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ALVECHURCH PARISH COUNCIL
16 THE SQUARE, ALVECHURCH, B48 7LA
Tel: 0121 447 8016

e-mail – clerk@alvechurch.gov.uk
Clerk - Yvonne Goode
The Review Officer (Bromsgrove)
Local Government Boundary Review Commission for England
Layden House
76-86 Turnmill Street
London
EC1M5LG
04/01/2013

Dear Sirs
Local Government Boundary Commission for England – Review of electoral wards in
Bromsgrove District: Comments from Alvechurch Parish Council
Summary of Alvechurch PC’s response
Alvechurch Parish Council has given close study to the electoral review of Bromsgrove
District and the proposal for single member wards. The proposed changes have great
significance for the current Alvechurch ward with its three elected members serving on the
District Council. We contend the Commission’s efforts to ensure electoral equality fail the
Alvechurch area in terms of the other matters it must consider: a local community’s own
identity and interests, the ease of identifying ward boundaries, and boundary choices which
do not break local ties. In place of the Commission’s proposals for three new wards –
Alvechurch Village, Alvechurch South and Barnt Green and Hopwood we offer the
alternative of two wards; Alvechurch North and Alvechurch South. We think these meet the
electoral equality test by being on or near the Bromsgrove average number of electors for
each District Councillor, once the Parish of Beoley is detached from the count of electors in
Alvechurch Parish. They also meet much more closely for Alvechurch the additional and
collectively important tests of providing boundaries that are clear, do not break ties and
conform to sense of identity, interest and place.
Introduction to Alvechurch PC’s comments
In our earlier submission to the Commission we were unable to support the proposal from
Bromsgrove District Council to reduce the overall number of District Councillors to 31, each
serving single wards and therefore with an obvious impact on the current Alvechurch ward
with its three member arrangement.
We were somewhat surprised that Bromsgrove Council proposed the reduction in councillor
numbers, largely it seems to us on efficiency grounds, at a time when the Government’s
localism agenda implied new, closer relationships between local government and its
members and the relevant electorates. Also with no consultation with Parish Councils on its
proposed reduction in Councillor numbers and no statement on the role of the district
councillor in the new era of localism, we have been disappointed with the Bromsgrove
Councils proposals. This approach is in contrast to the Worcestershire County Council’s
consultation around localism, the role of the County Councillor and the new working
relationships between County and the Parish/Town Councils in Worcestershire.

From Councillor Numbers to New Ward Proposals
We accept that this Review has moved on. The Local Government Boundary Commission is
discharging its statutory obligations in offering, as Bromsgrove District Council requested, a
one member per ward approach. However we are not content with the drawing of ward
boundaries as in the Commission’s proposals because they do not respect the unity of the
greater Alvechurch Parish and communities therein.
Alvechurch Parish is formed from a dynamic and evolving group of communities set around
Alvechurch village with interdependence between it and the other key settlements of
Hopwood, Rowney Green and Bordesley. The Parish Council is identified (subject to final
consultation) as the body competent to prepare a Neighbourhood Plan and our future vision
will explore the sustainable Alvechurch of 2020 and beyond ,according to key social,
economic and environmental dimensions. Our work on this advances well. Such a plan will
also examine the role of the Alvechurch parish area as a necessary buffer against the
urban sprawl expected from Birmingham and Redditch.
Accordingly our need is for district councillors as local leaders with unequivocal
commitment to the interests of electorates across Alvechurch Parish. Our new district ward
structure for the Alvechurch area , as outlined in what follows, will better help to achieve that
result.
Hopwood to Stay within New Alvechurch Ward Structures
We see no case for Barnt Green as a separate parish being linked by the Commission with
the Hopwood part of Alvechurch parish to form a new ward. Over 20 years ago Barnt Green
was itself part of the larger Parish of Alvechurch. Since then with its own parish council
Barnt Green village area has expanded and flourished in its own boundaries. There is no
affinity we can identify between it and the Hopwood settlement in Alvechurch. The M42 is
not viewed locally as providing a “strong boundary”. Rather the boundary perspective runs
north to south determined by where the City of Birmingham ends and the communities of
Bromsgrove (largely but not entirely Parished) begin. The A441 running from Birmingham
centre across Bromsgrove District, on its original and new routes, and on into Redditch
provides a far better anchor-point around which to build ward boundaries for the Alvechurch
local communities. In short the separation of Hopwood from Alvechurch wards and its use
to form a new ward with Barnt Green looks especially inappropriate. Alvechurch village is
the natural centre for all services for the residents of Hopwood.
Our proposal for New Wards of Alvechurch North and Alvechurch South
Our argument for retaining Hopwood within Alvechurch wards leads to our preferred local
wards arrangement for Bromsgrove Council seats; the creation of the Alvechurch North and
Alvechurch South wards. An Alvechurch North ward could comprise of Hopwood and a
significant part of Alvechurch village to the north of the boundary formed by Meadow Lane,
Tanyard Lane into Snake Lane into Withybed Lane into Branden Road/ George Road into
Latimer Road and onto Station Road. Our reading of the figures available to us from the
2011 and 2012 electoral registers and using this boundary (but see * below) gives an
Alvechurch North ward electorate of 2138. This will not be the final 2013 year figure as
already 27 homes are under construction in the north of Alvechurch Village and close by in
the north, a further application for 22 homes is likely soon to be approved .
The Commission’s proposed Alvechurch Village ward with the boundary running along part
of Bear Hill unhelpfully cuts through the village centre Conservation Area. We wish to keep
that area intact by its full incorporation into Alvechurch South ward. This south ward in our
definition is formed by the Bordesley and Rowney Green parts of the parish joining the
remainder of Alvechurch village not contained within the Alvechurch North ward. The
boundary points given above* put all houses either side on the boundary roads into
Alvechurch South ward This gives an Alvechurch South ward electorate figure of 2507,
coming within the Commission’s electoral equality figure for Bromsgrove of 2285 (2011
figures) with 10% variance. (Further details about our choice of the appropriate boundary
between Alvechurch North and South wards can be obtained from the Alvechurch Parish
Council office.)

The figure mentioned here for Alvechurch South is calculated by removing Beoley from the
current form of the District Council Alvechurch ward. Beoley is a parish council in its own
respect and although relatively small in population terms, it does stand alone in the conduct
of its own business. There is no particular local reason why it should be part of an area
which in other ways is largely Alvechurch dominated.
All figures given above are indicative to show the viability of a north and south wards
approach within Alvechurch Parish. With the expected additional houses to be built in this
Parish the electorate numbers will grow to be in accepted range of variance for the
assumed 2018 Bromsgrove average per councillor of 2,440 electors.
Some Further Consequences
The above proposal for Alvechurch North and Alvechurch South wards, each with a single
Councillor, will have implications for other parts of the Commission’s elegant efforts with
electorate numbers to provide new wards with electoral equality. As mentioned by the
Commission however, the Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act
2009 puts electoral fairness as its prime aim but this is not the sole consideration in the
final settling of ward construction. Taking all local factors of history, culture, community and
parishioners’ sense of place we believe the creation of the Alvechurch North and
Alvechurch South Wards offers the right solution for this locality.
If asked for a view on some consequences of our local proposal against the Commission’s
own we suggest Barnt Green looks to be better linked with Cofton Hackett in new ward
arrangements, while Beoley might well be part of new ward arrangements that cover
Wythall.
Finally the Commission following its District Council ward proposals offers a new ward
structure for Alvechurch Parish Council but without any reduction in the number of Parish
Councillors. In hoping for the Commission’ sympathetic consideration of our proposals for
district council wards we find no cause to object to the naming of wards in the Parish as
Rowney Green and Bordesley, Hopwood and Alvechurch village. Councillor numbers can
be allocated to these Parish Wards as suggested by the Commission.
Yours faithfully

Yvonne Goode
Clerk
Alvechurch Parish Council

gill

lungley

Bournheath Parish Council
Parish clerk
06/01/2013 15:33
"The Parish Council for Bournheath, as part of the district council's Woodvale ward,
accepts the proposals as having little direct impact on the parish. The ward is large in
area with low and scattered population in small rural pockets which presents its own
difficulties with regard to representation.
However, Appendix A of your draft recommendations detailing the current electorate
and projected electorate for 2018, shows an increase of almost 500 electors. As there
is no known building development of this size expected in this green belt area and as
your recommendations do not propose any change to the ward boundary then your
projections for 2018 are a cause of alarm.
It is a worry that either your projected figures have been manipulated to show a more
acceptable variance from the average by 2018 or there is a building development
planned to take place within the ward that is not yet public knowledge. Clarification
on this aspect would be appreciated.
"

Catshill & North Marlbrook Parish Council
Catshill Village Hall, Golden Cross Lane
Catshill, BROMSGROVE B61 0JZ
tel: 07813 671 899
e‐mail: clerk@catshillandnorthmarlbrook‐pc.gov.uk
website: www.catshillandnorthmarlbrook‐pc.gov.uk
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4th January 2013

Review Officer
Bromsgrove Review
The Local Government Boundary Commission for England
Layden House
76‐86 Turnmill Street
London
EC1M 5LG

Dear Sirs
Re: Bromsgrove District Council, review of ward boundaries
The Parish Council has taken note of the proposals contained in your draft recommendations of
November 2012 and would like to comment as follows.
The extent to which your proposals affect this parish council are that:
1. The district ward currently known as Catshill has strong identifiable boundaries of M5 to the
north and west, M42 to the south and A38 to the east.
2. Catshill will be split into two wards to be known as ‘Catshill North’ and ‘Catshill South’.
3. Due to the statutory condition that requires a parish to be warded where it is divided by a
district ward boundary you are proposing three parish wards within the above two district
wards, to be known as ‘Barley Mow, ‘Catshill South’ and ‘Catshill Village’.
4. The parish council’s Marlbrook ward will remain unaffected by your recommendations.
In response the Parish Council would state:
1. Catshill is a whole entity; it is one village and as such it should not be split into two.
2. The naming of ‘north’ and ‘south’ could provide a division within the current community.
3. The use of names like ‘north’ and ‘south’ could be viewed as subjective, to the extent that there
will be a ‘north/south’ divide based on class perception with the south being a more desirable
area.
4. The Parish Council would not want to see this sort of division within the community.
5. The village of Catshill, as a recognised entity, could continue as now with two district
representatives. This would not adversely affect any of the other wards in this review.
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6. The Parish Council is not in favour of having parish council wards. The current warding system
which sees a Barley Mow ward within the Catshill area is not favoured.
7. With the village of Catshill being retained as one district ward, then the Parish Council would be
pleased to be able to revert to one parish ward.
8. If your review should proceed to recommend the split of Catshill into two wards, then the east‐
west split that you propose (Golden Cross Lane/Wildmoor Lane) is acceptable but with full
consideration to be given to the names of those two wards bearing in mind the above
comments.
9. If your review should proceed to recommend the split of Catshill into two wards, then there is
no reason for three parish wards (currently being shown as G, H and I on your proposals map)
within those two district wards. If it must be warded then the Parish Council would prefer only
two parish wards within the Catshill area to reflect the district boundaries.
10. Similarly, consideration should be given to the names of the parish council wards. As detailed
above, Catshill is one community and it would therefore be unsettling to start dividing it into
‘Catshill South’ and ‘Catshill Village’ as the whole area is one village!
11. If your review should proceed to recommend the split of Catshill into two wards and if you
would be amenable to agreeing to one parish ward within each, then the names of those wards
for both parish and district could be:
a) ‘Woodrow’ in place of ‘Catshill North’ (based on the name of the road that runs
north/south through the proposed ward); and
b) ‘Barley Meadow’ in place of ‘Catshill South’ (based on the names of the two roads
that run east/west through the proposed ward).
12. The name of ‘Catshill’ would not be lost to the community and would continue via the name of
the Parish Council. Areas are not always known by the name of their district ward, as evidenced
by ‘Woodvale’; there is no physical place of Woodvale, it is a name made up for local authority
purposes only.
13. With regard to the Marlbrook ward which appears to be retained as now, the Parish Council has
no objection to your recommendations and whilst objecting to having any parish wards
understands the statutory requirement for this area to be designated as a ward of the parish.
If allowed to comment on the wider recommendations, the Parish Council would ask for consideration
to be given to the proposed names of the district wards that cover the Lickey Hills, since your proposed
‘Lickey Hills’ ward is only partially co‐incident with the actual place of Lickey Hills.
With reference to a comment in your paragraph no. 73, please note the Marlbrook ward does not
contain any part of Bournheath Parish Council.
In summary the Parish Council agrees with your boundary definitions for Catshill but objects to your
recommendations to split the Catshill ward, preferring instead its retention as one ward. The names for
the proposed wards are not acceptable. The Parish Council would appreciate greater care in the naming
of the proposed wards, both district and parish, to guard against community division and would support
wider consultation on this aspect. The proposals that affect the Marlbrook ward of the parish are
acceptable.
Yours faithfully

Gill Lungley MILCM
Clerk to the Council
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Morrison, William
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Helen Doherty
02 January 2013 14:01
Reviews@
COFTON HACKETT PARISH COUNCIL COMMENTS ON DRAFT RECOMMENDATIONS

Cofton Hackett Parish Council have reviewed the Draft Recommendations and have no concerns regarding their effect.
We are pleased that the impending growth of our parish has been considered in these recommendations.
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Morrison, William
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Helen Doherty
07 January 2013 15:58
Morrison, William
'Cllr. Jill Harvey'
COMMENTS FROM LICKEY AND BLACKWELL PARISH COUNCIL DRAFT
RECOMMENDATIONS NEW ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS FOR BROMSGROVE
DISTRICT COUNCIL

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

Lickey and Blackwell Parish Council have reviewed the draft proposals and have the following comments
i.
Whilst the recommended situation is the same as currently, we are disappointed to find the parish still split
across 3 wards (Cofton, Lickey Hills and Marlbrook) This leaves us with several District Councillors each of whom only
has an interest in part of our parish.
ii.
We are concerned that the existing Lickey Monument parish ward has been split into 2 being Lickey (new) and
Lickey Monument. It is becoming increasingly difficult to appoint new councillors, and this will be made worse by having
to find councillors from within smaller areas.
With regards
HELEN DOHERTY
EO to L&BPC
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Comments on the proposed Rock Hill Ward, Bromsgrove District Council (Stoke Parish Council)
The proposed boundaries of the proposed Rock Hill ward has the feel of an area that has emerged by
default when other wards have been defined, put together to accommodate electoral equality. For
example, the Rock Hill area of Bromsgrove (as opposed to the proposed Rock Hill Ward) has been
placed with a part of Stoke Heath and a part of Charford. These areas have no history of people
working together for any common purpose.
Below we attempt to put forward a more coherent boundary, whilst taking seriously the need for
electoral equality and which allows current community projects to remain effective.
In essence our proposals involve –
1. Reclaiming some of the area near the Hanbury Road for the proposed Rock Hill ward.
2. Suggesting the area known on current maps as Rock Hill (to the north of the B4091) should
be situated with the proposed Woodvale ward.
3. Suggesting a different name for the proposed Rock Hill ward.
We believe that as a result –
a. electoral equality will be maintained.
b. more coherent geographical and road links will obtain.
c. currently well‐developed community programmes involving neighbourhood watch schemes
and youth club provision as well as clubs for seniors will be maintained.
d. allowance is made for the necessary, eventual, parish boundary adjustments to be more
easily agreed with both residents and the district council.
Community
Stoke Heath, largely a 1980s estate, has a recent history of working with Stoke Prior as part of Stoke
Parish. Importantly, youth facilities and their staffing for both Stoke Heath and Stoke Prior
youngsters works well as joint enterprises across both Stoke Heath and Stoke Prior, since they are
supported both financially and by involvement of personnel within Stoke Parish Council. The
proposed Rock Hill ward is a big disruption to the parish boundaries, particularly by the addition of
the area to the north of the B4091. Youth and seniors facilities within the large geographical area of
Stoke Parish are always hard to place because of distances needed to travel and the decrease in bus
services. Residents to the north of the B4091 would be too remote from these facilities.
Importantly, the neighbourhood watch has been hugely successful as an organisation across Stoke
Heath where the co‐ordinator has won awards and indeed been given money from the Home Office
to both strengthen the scheme and to advise others e.g. Birmingham City Council. This is a clear
example of Stoke Heath working together as a community in a highly professional and focused
manner, and with at least 40 local co‐ordinators working together as part of the neighbourhood
watch. There is an intention is to expand the scheme to Stoke Prior, which is quite an undertaking,
but a further extension to other area such as to the north of the B4091 is not within current
resources. Such an expansion is planned in conjunction with Stoke Parish council.

Adjusting areas within the proposed Rock Hill ward
Residents in the small estate situated at the top of Rock Hill containing Bredon Rd and the other
roads whose entry point is from Rock Hill Rd (B4091) itself have, in the past, expressed an interest in
forming a neighbourwatch scheme. (For clarity, it is situated to the south of the B4091 and with
entry from that road.) So we agree with the Commission’s suggestion that the ‘Bredon Rd estate’
would work well within the Commission’s proposed Rock Hill ward.
The Commission’s proposed boundary change relocates some of Stoke Heath near the Hanbury Rd
into the proposed Avoncroft ward. We propose that some of that area should instead be part of the
Commission’s proposed Rock Hill Ward. We strongly suggest that the Commission’s proposed
Avoncroft/Rock Hill boundary running along Wheatridge Rd should be changed so that The Furrows,
Harrow Close, Cornfield Rd and Harvest Close become part of the proposed Rock Hill Ward. This
means that all roads accessible from Wheatridge Rd would be part of Rock Hill Ward, which is
therefore a much more natural boundary than that proposed by the Commission. Other roads‐ Dark
Lane, Ploughmans Walk, Oasthouse could then be left with Avoncroft and, again, because these
roads are ell entered from the Hanbury Road there is a natural communication route which allows it
to be associated with the west side of the Hanbury Rd, so that all areas accessed from the Hanbury
Rd would lie naturally together and as part of Avoncroft Ward.
To compensate, the Rock Hill area to the north of the B4091 would, because of electoral equality,
then be excluded from Rock Hill ward, but could easily be added to the proposed Woodvale Ward to
which it is adjacent, and which is underrepresented by 6 percent under the Commission’s draft
proposals.
Unrecognised housing development
It is important to note that Stoke Parish council has been in serious discussion in 2012 with the
developers One Property Group, who intend to develop the old Polymer Latex site in Stoke Prior.
This is a 22 acre site. This proposal is of ‘a mixed site comprising around 200 properties (including
some apartments and affordable houses), offices and industrial units. There could also be a shop, a
care home, a doctor’s surgery and a community centre.’
The exact site is shown on http://www.onepropertygroup.com/current‐developments‐stoke‐
prior.htm. The latest local press reports (September 2012) are viewable at ‐
http://www.bromsgrovestandard.co.uk/2012/09/11/news‐Plans‐for‐200‐homes‐on‐Polymer‐Latex‐
site‐‐49764.html

Should this development be granted planning permission the proposed electorate for Avoncroft
would increase significantly. Current figures in the Commission’s spreadsheet of predicted electors
indicate no change between 2011 and 2018.
If the Commission gives serious consideration to this potential development there could be further
implications for the boundary of Avoncroft and for the proposed Rock Hill Ward. If so we suggest
that, in addition to our preferences already outlined, some or all of the area on the Hanbury Rd (i.e.
Dark Lane, Ploughmans Walk, Oasthouse, Avoncroft Rd and Fircroft Rd) could be placed within Rock
Hill ward. And, if necessary because of electoral equality, some adjustments involving the Bredon
Hill estate being relocated to Woodvale. Whatever the implications we think that our proposed

changes can fit into any adjusted boundaries, by expanding the proposed Woodvale ward, and
depending on the electoral numbers, in a manner that could accommodate our basic proposals.
Our proposals with the suggested boundary changes is coherent and, consequently, when the
district council reviews the overall boundary of Stoke Parish, whether as the single parishes of
Avoncroft and of Rock Hill, or as a combined parish, it is easier for both the district council and
residents to understand and to come to a conclusion.
Name Change
Finally with our suggestions the proposed name of Rock Hill Ward would simply be called Stoke
Heath Ward. There is no current ward called Rock Hill, so residents of the current Rock Hill area
would not feel an obvious loss in terms of a name. In any case, our proposals exclude the Rock hill
area north of the B4091 and would encompass more of the current Stoke Heath area.

Patrick Callaway
Clerk to Stoke Parish Council
6th January 2013

