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
04 March 2013 09:12
Morrison, William
FW: Bromsgrove Consultation

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

From: Peter Rowbottom [mailto:peterrowbottom66@yahoo.co.uk]
Sent: 04 March 2013 04:51
To: Reviews@
Subject: Bromsgrove Consultation

Dear LGBCE
I fully support the latest proposals for the Bromsgrove area which now includes all Hagley addresses within
the proposed Hagley West and Hagley East Wards.
Thank you.
Yours Faithfully
Peter Rowbottom
118 Kidderminster Road South
West Hagley DY9 0JH
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Review Officer (Bromsgrove),
Local Government Boundary Commission for England
(reviews@lgbce.org.uk)
1 April 2013
Dear Sirs
Boundary Commission Electoral Review
We are most concerned about your proposals to break up Woodvale Ward. We
have lived here for 44 years and the villages of Dodford, Bournheath and
Fairfield have always had much synergy and shared interest.
The proposal is contrary to the Commission’s Statutory obligation of preserving
communities with easily identifiable boundaries and local ties. Our three
villages border each other and have a clear motorway or green belt boundary.
The proposals do not ‘provide a better reflection of communities’. Where is the
commonality between a rather rural Bournheath and a more urban Catshill? Will
Fairfield’s environmental challenges really be served by a distant Romsley? Do
Dodford and Sidemoor really have similar issues?
Is the achievement of electoral targets more important than destroying such a
currently well served community? Definitely not.
We strongly oppose your proposals and urge you to reconsider.
Yours sincerely

Jeremy and Helen Sharp

Morrison, William
From:
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Subject:

Fuller, Heather
21 March 2013 08:57
Morrison, William
FW: Consultation - Boundary Review - Clent Furlongs Ward - Hagley - BROMSGROVE
DISTRICT

Importance:
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Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:
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From: Jayne Shimwell [mailto:jayneshimwell@Thompson.co]
Sent: 20 March 2013 13:23
To: Reviews@
Subject: Consultation - Boundary Review - Clent Furlongs Ward - Hagley - BROMSGROVE DISTRICT
Importance: High

Dear Sirs,
I wish to register my full support for the proposed boundary change which will incorporate more of Hagley Village into a
Hagley Parish Ward and remove from it from Clent Furlongs Ward.
I am resident of Hagley village, Clent Furlongs Ward but the council administration for Furlongs Ward is remote, located
in the neighbouring village of Clent.
It has become very apparent over recent years and with contentious planning applications that directly affect people in
Furlongs Ward, Hagley village that the administration of Hagley residents by Clent Parish Council is remote and
unresponsive to the needs to people living in this part of the parish. This has become a source of great irritation and
frustration for many of the Hagley residents who feel that they are not currently being properly represented in the
Furlongs Ward.
Day to day life is conducted within Hagley village and it makes far more sense to reduce the number of councillors and
rationalise the representation, or lack of it as in the case of Clent.
For this reason I fully support the proposed boundary change.
J Shimwell
20 Worcester Road
Hagley
DY9 0JW
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Morrison, William
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
04 March 2013 09:13
Morrison, William
FW: ELECTORAL REVIEW OF BROMSGROVE: FURTHER LIMITED CONSULTATION

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:
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Completed

From: philip sloper [mailto:philipjsloper@gmail.com]
Sent: 03 March 2013 09:31
To: Reviews@
Subject: ELECTORAL REVIEW OF BROMSGROVE: FURTHER LIMITED CONSULTATION

We wish to register our support for the revised recommendations, which propose to include all of
Hagley village in Hagley East or Hagley West wards, rather than the Belbroughton & Clent wards
which are clearly separate communities with different needs and priorities.
Regards
Philip & Wendy Sloper
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Morrison, William
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
05 April 2013 11:12
Morrison, William
FW: Bournheath, Fairfield Area

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

From: Janet Spooner [mailto:janet.spooner08@btinternet.com]
Sent: 05 April 2013 09:58
To: Reviews@
Subject: Bournheath, Fairfield Area

Dear Sirs,
We live in the Bell Heath area of Belbroughton, North Worcestershire and were grateful
that the boundary changes were reviewed to again put us with Belbroughton.
Other more recent changes have however caused much concern and disquiet locally.
I refer to Fairfield being linked with Frankley and Romsley and Bournheath being linked to
Catshill in Bromsgrove.
The areas of Bournheath, Fairfield and Wildmore have no links geographically or historically
with Frankley, Romsley or Catshill.
It would be far better that Bournheath, Fairfiel Wildmore and Dodford were put together.
Many thanks,
Mrs Janet Spooner
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Morrison, William
From:
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To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
08 April 2013 09:02
Morrison, William
FW: Split of Parish Councillors between Belbroughton ward and Fairfield
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From: Mark Tabbernor [mailto:mark.tabbernor@beoleymill.co.uk]
Sent: 07 April 2013 21:51
To: Reviews@
Subject: Split of Parish Councillors between Belbroughton ward and Fairfield

Dear Sir, Madam,
I am a resident of Belbroughton and I have been keeping an interest in the Boundary commission changes.
This is a good opportunity to equalise the councillors to equal number of voters. This would provide a fair
representation for voters.
With this in mind it would seem reasonable to have 9 Belbroughton Councillors and 5 Fairfield Councillors.
As far as I am aware, it is in your remit to create a balanced number of voters across districts and wards, and so I would
ask that you consider this proposal.
Best Regards
Dr Mark Tabbernor
(and family..)
45, Holy Cross Lane,
Belbroughton.
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Morrison, William
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
25 March 2013 09:07
Morrison, William
FW: Electoral Review of Bromsgrove District Wards .

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
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From: p.a.tuck [mailto:p.a.tuck@virgin.net]
Sent: 24 March 2013 17:22
To: Reviews@
Subject: Electoral Review of Bromsgrove District Wards .
Dear Sirs,
I wish to express my deep concerns at the proposal to dissolve Woodvale Ward and enjoin Fairfield in Romsley Ward
with part of Woodgate. This is misguided and inappropriate because of the geographical location of Romsley in relation to
Fairfield and the absence of a community spirit with Romsley. In contrast their is a strong relationship at every level with
Bournheath and Dodford with Grafton.
Your proposal ignores the primary and fundamental objective to reflect the identities and interests of local communities
and therefore I am unable to support it.
Yours sincerely
Peter Tuck
6 Yew Tree Lane
Fairfield
Bromsgrove
Worcestershire
B61 9LT
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Morrison, William
From:
Sent:
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Subject:

Fuller, Heather
06 March 2013 11:37
Morrison, William
FW: New Parish Council Wards. Hagley, Worcs.
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Heather Fuller
Review Assistant
LGBCE
76 ‐ 86 Turnmill Street, Farringdon
London, EC1M 5LG
Tel: 0207 664 8517
Email: heather.fuller@lgbce.org.uk
From: Peter Vaughan [mailto:petervaughan7@gmail.com]
Sent: 06 March 2013 10:12
To: Reviews@
Subject: New Parish Council Wards. Hagley, Worcs.

Dear Sir or Madam
I am writing to endorse the proposals to create new wards in Hagley East and Hagley West. I live in Western
Road, Hagley and am at present in Clent PC.
As I understand it, Western Road, South Road and Newfield Road would move into a new Hagley Ward.
This seems to me to be a very sensible idea.
Peter Vaughan
7 Western Road
Hagley
01562 882693
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To whom it may concern,
I am writing to yourselves regarding my concerns of merging boundaries with our village Bournheath
with Catshill North or South.
I wish to oppose this merger and fail to see why this should happen.
I have lived in the village for 20 years which is a semi‐rural village and has many things in common
with Dodford,Fairfield.
To merge with these would be beneficial as we would have stronger boundaries & reflect the types
of community we are.
There is an obvious barrier with Bournheath and Catshill The M5 motorway!!!!!
I am a member of our Village Hall Committee and provide activities at our hall which includes people
in Dodford and Fairfield.If we merge with Catshill will we lose our village hall?
Yours concerned villager
Vanessa Westwood

Morrison, William
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fuller, Heather
02 April 2013 11:04
Morrison, William
FW: Boundary Commision Proposals For Woodvale Ward
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From: Geoffrey Wyrill [mailto:gjwyrill@tiscali.co.uk]
Sent: 28 March 2013 11:02
To: Reviews@
Cc: Kay Stone
Subject: Boundary Commision Proposals For Woodvale Ward

For The Attention of The Review Officer (Bromsgrove)
Sir
I consider the draft proposals to be entirely without merit or benefit to the residents of this parish (Dodford with
Grafton). My wife and I have been residents of this Parish for 32 years, and I have been variously involved with
many of its functions, not the least of which as a parish councillor and chairman.
1. The proposal to merge Woodvale into Perryfields is to accept urban sprawl with no reasonable justification.
The expansion of a totally rural area such as woodvale with an urban development such as Perryfields will
assuredly never benefit either the urban development proposed, nor this Parish, The latter being swamped by
the needs of a dense population and housing development, and the Urban development having a diversion on its
focus to what would be fringe activities. Two totally dissimilar needs.
2. The needs for some sort of consolidation of electoral numbers to be balanced, is bound to be unanswered by
the revised drafts outlined , as the population growth together with the associated housing and supporting
infrastructure, can only be a temporary move as growth continues.
It should be possible, and is a preferred option, to revert to the amalgamation of the rural communities in the
Woodvale Ward if it is purely a question of increasing electoral numbers by a natural affinity.
3. The natural balance of communities in the rural area of Woodvale has a very strong natural affinity due to the
rural nature of its constituents. As parishes we have cooperated in the past with meeting similar problems of
road signs and traffic problems. We have many joint social activities.
The natural boundary for separating Woodvale from Bromsgrove or the 'Perryfields' line is the Motorway. We
have no local shop in our parish but we and many of our neighbours use the shop and Post Office at
Fairfield.The reverse is also of note that the Fairbourne Dodders inclusive of , as the name suggests, is a joint
theatrical group using Dodford Village Hall .
4. To conclude,I would iterate that there is absolutely nothing whatsoever in the 'Perryfields' proposal
which meets the criteria of electoral or communities benefits.
Mr.G.M.Wyrill
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