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Introduction
An Electoral Review of Birmingham commenced in March 2015 in response to a
recommendation from the Kerslake Review in December 2014:
‘The Secretary of State should move Birmingham City Council to all out elections replacing
the current election by thirds. In the interest of effective and convenient local government
the Local Government Boundary Commission for England should conduct an Electoral Review
that reflects existing communities, to help the council produce an effective model for
representative governance. It should aim to complete its work to enable elections by May
2017’.
The timeframe has been delayed by a year, where the all out elections will be coming into
effect in 2018. However, the timescales for the review still continue as planned.
The Commission’s objectives are to provide electoral arrangements for English principal
local authorities which are fair and deliver electoral equality for voters. The review will
result in recommendations for the council specifically regarding:
 total number of members to be elected to the council
 number and boundaries of electoral areas (wards) for the purposes of the election of
councillors
 number of councillors for any electoral area of a local authority
 name of any electoral area.
The first stage of the review is to decide how many councillors in total, should make up the
Council in the future. This submission provides an evidence based approach which includes
the findings of the survey on the demand placed on Birmingham’s councillors.
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Summary of Findings
Birmingham City Council must ensure that our duty to provide efficient and effective
representation to the public is fulfilled. Therefore, after careful consideration of the
evidence presented in this submission, it is the city council’s view to have no fewer than 120
councillors.
This view is based on a number of factors that the Commission states in its publication,
Electoral Reviews: Technical Guidance.
Governance and
decision making

In a large metropolitan authority such as Birmingham, there is
much more to the role of elected members in community
leadership than making formal decisions through executive and
regulatory committees. It also includes their work on district and
ward committees, which have and will continue to have a key
role in taking forward community governance at the local level
and engaging with communities, local businesses and service
providers in the public, voluntary and community sectors.
The making of formal decisions as set out in the constitution can
only ever be a small part of the member role in a city such as
Birmingham. As recommended by the Kerslake Review, the
further enhancement of their wider and more important
community leadership role is a major theme of the Future
Council change programme and therefore an important
consideration in our case for maintaining the full complement of
120 councillors.
It is proposed to continue with District Committees. However,
the role of the councillor will change, with reduced direct
responsibility for service budgets. Instead the role will be more
pro-active involving closer partnership working with other public
service agencies, local businesses and community and voluntary
organisations.
It will be just as intensive and demanding as the current role, but
more emphasis will be placed on ensuring service improvement,
and developing partnerships with all local service providers.
The current number of councillors is arguably barely sufficient to
ensure that governance and decision making as well as
community leadership is implemented in an effective way.
Reducing the council size would result in further pressure on
councillors and spreading them more thinly to ensure
committees are attended could have an adverse impact on local
community leadership.
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Scrutiny functions

Full Council (May 2015) approved a move to five Overview and
Scrutiny Committees for 2015/16; however each committee has
increased from ten to twelve members (meaning a
proportionate fall in total member engagement in city-wide
Overview and Scrutiny, though, as proposed by Kerslake, greater
“scrutiny” style activity within local areas – see Governance
Review below). Task and finish committees have also been
reintroduced.
It is also important to leave some headroom to allow flexibility
for future decisions in relation to the structure of committees.
Councillor workloads are therefore unlikely to decline
significantly, particularly when the expanded role for District
Committees, which will include a much wider range of nonstatutory scrutiny activities, is taken into account.
This is encapsulated within the proposed “Neighbourhood
Challenge” role for the districts – working collaboratively with all
local public services (not just those of the City Council) to
improve local services and support integrated delivery at the
local level.
A third Joint Health Overview & Scrutiny Committee (with
Worcestershire) may be introduced next year.

Representational role
of councillors

Elected representatives have to develop strong relationships
with the communities they represent and have an ongoing
dialogue about local issues and challenges, as well as receiving
and dealing sympathetically with their requests for support
through caseload.
A city as diverse and in parts deprived as Birmingham brings
extra challenges for all councillors. They must take time to get to
know the concerns and priorities of the different communities in
their area, but also the different cultures and practices as well as
the ways of communicating that they prefer to adopt. They also
need to take a responsibility for building positive relationships
between communities as part of their community leadership
role. This takes additional time and effort and no little skill from
all members of the council. A reduction in the numbers of
members can only reduce the ability of the council as a whole to
perform this role well.
Furthermore, the findings from our survey on the demands on
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councillors suggest the role of councillors in Birmingham is very
challenging and time consuming. 73% felt they spent more time
on council work than expected when they first joined the
council. When carrying out their representational role with
electors, 60% said they do this by having a more active role in
the community as opposed to 17% who said they responded to
casework from constituents.
40% of Birmingham’s population is living in the most deprived
10% of England. Birmingham councillors are therefore more
likely to have complex issues to deal with on behalf of these
residents who likely to require a wide range of services from the
council.
The council consequently holds the view that in order for
councillors to deliver their representational role as well as
maintain and improve community leadership in Birmingham
then the current council size must be maintained.

The Future

It is well known that austerity measures will continue and
therefore even more important to acknowledge the two-fold
impact of the spending cuts:
a) Those that are leading to greater stress in the
community, such as cuts in benefits or cuts in council and
other local services are creating more demands on local
councillors, through their case load and advice surgeries
b) Cuts within the City Council have led to dramatic falls in
the numbers of employees, often focused on support
roles and this makes it more difficult to support
councillors in their various roles, such as scrutiny, ward
and district committees.
Taken together, these pressures mean that the workload of
councillors is growing, whilst the support they can rely on is
diminishing due to reduction in officers and budget pressures.
In line with the expected development of the role of District
Committees and the renewed emphasis we will be placing on the
community leadership role of councillors, we would anticipate
that councillors will be more intensively engaged in partnership
working across different agencies and with community groups
and social enterprises in the future. This shift will emerge from
the general changes to local services we anticipate in our Future
Council work.
The City Council’s aim is to ensure that the new landscape of
local services remains fully accountable through democratic
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representatives and that accountability is enhanced by giving the
City Council a wider role in overseeing a more integrated set of
local services. This is reflected in the anticipated new role for
district committees.
At present, it is envisaged that each district committee will
develop a small number of sub-groups on a partnership footing,
to address thematic issues that are a priority for the area, for
example community safety or clean neighbourhoods. All the
members of the committee (i.e. all councillors) will be expected
to contribute to this work. It would be expected that such
groups would meet more regularly than the District Committee
and would generate most of the local initiatives taken by
councillors with other agencies. Members will also be expected
to carry out the informal scrutiny activities mentioned in the
previous section, investigating service performance in council
and other local services and identifying resident’s concerns,
satisfaction levels and priorities for passing on to service
providers.
Again, this role can be best carried out if we maintain our full
complement of 120 councillors.
An important part of that will be partnership working at the city
and city region level, for example through Health and Wellbeing
Boards, CCGs and the new Combined Authority, which is
intended to be set up in 2016. It is important to note that any
reduction in council size may impede this work.
The role at the ward level will be influenced strongly by the
outcomes of the Boundary Commission review (for example
single member wards may lead to more pressure on individual
councillors), but again we expect this to reflect a move to more
intensive partnership working, new skills in brokerage and
leadership and an overall increase in expectations.
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Reducing Council Size
In developing the Council’s submission, we have also considered the possibility of reducing
the number of councillor’s by taking into account a number of factors, in addition to the
above, directly related to council size.

Role of councillors in
the community

Birmingham Councillors have a high profile role in their local
communities with many calls on their time for example through
local partnerships and forums, school governors, casework,
including joint work with local MPs, various residents'
associations, local organisations, faith groups and local traders'
associations - many of which have come under increasing
pressure during the recession requiring greater input from local
councillors. They consider their community role to be very
significant and are also developing their roles as local leaders.
It is evident that our councillors require wide ranging skills and
expertise. There has been a noticeable growth in technology,
social media and other forms of electronic communications in
recent years, resulting in an increase in the channels of
communication available to constituents. While this enables
simpler and faster responses from those members familiar and
comfortable with these technologies, it has resulted in an
increase on the demands and expectations of councillors in
dealing with case work.
Reduction in council size: No

Council governance
arrangements

The full City Council meets monthly and its business is overseen
by the Council Business Management Committee. The City
Council adopted the Leader and Cabinet model in December
2001. Currently the Cabinet consists of the Leader and eight
other councillors. Full Council (May 2015) approved a move to
five Overview and Scrutiny Committees for 2015/16; however it
each committee has increased from ten to twelve members
(meaning a proportionate fall in total member engagement for
the city-wide Overview and Scrutiny, though, as proposed by
Kerslake, greater “scrutiny” style activity within local areas – see
Governance Review below). Task and finish committees have
also been reintroduced.
It is also important to leave some headroom to allow flexibility
for future decisions in relation to the structure of committees.
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On the regulatory side, the council has a Planning Committee
and a Licensing and Public Protection Committee with three
licensing sub-committees each with 15 members. There are, on
average, 2.3 committees each day (850 planned across the 20142015 periods), and the council currently deploys over a third of
existing councillors (44) on regulatory meetings.
As a whole, Birmingham’s councillors are dedicated to their
committee attendance, but they are also heavily involved in
political work, community obligations, casework, training, and
engagement with constituents and other, more hands-on council
functions which would all suffer from a lack of available
members.
The City Council established a set of devolved governance
arrangements in 2004 and these are an important part of the
workload of councillors. The arrangements consist of two levels
of committee (all councillors are members of both committees in
the relevant area):
 District Committees – covering the ten Parliamentary
constituencies in the city and comprising 4 wards (12
councillors). To date these have had delegated executive
responsibility for a number of local services, along with
the relevant budgets. However, these will change in May
2015.
 Ward Committees – for each of the 40 wards in the city,
comprising the three councillors in that ward. Their main
role is to provide a channel for community engagement.
Both committees meet bi-monthly, in alternate months.
The city council is currently conducting a Community
Governance Review, triggered by a petition for a Town Council in
Sutton Coldfield. The review has been given an extended remit
to enable us to look at other aspects of our local governance,
such as the district and ward committees and neighbourhood
level arrangements.
It is proposed to continue with district committees but with an
evolving new role in the years ahead. Whilst they will not have
responsibility for the current range of services and budgets, it is
intended that their role in ensuring service improvement and
developing partnerships with all local service providers will be at
least as intensive and demanding as the current role. This will be
a more pro-active role involving closer partnership working with
other public service agencies, local businesses and community
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and voluntary organisations.
Subject to the available support resources (decision pending) it is
also intended to continue with ward committees and to review
them in the light of the Boundary Commission’s final
recommendations in 2016.
In addition to these council structures, the city has an extensive
network of neighbourhood forums and councillors tend to
engage with them in terms of attending meetings and
participating in local projects. Councillors also engage with the
comprehensive neighbourhood tasking meetings led by the
Police and these are organised in neighbourhood policing areas
(wards or clusters of neighbourhoods).
The city is also home to a diverse and dynamic range of social
enterprises, faith groups, residents associations and community
groups and these place different demands on councillors in
different parts of the city.
Reduction in scrutiny committees will not necessarily result in
fewer demands placed upon members. In fact, with the role
requiring further partnership work, it can be argued that
demands will actually increase. When councillors were asked
how they carry out their representational role with electors,
more than twice the councillors answered ‘having a more active
role in the community’ than ‘by responding to casework from
constituents’. If the council size is reduced then councillors will
be spread more thinly, and may actually have less time to have a
more active role in the community.
Reduction in council size: No

International,
national, regional and
sub-regional roles

Birmingham City Council is a large and ambitious council,
working to create a city that is fairer, more prosperous and more
democratic. This requires councillors, particularly Cabinet
Members, to work in a fast paced environment at a high
strategic level, seeking to influence nationally and internationally
particularly through core cities, the LGA, and Eurocities, whilst
also executing their ward level mandate for local people. This
means that significant time commitment is required from
Birmingham councillors.
As recommended by Kerslake, Birmingham is working with
neighbouring authorities to develop a Scheme for a Combined
Authority that will be established during 2016. This will add
another dimension to the work of Birmingham councillors,
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potentially including shared services as well as the economic and
transport agenda. They will also be working with other Local
Authorities as well as central government to negotiate
agreements and pave the way forward. This again adds to the
pressures placed on their time.
Reduction in council size: No

Diversity

Over the last decade Birmingham has seen a transformation in
terms of diversity in the city. The connection of different
nationalities, faiths, languages, ethnicities and cultures that
Birmingham holds suggests Birmingham is an increasingly super
diverse city.
Birmingham ranks the 4th most diverse local authority outside of
London, and is the most diverse of all core cities. In terms wards,
Soho, Nechells and Aston are in the top 30 most diverse wards in
England and Wales, with Soho being the most diverse ward
outside of London.
The population with ethnic background other than white (White
British, White Irish and White Other) grew by 12% between the
Census 2001 and Census 2011, and has doubled in size since
1991 from 21% to 42%.
In light of this, it is important to understand the needs of local
people, ensure they know how to access services and their local
councillors and where there are possible language barriers, these
should be addressed. Additional time and effort is required in
building good community relationships and a knowledge of
different communities.
This clearly shows the need to have a diverse mix of councillors,
who are able to meet the needs of local communities. Reducing
the number of councillors in Birmingham, especially in those
areas that are more diverse, will have a significant impact on
these communities in terms of the ability for the Councillors to
both reflect the population and also to deal with some complex
needs and can hinder councillors carrying out their
representation role.
Reduction in council size: No

Deprivation

Birmingham is ranked the most deprived city on both income
and employment deprivation, largely influenced by the size of
the authority compared to other major cities.
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Washwood Heath is the most deprived ward in Birmingham, is in
the top 2.9% of deprived SOAs, and also has the highest number
(20,334) of electors and highest number of electors per
councillor (6,778). Bordesley Green is also a deprived ward and
has the second highest number of electors (20,289), with second
highest number of electors per councillor (6,763).
It is evident that Birmingham has significantly deprived areas
which require a higher level of services from the council – which
may very well result in greater pressure on the respective
councillor’s caseload, for example in areas such as housing,
benefits, family support and social care. These areas also have
higher proportions of electorate than the rest of the city - which
already have much higher proportions when compared
nationally.
Therefore, in light of the above, if the councillor to electorate or
population ratio were to increase (if we reduced the number of
councillors) there could very well be a negative impact on the
most vulnerable and deprived communities in Birmingham.
Reduction in council size: No

Population forecast

A seven year forecast has been produced for Birmingham from
the baseline 2014 (published December 2014) to 2021 as advised
by the Boundary Commission. The data assembled were from a
number of sources to enable basic research to be carried out on
recent past trends in Birmingham and relationships between key
variables.
The introduction of the Individual Electoral Registration (IER) in
June 2014 has had a downward impact on the number of people
registered to vote. This has particularly impacted wards with
large proportions of student and other acknowledged hard to
reach groups including the BME community, home movers and
elderly in care.
Latest Electoral statistics show that 36% of electors that were
removed from the register between October 2012 and
December 2014 have re-registered. This is mainly due to the
engagement programme carried out by the Elections Office. The
Elections Office is confident that with the continuing
engagement programme the net increase in the number of
additions to the register will continue which will result in figures
being very close to its pre IER levels by at least 2021.
Therefore, the forecast for Birmingham was estimated as
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follows:
 The ratio of the electorate to ONS mid-year estimates of
people aged 18 and over between December 2004 and
October 2012 and April 2015 (Final Interim) was
calculated
 The ratio of electorate to mid-year population produced
an average ratio of 0.945
 The average ratio was multiplied by the 18+ Birmingham
population projection (ONS 2012-base) for 2021
This produced an electoral forecast of 813,401 in 2021. This is
up 61,536 (8.2%) compared with the (adjusted) December 2014
base year.
Reduction in council size: No

Ratio of councillors to
electors/ population

Birmingham currently has significantly higher than average
electorate and population per councillor than other local
authorities. Reducing the number of councillors in the city would
only widen this gap, with Birmingham’s electorate and
population receiving far less councillor representation per head.
All of Birmingham’s wards are substantially higher than the
national average ratio for total population per Councillor, with a
range of average ratios between the wards. 30% of
Birmingham’s population are in the top ten wards in the country
for an electorate to elected member ratio. This suggests an
existing and substantial imbalance in councillor representation in
Birmingham compared to other cities.
When reviewing ratio of councillors to electorate amongst the
core cities, even with the current number of 120 councillors,
Birmingham still has the highest electorate per councillor.
Reducing to 100 councillors would make this higher. The number
required to equal the average of other core cities would be
approximately 182 councillors.
Similarly, when looking at the ratio of councillors to population
amongst the core cities, with 120 councillors, Birmingham again
has the highest population per councillor. The number of
councillors required to equal the average of other core cities
would be approximately 188 councillors.
The regression model which compares Birmingham’s population
to councillor ratio against all local authorities, has predicted that
Birmingham should have 149 councillors, which is an additional
29 to the current 120 councillors.
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Please see Appendix E for detailed Benchmarking Analysis.
Reduction in council size: No

Council membership

It is important to ensure that the diverse population of
Birmingham is represented by a diverse range of councillors. Our
councillors have different skills and experiences, and it is
important that demands on councillors do not reach levels that
restrict the pool of councillors, or limit the opportunities of
particular groups to become councillors.
Reduction in council size: No
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Birmingham
Population & Demography
Population
Birmingham is the largest local authority in Europe. The Office of National Statistics
projected Birmingham’s population as 1,110,000 in 2015, (ONS Population projections,
2012), an increase of 37,000 (3%) since the Census 2011. By 2021 Birmingham’s population
is expected to be 1,157,000, an increase of 4.2% between 2015 and 2021.
Table 1 - English Core Cities Population Change between 2015 and 2021

Core Cities
Bristol
Birmingham
Manchester
Leeds
Sheffield
Nottingham
Newcastle
Liverpool

Population
2015
446,000
1,110,000
522,000
776,000
567,000
314,000
285,000
471,000

Population
2021
471,000
1,157,000
543,000
805,000
585,000
322,000
290,000
476,000

change
25,000
47,000
21,000
29,000
18,000
8,000
5,000
5,000

% change
5.6
4.2
4.0
3.7
3.2
2.5
1.8
1.1

Birmingham has a substantially higher population than any other Core City. In terms of
population projections to 2021, in comparison to the Core Cities, Birmingham has been
projected to have the second highest percentage increase. Bristol is projected to see the
highest percentage change of 5.6%. Higher population growth means increased demands
on public services such as housing, education, children services, adult services and health.
Birmingham has an electoral forecast of 813,401 in 2021. This is up 61,536 (8.2%)
compared with the (adjusted) December 2014 base year.
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Age structure by Gender
Figure 1 - Population Pyramid – based on 2015 population projections

This chart shows age pyramid of Birmingham’s population using 2015 population
projections. The pyramid illustrates that Birmingham has a very youthful population, with
over a quarter (29%) of the population under the age of 20, higher than the England
percentage of 24%.
Gender
Birmingham has slightly more females (51%) than males (49%) in the city. The city’s
younger age profile 0 to 34 has a higher percentage of males to females, but as age
increases especially in the older age groups (65+) there are a higher percentage of females
compared to males, reflecting female longevity.
Diversity
Over recent decades Birmingham has seen a transformation in terms of diversity in the city.
The connection of different nationalities, faiths, languages, ethnicities and cultures that
Birmingham holds suggests Birmingham is an increasingly super diverse city.
The Census 2011 reported just more than half of Birmingham’s population (53.1%) as White:
English/Welsh/Scottish/Northern Irish/British. The rest of the population are from
ethnicities traditionally recognised as minorities, including 13.5% as: Pakistani, 6.0% as
Asian/Asian British: Indian and 4.4% as Black/African/Caribbean/Black British: Caribbean.
The highest increase of population in Birmingham since 2001 has been amongst the
Pakistani population of 144,627 (39.4% increase). The population group represents 13.5% of
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Birmingham’s population; this makes up a considerable larger section of the population
when compared to England & Wales (2.0%) and the West Midlands (4.1%).1
There has also been a notable increase amongst the Indian population of 15.91%. This
population group represents 6% of Birmingham’s population; this is higher than the England
percentage of 2.5% and the West Midlands region 3.9%.2
Overall, Birmingham’s non-white population grew by 12% between Census 2001 and Census
2011, and has doubled in size since 1991 from 21% to 42%.
Considering those with religion, the 2011 census shows that the majority faith is Christian
(46.1%), but has reduced by over 14% since the Census 2001. This compares to the Muslim
faith which is the fastest growing religious group in Birmingham. There was a 67.4% rise in
the number of Muslims between 2001 and 2011 to 234,411 living in Birmingham (21.8% of
the population).
Measure of Diversity
The measure of diversity in this report has been calculated by Greater London Authority
(GLA) Intelligence Unit using the Simpson’s Diversity Index to understand diversity in a local
authority and at ward level.
Birmingham ranks the 4th most diverse local authority outside of London, and is the most
diverse of all Core Cities. In terms of wards, Soho, Nechells and Aston are in the top 30 most
diverse wards in England and Wales, with Soho being the most diverse ward outside of
London.
Diversity is great for the city, but does mean changes for shaping the future of the city.
With Birmingham being so diverse it is important that we understand the needs of local
people, ensuring residents understand how to access services and their local councillors and
where there are possible language barriers, these should be addressed and for these
reasons it is important that there is a mix of councillors to meet the needs of local people.
Reducing the number of councillors in Birmingham wards, especially in those that are more
diverse, will have a big impact on these communities and can hinder them in having their
say.
Ward population
Birmingham has a total of 40 electoral wards. In 2015 the projected average population
projected size of each ward was 27,6633.
 15 of the 20 largest wards in the country are in Birmingham.
 In 2015 Nechells was the ward with the highest number of residents (37,095), followed
by Bordesley Green (35,588) and Washwood heath (34,967). All three wards are in the
top ten most deprived wards in the city.
 Sutton Newhall is the ward with the smallest population (22,109).

1

Based on Census 2011
Based on Census 2011
3
This is based on 2012 mid-year population projections.
2
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Lozells and East Handsworth, Washwood Heath and Bordesley Green are the most
densely populated with 93, 86 and 84 people per hectare respectively. In contrast
Sutton Newhall has just 10 persons per hectare.
Household size is the highest in Bordesley Green (3.7) and Washwood Heath (3.6) this
compares to the city average household size of 2.6.
According to the 2011 Census, residents in Lozells and East Handsworth, Washwood
Heath and Sparkbrook, had the highest percentage of ethnic group other than white
British (89, 88 and 88 respectively).

Population Density - Comparing the relative population density of wards in Birmingham vs
other local authorities
In terms of size by hectares, Birmingham ranks (out of 324 local authorities):
 151st largest (26,777 hectares)
 200th largest for average size of wards (669 hectares per ward)
 210th largest in terms of average size covered by Councillor (223 hectares per
councillor).
This shows that Birmingham does not have a relatively large geographic size, despite being
the most populated LA in England4.
However, in terms of geographic density (total per hectare), Birmingham ranks:
 40th highest electoral density (27.2 electors per hectare)
 38th highest population density (41.45 people per hectare).
Overall, Birmingham is quite densely populated. This links in with Birmingham having the
highest average of electorate and population per councillor.
Figure 2: Population Density per Ward

4

ONS 2015 population projection = 1,109,800. Leeds is the next highest LA with 775,700.
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Although Birmingham is generally quite densely populated, this density varies throughout
Birmingham, with some councillors having a larger area to cover than others. This shows
that Birmingham wards have imbalances that will affect councillor representation, and
potentially caseload, between each ward.
Deprivation

The Index of Deprivation 2010 is the Government’s official measure of deprivation for
English Local Authorities. This data was released at a Local Authority (LA) level and Lower
Super Output Level (LSOA). The LSOA data, known as the Index of Multiple Deprivation
(IMD) allows the identification of small pockets of deprivation within an authority. All SOAs
have been given a national ranking out of the 32,482 SOAs in England, with 1 being the most
deprived and 32,482 being the least deprived nationally.
Birmingham is one of the most deprived local authorities in the country, ranking 9th of all
326 local authorities (see below table). Birmingham falls in top 3% most deprived local
authorities.
Table 2: Most Deprived LA

Ranked most
deprived LA

Local authority

Average IMD
2010 score

1

Liverpool

43.45

2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Hackney
Newham
Manchester
Knowsley
Blackpool
Tower Hamlets
Middlesbrough
Birmingham
Kingston upon Hull

42.89
41.84
41.13
41.01
40.39
39.59
37.62
37.54
37.53

40% of Birmingham’s population (436,169) live in areas described as in the most deprived
10% in England, with 23% of the city’s population (257,076) living in the most deprived 5%
of England.5
Birmingham is ranked the most deprived city on both income and employment deprivation,
largely influenced by the size of the authority compared to other major cities.
If the role of a member is to conduct casework for residents and to act to represent the
community on matters relevant to council services, it is reasonable to infer that there is a
greater need for a smaller ratio of representation in more deprived areas where there is a
disproportionately higher need for council services. As Birmingham shows a relatively high

5

Based on 2012 Mid-Year Estimates and the 2010 IMD data being transposed to 2011 LSOA boundaries.
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level of deprivation, vulnerable groups in the city could benefit from a smaller ratio of
population to councillor representation.
Table 3: Average IMD rank of SOAs within each ward in Birmingham (ranked out of 32,482 English SOAs)

Rank within
Birmingham

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Ward

Average IMD
Rank of SOAs in
Ward

Washwood Heath
Sparkbrook
Nechells
Aston
Lozells & East
Handsworth
Bordesley Green
Shard End
Kingstanding
Soho
Ladywood

958
1,415
1,523
1,866
2,035
2,190
2,381
2,669
2,699
4,063

Average IMD Electors No of electors
% Rank for
per councillor
wards out of
all English
SOAs
2.9
20,334
6,778
4.4
19,534
6,511
4.7
17,077
5,692
5.7
18,405
6,135
6.3
6.7
7.3
8.2
8.3
12.5

18,777
20,289
18,571
17,135
17,278
17,489

6,259
6,763
6,190
5,712
5,759
5,830

The ten wards in the table above have the worst ranking of IMD in Birmingham (1 being the
most deprived ward). Of the ten wards, Washwood Heath is the most deprived ward in
Birmingham, in the top 2.9% of deprived SOAs, and also has the highest number (20,334) of
electors and highest number of electors per councillor (6,778). Bordesley Green is also a
deprived ward and has the second highest number of electors (20,289), with second highest
number of electors per councillor (6,763).
This shows Birmingham has some very deprived areas that may have more demand in terms
of service needs and also in terms of higher proportions of electorate than the rest of the
city, which already has much higher proportions than nationally.
Table 4: Rank of wards with highest number of electors

Rank
number of
electors in
Birmingham
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Ward

Washwood Heath
Bordesley Green
Springfield
Sutton Trinity
South Yardley
Acocks Green
Hall Green
Sutton Four Oaks
Sparkbrook
Billesley

Average IMD
Rank of SOAs in
Ward

958
2,190
5,242
21,835
5,152
5,158
13,982
24,435
1,415
7,728
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Average IMD Electors No of electors
% Rank for
per councillor
wards out of
all English
SOAs
2.9
20,334
6,778
6.7
20,289
6,763
16.1
20,254
6,751
67.2
20,006
6,669
15.9
19,923
6,641
15.9
19,748
6,583
43.0
19,616
6,539
75.2
19,556
6,519
4.4
19,534
6,511
23.8
19,369
6,456

The table above shows the wards ranked by the highest number of electors in Birmingham.
Three of these wards are of the ten wards with highest levels of deprivation (highlighted in
blue), which feature in the top 10% highest deprivation ranked SOAs.
90% of the population living in Washwood Heath and 30% of the population living in
Bordesley Green live in the 5% most deprived LSOAs in England.
This further reinforces the point about the amount of pressure on Birmingham councillors.

Geography and topography
Birmingham is a unitary authority with a total area of 267sq km and is a home to over a
million people. Although it doesn’t have a major river, the River Rea, River Cole and River
Tame all flow through and its canal network is over 35 miles long. It also has over 13 miles of
motorway and 41 sq km of Birmingham is currently greenbelt. We have 40 wards ranging in
size from 4 sq km to 20 sq km.
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Part One: Governance & Decision Making
Leadership
The formal leadership roles described here in terms of decision making do not equate with
our understanding of “leadership” in its full sense or the wider community leadership role
which we see as the true value of the number and diversity of councillors on the City
Council. Our case for the maintenance of the current council size is based on that wider
leadership role.
In a large metropolitan authority such as Birmingham, there is much more to the role of
elected members in community leadership than making formal decisions in the manner
described below (executive and regulatory committee). It also includes their work on
district and ward committees (see below), which have and will continue to have a key role in
taking forward community governance at the local level and engaging with communities,
local businesses and service providers in the public, voluntary and community sectors.
For example, District Committees will, from this year have an extended role in leading local
partnerships and developing a local community plan and will be responsible for ensuring
accountability and a drive for improvement across all local public services. At the more local
ward and neighbourhood level, councillors will continue to be heavily engaged in working
with local residents, businesses and community groups to identify and address local issues
and priorities. The sheer diversity of these activities is difficult to summarise, but the
section below on the workload of councillors (please see Appendix A, giving detailed results
of our members survey) illustrate the scale of the work involved.
The making of formal decisions as set out in the constitution can only ever be a small part of
the member role in a city such as Birmingham. The further enhancement of their wider and
more important community leadership role is a major theme of the Future Council change
programme and therefore an important consideration in our case for maintaining the full
complement of 120 councillors.
What kind of governance arrangements are in place for your authority? Does the council
operate an executive mayoral, Cabinet/Executive or committee system?
Leader and Cabinet Executive model.
How many portfolios are there?
There are ten portfolios (2015/16):





Leader – Sir Albert Bore
Deputy Leader – Cllr Ian Ward
Cabinet Member for Children’s Services – Cllr Brigid Jones
Cabinet Member for Commissioning, Contracting and Improvement – Cllr Stewart
Stacey
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Cabinet Member for Development, Transport and the Economy – Cllr Tahir Ali
Cabinet Member for Sustainability – Cllr Lisa Trickett
Cabinet Member for Health and Social Care – Cllr Paulette Hamilton
Cabinet Member for Neighbourhood Management and Homes – Cllr John Cotton
Cabinet Member for Skills, Learning and Culture – Cllr Penny Holbrook
Cabinet Member for Inclusion and Community Safety – Cllr James McKay

To what extent are decisions delegated to portfolio holders or are most decisions taken by
the full Executive and/or Mayor?
The most important executive decisions (i.e. not full council or regulatory) are taken at full
meetings of the Cabinet, which take place every two weeks. However, individual portfolio
holders also make detailed decisions at regular decision making meetings. As in all Leader
and Cabinet systems, key decisions can only be taken at Cabinet, but a range of other
decisions are delegated to individual members of the cabinet, to officers and to area
committees. These are defined as below:
A decision will be a “key decision” (and only taken by Cabinet) if:

it is an Executive decision relating to the discharge of an Executive function

AND


(a)

is likely to result in the local authority incurring expenditure
which is, or the making of savings which are, significant:

in the case of capital projects, if they involve entering into new commitments and/or
making savings in excess of £1 million; or

1.

in the case of revenue projects or property transactions, if they involve entering into
new commitments and/or making new savings in excess of £500,000, (gross value).
OR
is significant in terms of its effect on communities living or working in an area
comprising two or more Wards in the area of the local authority.

Except that:-

(c)



procurement contracts are dealt with by the Cabinet, if they exceed the Chief Officer
limit for procurement contracts (£2,500,000).



property matters are dealt with by Cabinet, if the transaction is above £200,000.
Decisions by Cabinet Members jointly with Chief Officers are as set out in Article 6 of
the Council Constitution – namely all executive decisions between the Chief Officer
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limit of £200,000 and £500,000 (revenue) or £1 million (capital), unless otherwise
delegated to District Committees as set out in Article 10 Volume B.
(d)

Decisions delegated by Cabinet to District Committees are as set out in Article 10 up
to a financial limit of £500,000 (revenue) and more particularly set out in Volume B.

(e)

Decisions delegated by Cabinet to Ward Committees are grants to Neighbourhood
Forums and Community Chest.

(f)

Decisions delegated to Chief Officers are as set out in Article 12.

(g)

Emergency Decisions - see Volume B, Meetings Administration.

Do Executive (or other) members serve on other decision making partnerships, subregional, regional or national bodies?
Birmingham’s members serve on a range of decision making partnerships, sub-regional,
regional or national bodies. Please see Appendix B for detailed information.
In general, are leadership and/or portfolio roles considered to be full time roles?
Leadership and/or portfolio roles are considered to be full time roles and therefore all
cabinet members work full time.

Regulatory / Committees
In relation to licensing, planning and other regulatory responsibilities, to what extent are
decisions delegated to officers?
The Council appoints Regulatory Committees to perform the Council’s regulatory functions
such as planning and licensing. Other specialist committees are appointed by the Council
from time to time.
The Service Director of Regulation and Enforcement is subject to any limitations or
conditions imposed by the Licensing and Public Protection Committee or the Executive, to
deal with, approve, grant, refuse, settle or determine any licensing, public protection, waste
management, travellers and fly-posting enforcement functions of the Council (including the
making of, issue and service of any licence, notice or order and any advertising issues);
and
to authorise officers to deal with, approve, grant, refuse, settle or determine any licensing,
public protection, waste management, travellers and fly-posting enforcement functions of
the Council (including the making of, issue and service of any licence, notice or order and
any advertising issues)’.
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In relation to the statutory, regulatory elements of planning (within Planning and
Regeneration), the list of delegations can be found here:
http://www.birmingham.gov.uk/constitution under Delegated Authority - Economy
Directorate – Development and culture (July 2014).
As an approximate guide, we deal with around 5,000 – 6,000 applications per year. The
most complicated, major, contentious are reported to Planning Committee. The rest are
dealt with under delegated powers, with the current level of delegated decisions running at
about 93% of the total (the government target is at least 90%).
The City Council has a number of licensing, regulatory and registration powers and duties
and the exercise of these powers and duties are delegated to the Licensing and Public
Protection Committee. The granting and issuing of specific licences, permits and
registrations is delegated to the Director of Regulation and Enforcement on the
understanding that any applications giving rise to concern or difficulty may be referred to
the Licensing and Public Protection Committee or its sub-committees for determination
where appropriate.
The following responses relate to all committees of the council (regulatory, scrutiny, area
etc.)
How many members are involved in committees?
All 120 councillors are in a number of roles i.e. Chairman, general membership etc.
Please see Appendix B for detailed information.
Is committee membership standing or rotating?
Members are appointed to specific Committees following the City Council AGM each year.
In year changes may occur due to resignations, deaths, agreed moves with the respective
group offices etc.
Are meetings ad hoc, frequent and/or area based?
Meetings are usually monthly although some hold more and occasionally some are
cancelled or changed due to visits etc.
Apart from Ward Committees, which are held within the Ward boundaries and Police &
Crime Panel meetings which are held in each of the West Midlands local authorities on a
rotational basis all other meetings are held centrally.
Meetings are structured and frequent.
Please see Appendix B for more information.
What level of attendance is achieved? Are meetings always quorate?
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Meetings have been quorate this year. The level of attendance for April 2014- March 2015
on average is 85%. A more detailed breakdown can be seen in Appendix B.

Workload of Councillors
Does the council believe that changes to legislation, national or local policy will influence
the workload of committees and their members which would have an impact on council
size?
National and local policy as well as legislation has an enormous impact upon the local
economy. The performance of District and Ward Committees is a vital ingredient for a fair,
prosperous and safe economy and environment. A reduction in the current number of
councillors will impact upon this development.
Is there a formal role description for councillors in your authority?
There is a not a formal role description.
Do councillors receive formal training for all or any roles at the council?
There is a formal induction programme for all new councillors and training is provided for
some councillors for their roles on regulatory committees.
The council is also developing a major structured development programme and this will
directly address the issues raised both by the work of the Governance, Resources and
Customer Services Overview & Scrutiny Committee and the Kerslake Review. There will be a
standard offer for new and existing members, built on an understanding of need
(individually, collectively and that driven by the external environment). Within this standard
offer there will be a range of flexible learning opportunities which could include access to
City Council e-learning, surgeries focussed on specific areas such as finance, legal or specific
service delivery areas such as Adults or Children’s Services etc. Care will be taken to
understand member preferences in terms of delivery options – ensuring they are able to
access development when and where required. This will inevitably place additional demand
on member time.
Our survey asking councillors about the demands they face found that just over half (54%)
of councillors stated they receive training, with 40% stating they received no training.
Councillors would have all received an induction programme when newly elected, but the
40% must not regard this as training.
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Figure 3 - Formal Training

The 54% that received training mentioned that they received induction training when first elected,
and in the other category stated they received training related to the positions they hold. Examples
include:

Do councillors generally find that the time they spend on council business is what they
expected?
73% (59) of councillors felt they spend more time on council work than what they expected
when they first became councillors. Of these over half, 68% have been in their role for 5
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years or more, with 20% in full time paid employment, 24% retired and 17% self-employed
and 17% not working for other reasons.
The councillor role was found demanding by retired, not working and in full time
employment. It is important that this is taken on board when finalising the number of
councillors for Birmingham, especially as working councillors have additional employment
pressures.
How much time do members generally spend on the business of your council?
Our questionnaire to councillors asked: How many hours per month do you spend on
councillor business? Please indicate approximate time spent for each category.
Table 5 - Time spent on councillor business

Average number of hours for each area:
Strategic Work
Year
Month Week
Council meetings
192
16
4
External meetings
168
14
3
Ward business and caseload
480
40
9
Other council business
180
15
3
Party Business
144
12
3
Total
1164
97
22
Subset of Ward business and caseload above:
Email and Letters
Advice surgeries
Other casework
Total

336
60
168
564

28
5
14
47

6
1
3
11

Table 5 shows the average number of hours councillors spend in different areas.
Overall each week, councillors on average spend around a total of 22 hours carrying out
their duties. This demonstrates the commitment councillors put into their role to carry out
their duties. The support councillors provide at a local level is vital in ensuring that the
views of local people are represented and that they get access to the services they require.
Table 5 separates the councillor’s role into three areas, strategic work, party business and
ward business and caseload. When councillors were asked how many hours they spend on
ward business and caseload overall this was undercounted (9 hours), when compared to the
breakdown of ward business and caseload (11 hours). This is based on an average week,
and the amount of time spent could vary week to week.
If council size is reduced, we are also likely to see a decline in the input from councillors in
strategic work, party business and ward business and caseload.
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Does the council appoint members to outside bodies? If so, how many councillors are
involved in this activity and what is their expected workload?
Figure 4 - Do you serve on any decision making partnerships, sub-regional bodies, regional bodies and National Bodies?

Councillors attend a number of decision making partnerships at a sub-regional, regional and
national level. This is an integral role with councillors providing a voice on regional and
national decision making partnerships on behalf of the city. It is important that Birmingham
councillors are involved in these partnership boards to build relationships at this level,
transfer national and regional knowledge back into the council and most importantly make
decisions on behalf of the council. If the number of councillors is reduced, this role would
have less resources allocated, resulting in a decline in involvement at a national and regional
level.
Appendix B provides a detailed list of the appointments of councillors to outside bodies,
which is reviewed on a yearly basis and presented to Cabinet for approval in June.
Does the council attract and retain members?
Since the 2011 elections and from 2011 – 2014 elections, there have been three byelections where members have stood down before the end of their term of office.
There have only been seven members who have voluntarily stepped down at the end of
term of each office for 2011, 2012 and 2014.
This year, six members are standing down and the majority of these are due to age or health
reasons, which tend to be the main factors resulting in councillors not standing for reelection.
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The council feels that it does attract and retain members. If this was not the case, then we
would expect to see many more by-elections or councillors only serving one term of office.
Have there been any instances where the council has been unable to discharge its duties
due to a lack of councillors?
There have been no instances recorded.
Do councillors have an individual or ward budget for allocation in their area? If so, how is
such a system administered?
Ward Committees have to date had a Community Chest allocation with decisions on
spending delegated to the ward committee. This is to be replaced next year with a Local
Innovation Fund, to be managed by District Committees and used for the commissioning of
additional local services.

Neighbourhood & community governance arrangements
The City Council established a set of devolved governance arrangements in 2004 and these
are an important part of the workload of councillors. The arrangements consist of two
levels of committee (all councillors are members of both committees in the relevant area):
 District Committees – covering the ten Parliamentary constituencies in the city and
comprising 4 wards (12 councillors). To date these have had delegated executive
responsibility for a number of local services, along with the relevant budgets
 Ward Committees – for each of the 40 wards in the city, comprising the three
councillors in that ward. Their main role is to provide a channel for community
engagement.
Both committees meet bi-monthly, in alternate months.
It is proposed to continue with district committees but with an evolving new role in the
years ahead. Whilst they will not have responsibility for the current range of services and
budgets, it is intended that their role in ensuring service improvement and developing
partnerships with all local service providers will be at least as intensive and demanding as
the current role. This will be a more pro-active role involving closer partnership working
with other public service agencies, local businesses and community and voluntary
organisations.
Subject to the available support resources (decision pending) it is also intended to continue
with ward committees and to review them in the light of the Boundary Commission’s final
recommendations in 2016.
In addition to these council structures, the city has an extensive network of neighbourhood
forums and councillors tend to engage with them in terms of attending meetings and
participating in local projects. Councillors also engage with the comprehensive
neighbourhood tasking meetings led by the Police and these are organised in
neighbourhood policing areas (wards or clusters of neighbourhoods).
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The city is also home to a diverse and dynamic range of social enterprises, faith groups,
residents associations and community groups and these place different demands on
councillors in different parts of the city.

Political management arrangements of the council (or proposed
arrangements for any new local authority)
The full City Council meets monthly (apart from August and September) and its business is
overseen by the Council Business Management Committee. The City Council adopted the
Leader and Cabinet model in December 2001. Currently the Cabinet consists of the Leader
and eight other councillors. There are nine Overview and Scrutiny Committees, plus two
Joint Health Overview and Scrutiny Committees (with Sandwell and Solihull). The Overview
and Scrutiny Committees currently have ten elected members each (the Education &
Vulnerable Children Overview and Scrutiny Committee also has statutory co-optees). On
the regulatory side, the council also has a Planning Committee and a Licensing and Public
Protection Committee with three licensing sub-committees.
It is likely that the number of Overview and Scrutiny Committees will be reduced from May
2015, following further reductions in support resources and the advice resulting from the
Kerslake Review. The number of members of each committee is under review.
Latest Annual Management Letter produced by the council’s external auditor
30th September 2014 – included in statement of accounts for 2013-14:
http://www.birmingham.gov.uk/cs/Satellite?c=Page&childpagename=SystemAdmin%2FCFP
ageLayout&cid=1223469736335&packedargs=website%3D4&pagename=BCC%2FCommon
%2FWrapper%2FCFWrapper&rendermode=live

Corporate governance review produced in the last three years
A Community Governance Review is in process in response to the petition for a Sutton
Coldfield Town Council, due for completion in September 2015. Please see Appendix F for
the Community Governance Review Terms of Reference.
Evidence to support the name of the authority if it does not follow the formula specified in
section 2(3) of the 1972 Act.
The authority is one of the Metropolitan Districts specified in the 1972 Act.
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Part Two: Scrutiny Functions
How do scrutiny arrangements operate in the authority? How many committees are there
and what is their membership?
Overview & Scrutiny has been restructured. Full Council (May 2015) approved a move to
five Overview & Scrutiny Committees for 2015/16 with two Joint Health Overview &
Scrutiny Committees. Task and finish committees have also been reintroduced.
Each of the five Overview & Scrutiny Committees have twelve elected members (Education
& Vulnerable Children Overview & Scrutiny Committee also has four co-optees).
Overview & Scrutiny Committees






Corporate Resources
Economy, Skills & Sustainability
Education & Vulnerable Children
Health & Social Care
Neighbourhood & Community
Services

Joint Health Committees



Joint Birmingham / Sandwell
HOSC
Joint Birmingham / Solihull
HOSC

One joint Scrutiny Committee was set up last year: Trojan Horse Joint Scrutiny Board. This
has now been disbanded.
Councillor workloads are therefore unlikely to decline significantly, particularly when the
expanded role for District Committees, which will include a much wider range of nonstatutory scrutiny activities, is taken into account. This is encapsulated within the proposed
“Neighbourhood Challenge” role for the districts – working collaboratively with all local
public services (not just those of the City Council) to improve local services and support
integrated delivery at the local level.
A third Joint Health Overview & Scrutiny Committee (with Worcestershire) may be
introduced next year.
The Scrutiny Office also supports the West Midlands Police and Crime Panel.

What is the general workload of scrutiny committees? Has the council ever found that it
has had too many active projects for the scrutiny process to function effectively?
Each Committee agrees a programme of meetings and inquiries at the start of the year (see
below). Each Committee holds between seven and ten formal meetings each year (excluding
call-in meetings, which are arranged as required), with around an additional 30 informal
meetings held.
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Fourteen inquiries were completed this year, with eight of those presented to the City
Council meeting. The inquiries completed are set out below:

Type
Jul
Aug
Nov
Nov
Dec
Dec
Jan
Feb
Feb
Feb
Apr
Apr
Apr
May

2014
2014
2014
2014
2014
2014
2015
2015
2015
2015
2015
2015
2015
2015

Inquiry: From Waste to Resource
Neighbourhood Tasking
Inquiry: Dementia
Principles for District Funding
Child Sexual Exploitation
Green Waste
Are Ward Cttees fit for purpose?
Sports Participation
Household Recycling Centres
Birmingham Promise
Role of Cllrs on District Committees
Council Commissioning and Third Sector Organisations
Relationship Violence
Business Improvement Districts

The resource pressures on our Overview and Scrutiny arrangements are demonstrated by
the current discussions about reducing the number of committees from the current nine.
Sometimes the volume of meetings has had an impact on members’ ability to attend.
Please see work programme example in Appendix D.

How is the work of scrutiny committee programmed? Is the work strictly timetabled?
Overview & Scrutiny Committees meet early in the municipal year to discuss and set the
work programme for the year. This meeting may take place as part of a formal committee
meeting, or an informal gathering of members of the committee. Sometimes, relevant
Cabinet Members and/or senior officers are invited to that meeting to set out their
priorities for the coming year. For each committee, scrutiny officers prepare a discussion
paper for members, detailing relevant aspects of the committee’s remit, links to key
strategic documents (e.g. the Leader’s Policy Statement) and current issues. Any work that
continues from the previous year is also included (for example, Overview & Scrutiny
Committees “track” the implementation of previous report recommendations). The
information and proposals in this paper are often supplemented following Scrutiny Chairs
meeting with their Cabinet counterparts to discuss the emerging work programme. Each
work programme also contains the relevant extract from the Council’s Forward Plan of Key
Decisions.
The Members of the Committee discuss these, and the resulting work programme (an
example of which is attached, from the final Governance, Resources and Customer Services
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Overview and Scrutiny Committee meeting of the municipal year) is attached to each
Committee agenda and updated at each meeting.

What activities are scrutiny committee members expected to carry out between formal
meetings?
Outside the formal Committee meetings, members may go on visits or attend additional
informal meetings, evidence gathering sessions or briefings for members. Some have
responsibilities on other bodies (e.g. joint health scrutiny or GBSLEP Joint Scrutiny
Committee).They are also expected to read and comment on draft inquiry reports,
contribute to the development of terms of references, as well as feed items into the work
programme.
It is expected that, in 2015/16, some short life working groups will be set up. These will
require more work from members outside the Committee and may be led by backbench
members.
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Part Three: Representational Role of
Councillors
Representation in a diverse city
Democracy is more than periodic elections, and the role of representing electors on a
decision making body goes beyond simply taking decisions according to local priorities or
manifesto commitments.
Elected representatives have to develop strong relationships with the communities they
represent and have an ongoing dialogue about local issues and challenges, as well as
receiving and dealing sympathetically with their requests for support through caseload.
These relationships have to be built across the whole of the local community, not just that
part of it that the representative feels closest to or a part of, or which gave it the most
support in an election.
This is particularly true in local government, and a city as diverse as Birmingham brings extra
challenges for all councillors. They must take time to get to know the concerns and
priorities of the different communities in their area, but also the different cultures and the
ways of communicating that they prefer to adopt. They also need to take a responsibility
for building positive relationships between communities as part of their community
leadership role which has been highlighted by the Kerslake Review. This takes additional
time and effort and no little skill from all members of the council. A reduction in the
numbers of members can only reduce the ability of the council as a whole to perform this
role well.
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Casework
In general terms, how do councillors carry out their representational roles with electors?
Do members mainly respond to casework from constituents or do they have a more active
role in the community?
Figure5 - Councillors representational role with electors

Councillors in their representational role provide leadership using a number of methods.
The majority (74%) have an active role in the community, and 21% respond to casework
from constituents. The results show that councillors prefer to be out in the community
engaging with Birmingham citizens, using a variety of ways to do this.
Birmingham wards have imbalances that affect councillor representation, and potentially
community involvement and caseload. Where councillors stated they have a more active
role in the community, they were asked to provide further details.
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Community leadership is an important part of the councillor’s role which is hard work and
time-consuming. Summing up the list above, councillors play an advocacy role, lobby local
concerns, have an influence in the partnership boards and aim to resolve community issues
locally. This is a very challenging role and, given the size of the city, if the number of
councillors is to reduce this would impact on the support local people receive by their
councillors.
Representational roles for councillors in Birmingham are already affected by
communication/cultural barriers with its highly diverse population, and high service needs
from areas with very high levels of deprivation. Birmingham’s diversity inevitably has an
impact on councillors, where they will have to put more time and effort into understanding
the needs of a diverse population than they would if representing a more homogenous
population.
Birmingham’s population density varies throughout the city, with some councillors having a
larger area to cover than others. Birmingham wards have imbalances that affect councillor
representation, and potentially community involvement and caseload activity between each
ward.
Currently, councillors have a more active role with electors and spend less time responding
to casework. With a reduction in council size, this would be reversed and councillors would
have to spend more time dealing with casework from constituents, rather than having a
more active role in the community.
Councillors already state they spend more time on councillor business than what they
expected, with some councillors having to give up their day job to fulfil the councillor role.
Conversely, if the number of councillors was to increase, this would reduce the imbalance
already seen between wards and councillors and local people would receive more
involvement from their local councillors, which is what the city requires.
How do councillors generally deal with casework? Do they pass on issues directly to staff
or do they take a more in depth approach to resolving issues?
Some councillors stated that they personally deal with the casework, whilst others stated if
the issue is related to officers then this is sent directly to them.
A number of councillors stated that they discuss the issues with relevant officers, either by
telephone email or face to face. Many of the councillors stated that they use emails, face to
face meetings, followed by letters and emails. A few councillors preference was to speak
with the constituent directly. Councillors also stated they use their secretariat for support.
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What support do councillors receive in discharging their duties in relation to casework and
representational role in their ward?
As part of the survey, councillors were asked: do you receive any support in discharging
their duties in relation to casework and representational role in your ward?
Figure 6 - Support councillors receive in discharging their duties

54% of councillors said they receive some support in discharging their duties, with 37%
feeling they receive no support.
The type of support received includes:







Support from former councillors/other ward councillors
Administrative support from my Executive Assistant
Use of the political secretariat
Family, as being a Councillor eats massively into your evenings and weekends
Casework officers
Consult with the service directors of the city council.

Although councillors receive some support, they tend to have a more hands-on approach in
dealing with case work and representational role in the ward. As seen in table 2, councillors
on average spend around a total of 22 hours each week carrying out their duties, of which
11 hours are spent on ward business and caseload. This is a substantial amount of a
councillor’s time.
Councillor support staff has already been drastically reduced in relation to ward and district
roles as a result of budget cuts, impacting on councillor time and perception of the support
they receive. With fewer councillors and support staff this is going to really impact on
Birmingham citizens’ accessing services and having their voice heard.

Page 38 of 111

Community Interaction
How do councillors engage with constituents? Do they hold surgeries, distribute
newsletters, hold public meetings, write blogs etc?
As part of the survey, councillors were asked: How often do you use the following
communication channels when engaging with your constituents?
Figure7 - How councillors engage with constituents

Overall, councillors used a variety of ways to engage with constituents, which is always
useful as constituents’ communication preferences differ across the city. Birmingham is a
super diverse city, and needs a range of communication mechanisms between councillor
and citizen is important.
Reducing the number of councillors would limit the engagement with local people, meaning
less interaction out in the community and possibly a reduction in emails, letters and
newsletters. Conversely, if the number of councillors increased then this could allow for
more engagement out in the community, encouraging local residents to be more active
involved and engaged.
Where councillors stated the other option, details were requested. The answers given were
all related to being out in the community, such as attending community events, personal
visits, doorstep, delivering leaflets and house calls, and more time in the ward with elderly
and disabled people. This suggests that a reduction in council size, will not only impact on
local communities, but also local people that are vulnerable and depend on councillors to
engage in public matters.
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How has the role of councillors changed since the council last considered how many
elected members it should have?
As part of the survey, councillors were asked: Do you think the role of the councillor has
changed in the last 10 years?
Figure 8 -How the role of the councillor has changed in the last 10 years

68% of councillors feel their role has changed in the last 10 years, with 5% feeling there has
been no change. Of the 23% that don’t know if the role of councillor has changed, 74% have
been in their role between two to less than five years. The reasons councillors feel their
role has changed include:

Councillor’s caseload has increased substantially due to the reduction in council services and
service redesign in the last 10 years.
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Has the council put in place any mechanisms for councillors to interact with young people,
those not on the electoral register or minority groups or their representative bodies?
As part of the survey, councillors were asked: Please state what mechanisms you use to
interact with the following groups?
Figure9 - Mechanisms used to interact with the following groups:

Councillors use a range of mechanisms when interacting with the above groups and very
few councillors only use one type of mechanism. Public meetings, emails and advice
surgeries are more used to engage with Birmingham residents, with social media being
higher with young people and electoral register’s residents.
Birmingham’s population has seen substantial increases in minority groups and young
people. Birmingham has a youthful population with 29% (over a quarter) under the age of
20. The non-white ethnic population grew by 12% between the Census 2001 and Census
2011, and has doubled in size since 1991 from 21% to 42%.
Therefore a wide range of mechanisms need to be used to communicate with these groups,
and ensure they have a voice in local services.
Reducing the number of councillors, especially in diverse wards, will have a substantial
impact on Birmingham’s citizens and can hinder them in having their say and being involved.
Therefore, maintaining the number of councillors in the city is imperative to the diverse
population of the city. If they were to be reduced, the channels used to communicate and
interact with the population could be limited, especially in terms of a more active role in the
community, and councillors may find themselves resorting to non-face to face
communication, such as use of emails and telephone calls.
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The ‘Other’ category responses included:

It is evident from the ‘Other’ category that councillors have an active role in the community
and use these mechanisms to engage with young people, the electorate and minority
groups. Some young people and minority groups are classified as hard to reach groups. If
the number of councillors is to increase, this would really provide Birmingham citizens - a
significant resource could help to tackle current issues in engaging with hard to reach
groups.
Are councillors expected to attend meetings of community bodies such as parish councils
or residents associations? If so, what is the level of their involvement and what role are
they expected to play?
The city has an extensive network of neighbourhood forums and councillors tend to engage
with them in terms of attending meetings and participating in local projects. Councillors
also engage with the comprehensive neighbourhood tasking meetings led by the Police and
these are organised in neighbourhood policing areas (wards or clusters of neighbourhoods).
As part of the survey, councillors were asked: Do you attend any meetings with community
bodies or residents associations?
94% of councillors attend a vast range of community bodies and/or residents associations.
The role varies depending on the involvement. The table below summarises the most
common roles and involvement.
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Role
Active participant and champion
Chair, providing leadership
Advisory and conduit to council and
officers
Voice of Birmingham City Council
Guidance and supporting residence

Involvement
Police tasking forums
Housing liaison boards
Community associations
Business Improvement Districts
Neighbourhood forums

Councillor’s involvement in community bodies and residents’ associations is essential in
making and supporting decisions at a community level, representing the diverse population
of the city and ensuring their voice is heard. The findings show that councillors prefer to
interact with residents in the community at a local level.
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Part Four: The Future
Localism and Policy Development
What impact do you think the localism agenda might have on the scope and conduct of
council business and how do you think this might affect the role of councillors?
The localism agenda reflected in the Localism Act has not so far had much of an impact on
council workloads, as take up of the various community rights (Right to Buy and Right to
Challenge) and the Neighbourhood Planning system has been limited. Community Asset
Transfer decisions are made by a single Cabinet Member but also involve the District
Committee and its chair.
The current Community Governance Review is looking at the proposal for a Town Council
for Sutton Coldfield, including the impact it may have on our current district and ward
arrangements. However this cannot be estimated in advance. The CGR is also consulting on
whether there is interest in neighbourhood or town councils in other parts of the city.
Does the council have any plans to devolve responsibilities and/or assets to community
organisations? Or does the council expect to take on more responsibilities in the medium
to long term?
In line with the expected development of the district committee role and the renewed
emphasis we will be placing on the community leadership role of councillors, we would
anticipate that councillors will be more intensively engaged in partnership working across
different agencies and with community groups and social enterprises in the future. This
shift will emerge, not from the Localism Act but from the general changes to local services
we anticipate in our Future Council work.
At present, it is envisaged that each district committee will develop a small number of subgroups on a partnership footing, to address thematic issues that are a priority for the area,
for example community safety or clean neighbourhoods. All the members of the committee
(i.e. all councillors) will be expected to contribute to this work. It would be expected that
such groups would meet more regularly than the District Committee and would generate
most of the local initiatives taken by councillors with other agencies. Members will also be
expected to carry out the informal scrutiny activities mentioned in the previous section,
investigating service performance in council and other local services and identifying
resident’s concerns, satisfaction levels and priorities for passing on to service providers.
Again, this role can be best carried out if we maintain our full complement of 120
councillors.
An important part of that will be partnership working at the city and city region level, for
example through Health and Wellbeing Boards, CCGs and the new Combined Authority,
which is intended to be set up in 2016. It is important to note that any reduction in council
size may impede this work.
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Service Delivery
Have changes to the arrangements for local delivery of services led to significant changes
to councillors’ workloads? (For example, control of housing stock or sharing services with
neighbouring authorities).
The City Council has not undergone a wholesale stock transfer of its housing, though there
have been smaller scale transfers and a shift of emphasis from council housing to housing
associations over recent decades. We have transferred the road maintenance and street
lighting activity to a public-private partnership with Amey and this may have had some
impact. Please see Appendix A for report on Councillor Workload Research.
We anticipate a more rapid shift towards partnership working in the years ahead and this will
include changes to the member role. It is likely that this will increase, rather than decrease the
intensity of their work.

Are there any developments in policy ongoing that might significantly affect the role of
elected members in the future?
The Future Council programme will develop an overall operating model for a new city
council (and its relationships with other organisations) in the year ahead. This is bound to
have an impact on how councillors operate, since they will be holding to account a different
set of organisations and using different communication channels to represent their
constituents. As discussed above the City Council’s aim is to ensure that the new landscape
of local services remains fully accountable through democratic representatives and that
accountability is enhanced by giving the City Council a wider role in overseeing a more
integrated set of local services. This is reflected in the anticipated new role for district
committees.
The role at the ward level will be influenced strongly by the outcomes of the Boundary
Commission review (for example single member wards may lead to more pressure on
individual councillors), but again we expect this to reflect a move to more intensive
partnership working, new skills in brokerage and leadership and an overall increase in
expectations.
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Finance
What has been the impact of recent financial constraints on the council’s activities?
Would a reduction in the scope and/or scale of council business warrant a reduction in the
number of councillors?
The spending cuts have a two-fold impact:
a) Those that are leading to greater stress in the community, such as cuts in benefits or
cuts in council and other local services are creating more demands on local
councillors, through their case load and advice surgeries
b) Cuts within the City Council have led to dramatic falls in the numbers of employees,
often focused on support roles and this makes it more difficult to support councillors
in their various roles, such as scrutiny, ward and district committees.
Taken together these pressures mean that the workload of councillors is growing, whilst the
support they can rely on is diminishing.

If you are proposing a reduction in the number of councillors for your authority, to what
extent is this a reflection of reduced activity of the council overall, an anticipation of
efficiency plans or a statement to local people? Or is it none of these things?
We are not proposing a reduction in the number of councillors.

46

Part Five: Conclusion
After careful consideration of the evidence presented in this submission, it is Birmingham
City Council’s view to have no fewer than 120 councillors. This is to ensure that we fulfil our
duty to provide efficient and effective representation to the public.
Birmingham City Council has given regard to the Boundary Commission’s Technical
Guidance which suggested we take account of:
 Governance and decision making
 Scrutiny functions
 Representational role of councillors and
 The Future.
In addition, we have also considered the following factors which include:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Role of councillors in the community
Council governance arrangements
International, national, regional and sub-regional roles
Diversity
Deprivation
Population forecast
Ratio of councillors to electors/population
Council membership

At all stages, it has been apparent that there is no evidence to support the reduction of
council size.
The factors outlined in the paper support the assertion that in order for the council to
discharge its roles and responsibilities effectively, the future council should consist of no
fewer than 120 councillors in total. Furthermore, the Boundary Commission may wish to
have regard to the regression model which suggests an appropriate level would be around
149 councillors.

47

Appendix A: Councillor Workload Research

Electoral Review of Birmingham
SURVEY ANALYSIS ON
DEMANDS ON COUNCILLORS
CUSTOMER KNOWLEDGE, BCC
MAY 2015
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1. Introduction
To help inform Birmingham’s Council submission on council size, a survey took place with elected
members to help understand their role, responsibilities and current pressures.
This report summarises the finding of the e-survey sent to all 120 councillors to complete. The
consultation took place over 25 days, running from the 2nd to the 26th April 2015. 81 responses
were received, a return rate of 68%.
Where a question had fewer than 81 responses, the number of responses has been stated.

2. Findings
Table 6: Responses received by political party

Political party
Conservative
Labour
Liberal Democrat
Not responded

Number of party
Number
members
responded
31
18
77
55
12
5
3

% responded by
political party
60
71
42

There were 78 responses to this question; three councillors did not provide a response.

Length of Time in Role
Figure 5: How long have you been a councillor in Birmingham?

Of the responses received, the highest response was for councillors that have been in their role
between 2 - <5 years. This was almost double the councillors who had worked 5 - < 10 years and 20
years plus (both were 16% of overall responses) and even higher than the rest of the categories.
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The Labour party had the highest percentage of councillors (41.8%) that have worked in the council
between 2 - < 5 years. This is likely to be due to the change in leadership to Labour in the last
elections, where there was a big surge in the number of Labour councillors.
Councillors are elected for a period of four years. In the time councillors are in their role, they are
building rapports with members of the public and electors, act as champions for users of local
services, help shape services for the benefit of local people, and have a role as community leaders.
Councillor input at a local level is therefore very significant.

Committees and Political Positions
Figure 6 - Which Council
committees/subcommittees are you a
member of?

78 Councillors responded to this question and more than one response could be given, therefore the
percentages do not sum up to 100%.
Of all the 78 councillors that responded, 62% were members of overview and scrutiny committees,
37% were members of regulatory committees and 49% stated other. Each committee has more than
one councillor on each board.
Birmingham has nine overview and scrutiny committees, which are accountable for the decisions
made for the services being delivered across the city. Regulatory committees make decisions which
comply with the law and regulations, these include licensing and planning. Of the respondents, each
councillor on average would attend 1.5 committees.
There was an extensive list of other committees attended by Birmingham councillors; these included





Executive Management Team (EMT),
Children’s Boards, Health and Wellbeing Boards,
District and Ward Committees,
Police and Fire Service Panels, and Planning.
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Figure 7 - Please indicate in which of the following areas you hold a political position:

There were 69 responses to this question. Councillors could select more than one option;
therefore the percentages do not sum up to 100%.
52% held a position in a district committee, 43% held positions in committees (excluding district
committees) and 41% in political party group. On average, each councillor would attend 1.8
committees each.
It is interesting to note that more than half the councillors that responded hold two or more political
positions with a quarter holding three or more political positions.
If the number of councillors were to reduce, this would mean the remaining councillors would spend
more time in committees/sub-committees, cabinet, and party groups, which will reduce their
activity out in the community.
However, if they were to increase the number of councillors, this would allow a more active role in
the community and increase their input into policy, decision making and issues that most affect the
city such as tackling deprivation.
Table 7 - Number of positions held in each of the following:

Position
Cabinet
Committee
District Committee
Political Party Group
Other
Total
Average response
Average number of positions held

No. of responses
received
Total positions held
12
13
49
80
41
43
34
40
26
60
162
236
32
7
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Table 2 illustrates the number of positions held in each category for all councillors who responded as
councillors could hold more than one position for each category. The total number of positions held
for all categories by councillors was 236. The average number of responses received for each
category was 32. Therefore, on average the number of positions held by each councillor is 7.

Councillor Business
Additional to the number of positions held by councillors, is the workload of councillors. Table 3
shows the average6 number of hours councillors spend in different areas.
Table 8 - How many hours per month do you spend on councillor business?

Average number of hours for each area:
Strategic Work
Year
Month Week
Council meetings
192
16
4
External meetings
168
14
3
Ward business and caseload
480
40
9
Other council business
180
15
3
Party Business
144
12
3
Total
1164
97
22
Subset of ward business and caseload above:
Email and Letters
Advice surgeries
Other casework
Total

336
60
168
564

28
5
14
47

6
1
3
11

Overall each week, councillors on average spend around a total of 22 hours carrying out their duties.
This demonstrates the commitment councillors put into their role to carry out their duties. The
support councillors provide at a local level is vital in ensuring that the views of local people are
represented and that they get access to the services they require.
Table 3 separates the councillor’s role into three areas, strategic work, party business and ward
business and caseload. When councillors were asked how many hours they spend on ward business
and caseload overall this was undercounted (9 hours), when compared to the breakdown of ward
business and caseload (11 hours). This is based on an average week, and the amount of time spent
could vary week to week.
If the number of councillors was to reduce, the input from councillors in strategic work, party
business and ward business and caseload would also reduce.
Is the time spent on council business what you expected when you became a councillor?
6

The average has been calculated using the midpoint of the range of hours, i.e. 1 to 10 = 5.5. This has been
multiplied by the number of councillors responded. The total has then been divided by the total number of
councillors.
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73% (59) councillors felt they spend more time on council work than what they expected when they
first became councillors. Of these over half, 68% have been in their role for 5 years or more, with
20% in full time paid employment, 24% retired and 17% self-employed and 17% not working for
other reasons.
This shows that the councillor role is very demanding, not only for councillors working full time, but
also for those that are retired and not working. This suggests that council business in Birmingham is
very challenging and time-consuming. Reducing the number of councillors would mean more
responsibility and add pressure to their caseload. It would have an impact on attracting and
retaining councillors and engagement with local people. Therefore the role is likely to become more
office based.
Table 9 - How many external appointments do you hold where you are appointed as a representative of the council? A breakdown by
party is as follows:

No. of external
Appointments
1 to 5
6 to 10
11 to 15
20+

Conservative

Labour

Liberal Democrat

14
4
0
0

39
10
2
1

3
1
0
1

Between the councillors that responded, 77 external appointments are attended on behalf of the
council. In each party, the majority of councillors attend between one to five external
appointments, overall this represents 73% of all councillors that responded, with 19% attending
between 6 to 10 external meetings.
Having external appointment is an essential part of a councillor’s role to help tackle the issues and
decisions to be made by the council and its partners. These appointments require time and
commitment, engaging partners in making decisions that deliver effective services for the city.
A reduction in councillors will decrease the number of external appointments attended. Currently,
councillors feel that they do not always have sufficient time to fulfil their roles (see Figure 9).
Reducing councillors will add additional pressure to their workload, which would have an adverse
impact on engagement with local people.
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Figure 8 - Do you serve on any decision making partnerships, sub-regional bodies, regional bodies and National Bodies?

Councillors attend a number of decision making partnerships at a sub-regional, regional and national
level. This is an integral role with councillors providing a voice on regional and national decision
making partnerships on behalf of the city. It is important that Birmingham councillors are involved
in these partnership boards to build relationships at this level, transfer national and regional
knowledge back into the council and most importantly make decisions on behalf of the council. If
the number of councillors is reduced, this role would have less resources allocated, which means less
involvement at a national and regional level.

Community Roles and Casework
94% of councillors attend a vast range of community bodies and/or residents associations. The role
varies depending on the involvement. The table below summarises the most common roles and
involvement.
Table 10 - Roles and Involvement in Community Bodies and Residents Associations

Role
Active participant and champion
Chair, providing leadership
Advisory and conduit to council and officers
Voice of Birmingham City Council
Guidance and supporting residence

Involvement
Police tasking forums
Housing liaison boards
Community associations
Business Improvement Districts
Neighbourhood forums

Councillor’s involvement in community bodies and residents’ associations is essential in making and
supporting decisions at a community level, representing the diverse population of the city and
ensuring their voice is heard. The findings show that councillors prefer to interact with residents at a
local level in the community.
Reducing the number of councillors would mean less interaction at a community level, which could
prevent local involvement in decision making and access to services. An increase in councillors
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would enable councillors to become more involved with the community, engaging hard to reach
communities and tackling issues that have an adverse impact on local communities.
Figure 9 - How do you carry out your representational role with electors?

Councillors in their representational role provide leadership using a number of methods; however
the majority (74%) have an active role in the community, and 21% respond to casework from
constituents. The results show that councillors prefer to be out in the community engaging with
Birmingham citizens, using a variety of ways to do this.

If councillors stated they have a more active role in the community, details of how they have a
more active role was asked.

Community leadership is an important role as a councillor, but at the same time is hard work and
time-consuming. Summing up the list above councillors play an advocacy role, lobby local concerns,
have an influence in the partnership boards and aim to resolve community issues locally. This is a
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very challenging role and, given the size of the city, if the number of councillors is to reduce this
would impact on the support local people receive by their councillors.
Representational roles for councillors in Birmingham are already affected by communication/cultural
barriers with its highly diverse population, and high service needs from areas with very high levels of
deprivation. The consequence of Birmingham being so diverse is the understanding councillors have
of the diversity. Depending on the background of the councillor, this could add pressure on
councillors engaging with local communities due to the diversity, whereas other local authorities
may have a more homogeneous population.
Birmingham’s population density varies throughout the city, with some councillors having a larger
area to cover than others. Birmingham wards have imbalances that affect councillor
representation, and potentially community involvement and caseload activity between each ward.
If the number of councillors were to be reduced then the imbalances in the wards would increase,
councillors would struggle to deliver the services they currently provide and Birmingham citizens will
be impacted. Currently, councillors have a more active role with electors and spend less time
responding to casework. This would be reversed and councillors would have to spend more time
dealing with casework from constituents, rather than having a more active role in the community.
Councillors already state they spend more time on councillor business than what they expected,
with some councillors having to give up their day job to fulfil the councillor role.
Conversely, if the number of councillors was to increase, this would reduce the imbalance already
seen between wards and councillors and local people would receive more involvement from their
local councillors, which is what the city needs.

Details of how councillors generally deal with casework.

Overall, a wide range of approaches are taken to deal with casework, depending on the issue and
the level of engagement with officers and local people. As seen in Table 8, on average 11 hours are
spent on both ward business and casework on a weekly basis; this is mainly through emails, letters,
advice surgeries and other casework load.
11 hours per week is a considerable amount of councillor’s time; this indicates that the role is
challenging and that there is a requirement to engage with local people and officers at a local level
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to help resolve issues. Reducing the number of councillors in the city will cause additional pressure
on councillors and have an impact on the time spent in dealing with casework.
Increasing the number of councillors would enable councillors to deal with casework more
effectively and have additional time to spend in the community. Birmingham is a very deprived city,
with 40% of the city’s population living in most deprived 10% in England, therefore allowing
councillors to engage with the more deprived and hard to reach population.

Role Fulfilment
Figure 10: How often do you feel you have sufficient time to fulfil your council or political role effectively?

40% of councillors sometimes felt they had sufficient time to fulfil their council or political role and
26% rarely had sufficient time. This again raises concerns about the demands on councillors and the
time they have to fulfil their duties. Reducing the number of councillors will have an adverse knockon effect on councillor engagement with Birmingham citizens.
The knowledge of the citizen is important to the delivery of council services, providing insight into
the behaviours and lifestyles of individuals, which can help understand factors that underpin and
cause inequality. If the engagement between councillor and citizen is reduced, the citizen’s voice
will become passive and less involved in decision making.

Communication
Figure 11: How often do you use the following communication channels when engaging with your constituents?
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Overall, councillors used a variety of ways to engage with constituents, which is always useful as
constituents’ communication preferences differ across the city. Birmingham is a super diverse city,
and needs for communication between councillor and citizen is important.
Reducing the number of councillors would limit the engagement with local people, meaning less
interaction out in the community and possibly a reduction in emails, letters and newsletters.
Conversely, if the number of councillors increased then this could allow for more engagement out in
the community, encouraging local residents to be more active involved and engaged.

Where councillors stated the other option, details were requested.
The answers given were all related to communicating out in the community, such as:





attending community events
personal visits, doorstep
delivering leaflets and house calls and
more time in the ward with elderly and disabled people

This suggests that not only will local communities and people be impacted, but local people that are
vulnerable and depend on councillors to engage in public matters.
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Figure 12 - Please state what mechanisms you use to interact with the following groups:

Councillors use a range of mechanisms when interacting with the above groups and very few
councillors only use one type of mechanism. Public meetings, emails and advice surgeries are more
used to engage with Birmingham residents, with social media being higher with young people and
electoral register’s residents.
Birmingham’s population has seen substantial increases in minority groups and young people.
Birmingham has a youthful population with 29% (over a quarter) under the age of 20. The nonwhite ethnic population grew by 12% between the Census 2001 and Census 2011, and has doubled
in size since 1991 from 21% to 42%.
Therefore a wide range of mechanisms need to be used to communicate with these groups, and
ensure they have a voice in local services.
Reducing the number of councillors, especially in diverse wards, will have a big impact on
Birmingham’s citizens and can hinder them in having their say and being involved. Therefore, the
number of councillors in the city is imperative to the diverse population of the city. If they were to
be reduced, the channels used to communicate and interact with the population could be limited,
especially in terms of a more active role in the community.

The ‘Other’ category responses included:
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It is evident from the ‘Other’ category that councillors have an active role in the community and use
these mechanisms to engage with young people, the electorate and minority groups. Some young
people and minority groups are classified as hard to reach groups. If the number of councillors is to
increase, this would really provide Birmingham citizens with a significant resource and help to tackle
current issues in engaging with hard to reach groups.

Training
Figure 13 - Do you receive any formal training for any of your roles as a councillor?

Just over half (54%) of councillors stated they receive training, with 40% stating they received no
training. Councillors would have all received an induction programme when newly elected, but the
40% must not regard this as training. A structured development programme is being developed and
this will directly address the issues raised both by the work of the Governance, Resources and
Customer Services Overview & Scrutiny Committee and the Kerslake report.

60

The 54% that received training, mentioned that they received induction training when first elected,
others stated they received training related to the positions they hold. Examples include:

Councillor Support
Do you receive any support in discharging your duties in relation to casework and representational
role in your ward? If yes please state what:
54% of councillors said they receive some support in discharging their duties, with 37% feeling they
receive no support.
The type of support received includes:







Support from former councillors/other ward councillors
Administrative support from my Executive Assistant
Use of the political secretariat
Family, as being a Councillor eats massively into your evenings and weekends
Casework officers
Consult with the service directors of the city council

Although councillors receive some support, they tend to have a more hands-on approach in dealing
with case work and representational role in the ward. As seen in table 2, councillors on average
spend around a total of 22 hours each week carrying out their duties, of which 11 hours are spent on
ward business and caseload. This is a substantial amount of a councillor’s time.
Councillor support staff has already been drastically reduced in relation to ward and district roles as
a result of the cuts, impacting on councillor time and perception of the support they receive. With
fewer councillors and support staff this is going to really impact on Birmingham citizens’ accessing
services and having their voice heard.
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Change of Role
Figure 14 - Do you think the role of the councillor has changed in the last 10 years?

68% of councillors feel their role has changed in the last 10 years, with 5% feeling there has been no
change. Of the 23% that don’t know if the role of councillor has changed, 74% have been in their
role for between two to less than five years. The reasons councillors feel their role has changed
include:

The reduction in council size and service redesign has substantially increased the workload of
councillors in the last 10 years according to the feedback received.
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Impact of Changes in Local Delivery
Figure 15 - What impact has the changes for local delivery of services had on your workload?

The findings show that just under half (47%) of councillors felt the workload has significantly
increased and 27% seeing a slight increase. 16% saw no change and 5% felt it has reduced.
Local people look for advice and guidance from councillors, specifically where there has been a
change in the delivery of services, to help understand the change and the impact this has on them.
Councillors are a main representative of local communities; therefore local people use councillors as
a way in engaging with council services, which increases the workload of the councillor. Changes to
legislation, reforms and the impact of cuts to services were some examples given in how the role has
changed in the last 10 years.

Other Experience as a Councillor
Please state if there is anything else about your experience of being a Birmingham councillor that
you would like to share? Councillors’ views include:
Many councillors have an active role in the community, meaning they have had to give up their jobs
to allow them to carry out their duties. The number of residents per ward is already more than
double the proportion in other councils and there is a real concern about the number of councillors
being reduced and the collective impact this will have locally.
For councillors that run their own business or have a job, they encounter difficulties with meetings
being timetabled during the working day. They feel under the current councillor structure it is
possible for the councillors in the ward to ensure that all meetings in the ward are covered by a
councillor, and support is received by fellow councillors. If the number of councillors in a ward are
reduced this will not be possible.
A specific councillor quoted: ‘The support and teamwork between ward councillors is important and
all three councillors have different backgrounds, experiences and skills that contribute to the
support and representation that can be given to a diverse group of residents, as well as the support
that can be given to each other. As a new councillor I found this very beneficial. I was recently
incapacitated with a bad back and my fellow councillors were able to cover my advice surgeries
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(which we work on a rota basis) and pick up new casework issues for me. They were also able to
attend local meetings in my absence to ensure that an elected representative was in attendance to
answer any concerns and to feed these back to me’.
Some councillors feel because Birmingham has the largest wards in the country, the demands from
constituents are greater; pressures are further increased by the levels of deprivation that leads to
higher demands on councillor time. Some wards require a lot of resource because of the challenging
issues they face; therefore the demand of constituents expecting immediate solutions is increasing.
Several councillors stated they are proud to be in their role within the city, but feel there is a lack of
understanding by government bodies of the role and the people they represent. The suggestion of
one member wards would be a huge set back to the running of this city. The feeling was so strong
that a particular councillor would not continue in the role.
Councillors feel the role requires full time flexible working hours allowing them to be available to all
residents throughout the evening and weekend and not just during office hours. This was so
working people can also be contacted by councillors and engaged in decisions made locally and for
the city.
One councillor specifically stated ‘Although the demands on being a councillor can be challenging,
especially in terms of balancing it against work commitments, it is very rewarding and an enjoyable
experience. There is never enough time to do all you would like to do. I have a full time job and
have had to sacrifice a more challenging career to have a job which can be done while being a
Councillor. I also take occasional periods of unpaid leave, when the workload is high’.
Councillors feel there is a lot of pressure currently on them and issues are not being resolved due to
the lack of current resources. Reducing the number of councillors is going to add more pressure
making it even more difficult to tackle some issues.
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3. Conclusion
Currently, Birmingham has 120 councillors that engage in 40 wards and 10 districts. Birmingham is
the largest local authority in the Europe and a super diverse city that has been transformed by the
increases in different nationalities, faiths, languages, ethnicities and cultures.
The consequence of being a diverse population is the understanding councillors have of the
diversity. Depending on the background of the councillor, this could add pressure on councillors
engaging with constituents, local communities and residents.
73% of councillors spend more time on council business than what they expected when they became
councillors. This confirms how much time commitment is required in carrying out the role.
Councillor business in Birmingham is very challenging and time-consuming. Reducing the number of
councillors adds responsibility and pressure on those remaining. There is only so much time
councillors have, and the role is likely to prioritise attendance at committees, national, regional and
sub-regional boards, meaning less time for community engagement.
The councillor role was found demanding by retired, not working and in full time employment. It is
important that this is taken on board when finalising the number of councillors for Birmingham,
especially as working councillors have additional employment pressures.
Currently, the findings show that 74% of councillors have an active role in the community. Reducing
the number of councillors will increase the workload of those remaining; councillors will have less
time to focus on community engagement and are more likely to respond by email, telephone and
letters.
40% of councillors sometimes felt they had sufficient time to fulfil their council or political role and
26% rarely had sufficient time. If councillors currently feel that there is insufficient time to complete
their role, then reducing the number of councillors is only going to make this worse.
Councillors currently engage with hard to reach groups, such as young people and minority groups
using a number of mechanisms, with public meetings and advice surgeries being the most preferred
methods. A reduction in councillors is likely to reduce community engagement and increase nonface to face engagement through the use of emails and telephone calls.
There has already been a reduction in councillor support staff as a result of the cuts. Councillors are
already feeling the impact of this by having to deal with the majority of the workload. A reduction in
councillors and support staff is additional pressure on the remaining councillors, which will really
impact on Birmingham citizens accessing services and having a say.
The impact of cuts to services and the change in local delivery of services has had a substantial
impact on the workload of councillors, with just less than half (47%) stating there was a significant
increase and 27% stating a slight increase in their workload.
If the number of councillors is reduced, the workload will increase, Birmingham may struggle to
retain councillors specifically those in employment due to impact the reduction will have on
workload.
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Birmingham’s population will still continue to grow as will the diversity in the city. This will mean
that electors and population per councillor will increase even further, making Birmingham more of
an outlier than it currently is in comparison to other local authorities in the country.

As stated in the Kerslake report elected members should have a community leadership role, and this
is what has been reiterated by councillors throughout the survey. Birmingham’s local communities,
population and hard to reach groups will really benefit from an increase in councillors. This would
allow more community engagement and allow councillors to get hard to reach and disadvantaged
groups on board as well as having time to assist in tackling issues that matter most to the city, such
as deprivation, health, housing, education and diversity.
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4. PROFILE INFORMATION
Age
24 or younger
25 - 29
30 - 34
35 - 39
40 - 44
45 - 49
50 - 54
55 - 59
60 - 64
65 - 69
70 - 74
75 - 79
80 - 84
Not Answered
Grand Total

Count

Ethnicity
Asian or Asian British
Black or Black British
I do not want to answer
this question
Mixed
Not Answered
Other ethnic group
White
Grand Total

%
1
2
6
5
7
4
6
14
14
12
4
2
1
3
81

1
2
7
6
9
5
7
17
17
15
5
2
1
4
100

Gender
Female
Male
Not Answered
Grand Total

Count %
15
19
3
4
3
2
7
3
48
81

4
2
9
4
59
100

Employment Status
In full‐time paid employment
In part‐time paid employment
Not Answered
Not in paid work ‐ looking after home/family
Not working for other reason
Retired
Self‐employed
Unemployed
Grand Total

Count
28
51
2
81

Sexual Orientation
Gay or Lesbian
Heterosexual or Straight
Not Answered
Prefer not to say
Grand Total

Count %
14
17
15
19
3
4
3
4
13
16
19
23
12
15
2
2
81 100
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%
35
63
2
100

Count %
2
2
66
81
5
6
8
10
81 100

Disability
Count %
No
61
75
Not Answered
2
2
Prefer not to say
5
6
Yes
13
16
Grand Total
81
100

Appendix B: Councillors, Committees and
Appointment to Outside Bodies
MEMBERS ATTENDANCE APRIL 2014 – MARCH 2015
No. of Councillors on
Committee

No. of Meetings

Attendance
Percentage

Audit

9

6

67%

Cabinet

22

13

72%

Council Business Management

8

9

90%

Education Awards (Review)
Sub-Committee

5

7

83%

Employment and Human
Resources

11

8

65%

Licensing and Public Protection

9

15

84%

Licensing Sub-Committee A

3

84

94%

Licensing Sub-Committee B

3

51

96%

Licensing Sub-Committee C

3

45

91%

The Birmingham Economy and
Transport O & S

10

9

80%

Connectivity and Sustainability
O&S

10

7

67%

Culture, Learning and Skills
O & S Committee

10

7

90%

Districts and Public
Engagement O & S

10

7

81%

Education and Vulnerable
Children O & S

10

8

77%

Governance, Resources &
Customer Services O & S

10

7

74%

Health and Social Care
O&S

10

8

80%

Committee
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No. of Councillors on
Committee

No. of Meetings

Attendance
Percentage

Partnership, Contract
Performance and The Third
Sector O & S

10

7

80%

Social Cohesion and
Community Safety O & S
Joint Health O & S (Sandwell)

10

7

76%

5

3

73%

Joint Health O & S
(Solihull)

7

2

79%

Personnel Appeals
Sub-Committee A

4

10

70%

Personnel Appeals
Sub-Committee B

4

4

50%

Personnel Appeals
Sub-Committee C

4

18

79%

Planning

15

22

88%

Trusts and Charities

8

5

70%

Edgbaston District

12

5

83%

Bartley Green Ward

3

3

100%

Edgbaston Ward

3

4

92%

Harborne Ward

3

5

93%

Quinton Ward

3

5

100%

Erdington District

12

6

92%

Erdington Ward

3

6

94%

Kingstanding Ward

3

5

93%

Stockland Green Ward

3

5

80%

Tyburn Ward

3

4

92%

Hall Green District

12

5

92%

Hall Green Ward

3

4

83%

Committee
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No. of Councillors on
Committee

No. of Meetings

Attendance
Percentage

Moseley & Kings Heath Ward

3

1

100%

Sparkbrook Ward

3

1

100%

Springfield Ward

3

5

100%

Hodge Hill District

12

4

65%

Bordesley Green Ward

3

4

83%

Hodge Hill Ward

3

4

83%

Shard End Ward

3

4

75%

Washwood Heath Ward

3

4

83%

Ladywood District

12

6

85%

Aston Ward

3

5

93%

Ladywood Ward

3

5

100%

Nechells Ward

3

4

83%

Soho Ward

3

4

100%

Northfield District

12

6

69%

Kings Norton District

3

5

87%

Longbridge Ward

3

4

67%

Northfield Ward

3

5

93%

Weoley Ward

3

4

92%

Perry Barr District

12

6

75%

Handsworth Wood Ward

3

5

87%

Lozells & East Handsworth
Ward
Oscott Ward

3

5

93%

3

5

100%

Perry Barr Ward

3

5

80%

Selly Oak District

12

6

68%

Billesley Ward

3

2

83%

Committee
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No. of Councillors on
Committee

No. of Meetings

Attendance
Percentage

Bournville Ward

3

5

93%

Brandwood Ward

3

4

83%

Selly Oak Ward

3

5

100%

Sutton Coldfield District

12

4

87%

Sutton Four Oaks Ward

3

4

83%

Sutton New Hall Ward

3

3

100%

Sutton Trinity Ward

3

5

100%

Sutton Vesey Ward

3

4

58%

Yardley District

12

5

88%

Acocks Green Ward

3

5

93%

Sheldon Ward

3

4

83%

South Yardley Ward

3

4

83%

Stechford & Yardley North

3

5

93%

Committee

AVERAGE PERCENTAGE OF
MEMBERS ATTENDANCE AT
MEETINGS 2014-2015 =

85%
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APPOINTMENTS TO OUTSIDE BODIES 2014/2015

NAME OF ORGANISATION

2014/15 APPOINTEES

1.

1. Cllr Sir Albert Bore (Lab)
(Cllr Ian Ward (Lab) (as Observer)
2. Cllr Timothy Huxtable (Con)
(Cllr Randal Brew (Con) as Observer)
3. Chief Executive – Observer (Deputy Chief Executive as
Substitute Observer
Directors
Cllr Sir Albert Bore (Lab)
Cllr Lisa Trickett (Lab)
Cllr Timothy Huxtable (Con)
Alternate Directors
Cllr Tahir Ali (Lab)
Cllr Victoria Quinn (Lab)
Cllr John Alden (Con)
Cllr Lisa Trickett (Lab)

2.

Marketing Birmingham

Innovation Birmingham Limited

(a) Innovation Birmingham Ltd Board

(b) Birmingham Science Park Aston Ltd
(c) Birmingham Technology (Venture
Capital) Ltd
(d) Birmingham Technology (Property)
Ltd
(e) Birmingham Technology (Property
One ) Ltd
3.
Birmingham Airport Holdings Ltd
(Main Board)

4.
5.

6.
7.

Birmingham Airport Community
Trust Fund
Birmingham Airport Consultative
Committee

Birmingham International Airport’s
Air Transport Forum
The National Exhibition Centre Ltd
(Board of Directors)

Cllr Lisa Trickett (Lab)
Cllr Lisa Trickett (Lab)
Cllr Lisa Trickett (Lab)
Cllr Sir Albert Bore (Lab)
Cllr Tahir Ali (Lab)
Cllr Paul Tilsley (Lib Dem)
Paul Dransfield, Deputy Chief Executive
Cllr Majid Mahmood (Lab)
Cllr Mike Ward (Lib Dem)
Cllr Anita Ward (Lab)
Cllr Fiona Williams (Lab)
Cllr Marje Bridle (Lab)
Cllr John Cotton (Lab)
Cllr Ian Ward (Lab)
Cllr Mike Sharpe (Lab)
Cllr David Barrie (Con)*
Cllr Robert Alden (Con)*
Cllr Mike Ward (Lib Dem)*
Cllr ……(Lib Dem name to be notified)*
BCC Environment Officer
Cllr Majid Mahmood (Lab)
Directors
Cllr Sir Albert Bore (Lab)
Cllr Ian Ward (Lab)
Cllr Stewart Stacey (Lab)
Cllr Robert Alden (Con)

8.

The National Exhibition Centre

Alternate Directors
Cllr Tahir Ali (Lab)
Cllr Penny Holbrook (Lab)
Cllr Randal Brew (Con)
Paul Dransfield, Deputy Chief Executive
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NAME OF ORGANISATION

9.

10.

11.
12.
13.

14.
15.
16.

2014/15 APPOINTEES

(Developments) PLC

Peter Jones, Director of Property

University Hospital Birmingham NHS
Foundation Trust (Board of
Governors)
West Midlands Ambulance Service
NHS Trust

Cllr Susan Barnett (Lab)

Heart of England N.H.S. Foundation
Trust
Birmingham Women’s Health Care
NHS Trust Members Council
Birmingham Children’s Hospital NHS
Foundation Trust – Council of
Governors

Cllr Mohammed Aiklaq (Lab)

Birmingham Community Healthcare
NHS Trust – Council of Governors
Birmingham & Solihull Mental Health
NHS Foundation Trust
Warwickshire County Cricket Club –
General Committee

Cllr Josh Jones (Lab)

Cllr Mahmood Hussain (Lab)

Cllr Karen McCarthy (Lab)
Cllr Valerie Seabright (Lab)

Cllr Mick Brown (Lab)
Cllr Ian Ward (Lab)
Cllr Fergus Robinson (Con)

17.

18.
19.

20.
21.
22.

Greater Birmingham and Solihull
Local Enterprise Partnership Ltd
Board
Birmingham Opera Company
Birmingham Sports Council

Committee of Association of Friends
of the Museum and Art Gallery
Millennium Point Property Ltd
Millennium Point Trust

23. The Drum
24. DanceXchange
25. Ikon Gallery
26. Ex Cathedra
27. Board of Birmingham Royal Ballet

1. Cllr Sir Albert Bore, Leader as Director.
2. Cllr Ian Ward, Deputy Leader as Alternate Director.
Cllr Karen McCarthy (Lab)
Cllr Ian Ward (Lab)
Cllr Zafar Iqbal (Lab)
Cllr David Pears (Con)
Cllr Ray Hassall (Lib
Cllr Anita Ward (Lab)
Cllr Guy Roberts (Con)
Peter Jones, Director of Property
Cllr Ian Ward (Lab)
Cllr Paul Tilsley (Lib Dem)

Birmingham Hippodrome Theatre
Trust
Birmingham Repertory Theatre
(Board)

Cllr Paulette Hamilton (Lab)
Cllr Karen McCarthy (Lab)
Cllr Tristan Chatfield (Lab)
Cllr Tony Kennedy (Lab)
Des Hughes (Lab)
Cllr James Hutchings (Con)
Mr Rod Dungate (Lab)
Cllr Anne Underwood (Con)
Cllr Narinder Kooner (Lab)
Cllr Gary Sambrook (Con)

30.

City of Birmingham Symphony
Orchestra

Cllr Matthew Gregson (Lab)
Cllr Randal Brew (Con)

31.

Midlands Arts Centre (Board)

32.
33.

Cycling Advisory Group
Plants Brook Community Nature
Park Advisory Committee

Cllr Martin Straker-Welds (Lab)
Cllr James Hutchings (Con)
Cllr Lisa Trickett (Lab)
Refer to Sutton Coldfield District Committee to appoint 1
representative.

34.

Sutton Park Advisory Committee

28.
29.

Refer to Sutton Coldfield District Committee to appoint 3
representatives.
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NAME OF ORGANISATION

2014/15 APPOINTEES

35.

Birmingham Wheels and Birmingham
Wheels (Enterprises) Ltd

No appointment to be made pending the outcome of
consideration of board membership issues.

36.

Performances Birmingham Ltd
(formerly Symphony Hall)

Cllr Sir Albert Bore (Lab)
Cllr Robert Alden (Con)

37.

Cllr Fiona Williams (Lab)

38.

Birmingham Trees for Life Tree
Committee
Castle Bromwich Hall Gardens Trust

39.

Birmingham Museum Ltd

40.

Birmingham Proof House

41.

Birmingham Citizens Advice Bureau
Ltd – Trustee Board
Birmingham Voluntary Service
Council – Board of Management
Heritage Champion
Victims Champion
Veterans Champion
Mental Health Champion
Library of Birmingham Development
Trust

42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.

48.

Gallery 37 Foundation Ltd

49.

Greater Birmingham and Solihull
Local Transport Board
Paradise Circus Ltd Partnership and
Paradise Circus General Partnership
Ltd
Local Government Association – City
Regions Board
West Midlands Strategic Migration
Board
Wolverhampton City Council
Superannuation Committee and
Investment Advisory Sub-Committee
and Superannuation Joint
Consultative Panel

50.

51.
52.
53.

54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.

61.

Local Authority Building Control
Advisory Services (Ltd) LABCAS)
Apna Ghar
Age Concern Birmingham
bid services (formerly Birmingham
Institute for the Deaf)
Disability Resource Centre
Golden Hillock Community Care
Centre
SIFA Fireside (Supporting
Independence from Alcohol)
Mind in Birmingham

Refer to Hodge Hill District Committee to appoint 2
representatives.
Cllr Muhammad Afzal (Lab)
Cllr Randall Brew (Con) appointed as Directors
Cllr Mike Leddy (Lab)
Cllr Stewart Stacey (Lab)
Cllr Robert Alden (Con)
Cllr Victoria Quinn (Lab)
Cllr Gareth Moore (Con)
Cllr John Cotton (Lab)
Mr G Hordern (Con)
Cllr Phil Davis (Lab
Cllr Jess Phillips (Lab)
Cllr Anita Ward (Lab)
Cllr Paulette Hamilton (Lab)
Cllr Ian Ward (Lab)
Cllr Randal Brew (Con)
Cllr Penny Holbrook (Lab)
Cllr Margaret Waddington (Con)
Val Birchall, Assistant Director Culture and Visitor Economy
Emma Leaman, Head of Education and Skills Strategy
Cllr Sir Albert Bore (Lab)
1.
2.

Deputy Chief Executive
Director of Property

Cllr Sir Albert Bore (Lab)
Cllr James McKay
Co-opted Member
Cllr Muhammad Afzal (Lab)
Substitute Co-Opted Member
Cllr Penny Holbrook (Lab)
Deputy Substitute Co-Opted Member
Cllr Rob Pocock (Lab)
Cllr Mike Sharpe (Lab)
as a Director
Cllr Muhammad Afzal (Lab)
Cllr Mike Sharpe (Lab)
Cllr Margaret Waddington (Con)
Cllr Susan Barnett (Lab)
Cllr Tony Kennedy (Lab)
Refer to Ladywood District Committee to appoint 1 representative
Cllr Claire Spencer (Lab)

Cllr John Cotton (Lab)
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NAME OF ORGANISATION

2014/15 APPOINTEES

62.

St Basil’s Centre Board of Directors

63.

Foundation for Conductive Education

Appointments not being made at today’s meeting pending a check
with the organisation regarding City Council representation
Cllr Martin Straker-Welds (Lab)

64.

Birmingham Retirement Council

65.

Clearance Forum (formerly
Community Clearance Standing
Conference)

66.

Birmingham Crisis Centre

67.
68.

Birmingham City Mission
(Management Committee)
St Anne’s Accommodation

69.
70.

Asian Resource Centre
Stockfield Community Association

71.

Witton Lodge Community
Association
Association of Retained Council
Housing Ltd
Driving Housing Growth – The
Provision of new Private Rental
Homes – Wholly owned company

72.
73.

Cllr Mike Sharpe (Lab)
Cllr Sue Anderson (Lib Dem)
1 Cllr Josh Jones (Lab)
2 Cllr Brett O’Reilly (Lab)
3 Cllr Vivienne Barton (Con)
4 Cllr Paul Tilsley (Lib Dem)
Cllr Paulette Hamilton (Lab)
Cllr Reg Corns (Con)
Cllr Eva Phillips (Lab)
Refer to Ladywood District Committee to appoint 1
representative.
Cllr Mahmood Hussain (Lab)
Refer to Acocks Green Ward Committee to appoint 2
representatives
Refer to Erdington District Committee to appoint 2
representatives
1. Cllr Josh Jones (Lab)
2. Rob James, Service Director, Housing Transformation
Appointments not being made at today’s meeting – details to be
reported to a future Cabinet Meeting

74.

Enabling Specialist Care Services for
Vulnerable Adults to operate outside
the Council – A Mutually Owned
Social Enterprise

Cllr John Cotton (Lab) as Chairman
Cllr Stewart Stacey (Lab)
Cllr Andrew Hardie (Con)
The Shadow Board has the authority to appoint at its discretion up
to 2 non-executive directors from commerce or industry

75.
76.

Birmingham E-Learning Foundation
City of Birmingham School
Management Committee (formerly
Pupil Referral Unit Management
Committee)

Cllr Brigid Jones (Lab)
Cllr Barry Bowles (Lab)

77.

Birmingham and Solihull Learning
Exchange
Local Government Information Unit
Convocation of the University of
Aston
CTC Kingshurst Academy (formerly
City Technology College Kingshurst)
Workers Education Association –
Local Management Committee

Director and Member
Strategic Director of People
Cllr Stewart Stacey (Lab)
Cllr Penny Holbrook (Lab)

82.
83.

Priority Area Play Groups
School Governors’ Vacancies

84.

YMCA Board

85.

The Scout Association

86.

Birmingham Clubs for Young People

87.

Local Education Partnership Board

Cllr Mick Brown (Lab)
Cllr Martin Straker-Welds (Lab)
Cllr James Hutchings (Con)
Cllr Mike Ward (Lib Dem)
Cllr Valerie Seabright (Lab)
Cllr Guy Roberts (Con)
Cllr Mike Leddy (Lab)
Cllr Guy Roberts (Con)
1. Cllr Andy Cartwright (Lab)
2. Cllr Randal Brew (Con)
3. 1 officer to be nominated by the Strategic Director of People
Deputy Chief Executive as a Director

78.
79.
80.
81.

Refer to Hodge Hill District Committee to appoint 1
representative.
Cllr Penny Holbrook (Lab)
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NAME OF ORGANISATION

2014/15 APPOINTEES

88.
89.

Foundation for Conductive Education
Bordesley Birmingham Trust

Cllr Susan Barnett (Lab
Refer to Hodge Hill District Committee to appoint 1 representative

90.

Music Service, Health Education
Service and Learning and Assessment
Service – Charitable Company Ltd by
guarantee
S4E Ltd
City Centre Partnership

Service Director, Education and Commissioning

92.

PATROL Adjudication Joint
Committee (formerly National
Parking Adjudication Service Joint
Committee)

Voting Member
Cllr Tahir Ali (Lab)
Substitute Member
Cllr Kath Hartley (Lab)

93.

Bus Lane Adjudication Services Joint
Committee

Voting Member
Cllr Tahir Ali (Lab)
Substitute Member
Cllr Kath Hartley (Lab)

94.

City of Birmingham Local Access
Forum

Cllr Tahir Ali (Lab)
Cllr Gareth Moore (Con)

95.

Broad Street Partnership Ltd
(Business Improvement District)

96.

Sparkbrook and Springfield Business
Improvement District

97.

Retail Birmingham Ltd (Business
Improvement District)

98.

Colmore Business District Ltd

99.

Birmingham Research Park Ltd

Cllr James McKay (Lab) as Board Member
Cllr …………………(1) – this appointment referred to Ladywood
District Committee to appoint 1 representative as a Board
Member
Director of Planning and Regeneration as Observer (through Head
of City Centre Management)
Cllr ……………………………
Cllr ……………………………
These appointments to be referred to Sparkbrook and Springfield
Ward Committees
Not possible for appointments to be made by Cabinet on
16/6/14.
Cllr Tahir Ali (Lab) as stakeholder
Cllr …………………( ) – this appointment referred to Ladywood
District Committee to appoint 1 representative as stakeholder.
Head of City Centre Management as Co-optee.
Cllr Sir Albert Bore (Lab) as stakeholder
Cllr …………………( ) – this appointment referred to Ladywood
District Committee to appoint 1 representative as stakeholder.
Head of City Centre Management as Co-optee.
Cllr Tahir Ali (Lab)
Cllr John Alden (Con)

91.

Cllr Lisa Trickett (Lab)
Cllr Carl Rice (Lab)
Cllr Timothy Huxtable (Con)

Mohammed Zahir, Head of Business Enterprise and Innovation.
100. Birmingham Venture Capital Ltd

1. Mohammed Zahir, Economy Directorate.
2. Linda Burrows, Business Development & Support Officer,
Shared Services Centre.
3. Alison Jarrett, Economy Directorate
4. Suresh Patel, Economy Directorate

101. A38 Technology Corridor –
Birmingham to Worcester
Investment Vehicle
Company
Board

Director/Member
Cllr Tahir Ali (Lab)
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NAME OF ORGANISATION

2014/15 APPOINTEES

102. Access Committee for Birmingham

Cllr James McKay (Lab)

103. West Midlands Metropolitan Area
Canals Partnership (formerly called
West Midlands Canal Forum)
(Established by Dudley Council)

Cllr Stewart Stacey (Lab)

104. River Trent Regional Flood and
Coastal Committee

Cllr Tahir Ali (Lab)

105. Birmingham Business Support Centre

1. Cllr Tahir Ali (Lab)

3 Directors

2. Cllr Fergus Robinson (Con)
3. Mohammed Zahir, Head of Business Enterprise and
Innovation

8 Members
106. Erdington Town Centre Partnership
Ltd (formerly Erdington Business
Improvement District Company Ltd)
107. Southside Business Ltd (Business
Improvement District)

108. Birmingham City Council Strategic
Flood Risk Management Board
(formerly Birmingham Water Group
Board)
109. Buy for Good Community Interest
Company
110. Finance Birmingham (FB)

111. Jewellery Quarter Development
Trust
112. Acocks Green Business Improvement
District (BID)
113. Northfield Business Improvement
District (BID)

114. Sutton Coldfield Town Centre
Business Improvement District (BID)

115. Jewellery Quarter Business

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Cllr Tahir Ali (Lab)
Cllr Victoria Quinn (Lab)
Cllr Tristan Chatfield (Lab)
Cllr Josh Jones (Lab)
Cllr Habib Rehman (Lab)
Cllr Fergus Robinson (Con)
Cllr Ewan Mackey(Con)
Cllr Jon Hunt (Lib Dem)

Refer to Erdington Ward Committee to appoint 1 representative

Cllr Tahir Ali (Lab) Cllr …………………( ) – this appointment
referred to Ladywood District Committee to appoint 1
representative as stakeholder.
Head of City Centre Management as co-optee
Jacqui Kennedy, Director of Regulation and Enforcement as Cooptee
Cllr Victoria Quinn (Lab)

Mohammed Zahir, Head of Business Enterprise and Innovation
1. Sue Summers, Chief Executive of FB
2. John Handley, Investment Adviser
3. Paul Dransfield, Deputy Chief Executive, BCC (or nominee)
4. Alison Jarrett, Assistant Director of Financial Services, BCC
Cllr Sir Albert Bore (Lab)
Cllr …………………….(
) – appointment of a second
representative referred to Ladywood Ward Committee.
Cllr …………………….(
) – appointment referred to Acocks Green
Ward Committee.
Cllr ……………………..(
) – appointment referred to Northfield
Ward Committee
Cllr ……………………..(
) – appointment referred to Weoley Ward
Committee
Appointment of both stakeholder Directors refer to Sutton
Coldfield District Committee
Cllr …………………… (
)
Cllr …………………… (
)
Cllr Tahir Ali (Lab) as representative of the Executive.
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NAME OF ORGANISATION
Improvement District Management
Committee (BID)

2014/15 APPOINTEES
Appointment of second representative refer to Ladywood Ward
Committee

116. Kings Heath Business Improvement
District (BID)

Cllr …………(
) – appointment refer to Moseley and Kings Heath
Ward Committee.

117. Service Birmingham (Joint Venture
Company – Directors)

Cllr Barry Henley (Lab) as Director
Cllr Carl Rice (Lab) as Director
Cllr Narinder Kooner (Lab) as Alternate Director
Cllr …1 (Lab) - name to be notified as Alternate Director
Cllr … 1 (Lab) - name to be notified
Cllr …1 (Lab) - name to be notified
Cllr Randal Brew (Con)
BCC Chief Executive
BCC Assistant Director of Corporate Procurement Services
BCC Strategic Director of People
Officer named to be notified.
Directors
Cllr ………………………. (Lab) as Chariman
Cllr ………………………. (Lab)
Cllr Randal Brew (Con)
Non Executive Directors
…………………………....
…………………………….
………………………….....
Appointments deferred at Cabinet on 16/6/14 for consideration
at a future meeting.
Trevor Haynes, Operational Director, Acivico as a Director

118. Service Birmingham Joint Partnership
Board (formerly Business
Transformation Strategic Partnership
Board (BTSP))

119. Acivico Ltd

120. Acivico (Building Consultancy
Service) Ltd
121. Acivico (Design, Construction and
Facilities Management) Ltd

Trevor Haynes, Operational Director, Acivico as a Director

122. The contest Board

1.
2.

123 Supervisory Board for the Greater
Birmingham and Solihull Local
Enterprise Partnership

Deputy Leader, Birmingham City Council as Chairman
Cabinet Member, Green, Safe and Smart City, Birmingham
City Council
3.
Cabinet Member, Social Cohesion & Equalities,
Birmingham City Council
4.
Chief Executive, Birmingham City Council
5.
Strategic Director of Place, Birmingham City Council
6.
Director, Highways and Resilience, Birmingham City
Council
7.
Prevent Lead, Assistant Director, Equalities & Human
Resources, Birmingham City Council
8.
Prevent Co-ordinator, Birmingham City Council
9.
Head of Counter Terrorism, West Midlands Police
10.
Assistant Chief Constable for Security, West Midlands
Police
11.
Assistant Chief Constable, Local Policing and Service
Improvement, West Midlands Police
12.
Chief Superintendent, Local Policing Unit Commander,
Birmingham East, West Midlands Police
13.
Head of Protect, Prepare and Prevent, West Midlands
Police
14.
Head of Local Delivery, OSCT Prevent, Home Office
15.
Head of Probation, Staffordshire and West Midlands
Probation Service
Cllr Sir Albert Bore as voting Member
Cllr Ian Ward as alternate
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ANNUAL APPOINTMENTS TO OUTSIDE BODIES UNTIL THE ANNUAL MEETING OF THE
COUNCIL IN MAY 2015
NAME OF ORGANISATION
(A) Local Government Association –
General Assembly

(B) West Midlands Fire and Rescue
Authority

2014/15 APPOINTEES

Cllr Sir Albert Bore (Lab)
Cllr Ian Ward (Lab)
Cllr Robert Alden (Con)
Cllr Paul Tilsley (Lib Dem)

Cllr Gurdial Singh Atwal
Cllr Adrian Delaney Cllr Neil Eustace
Cllr Lynda Clinton Cllr John Lines
Cllr Mick Finnegan Cllr Rob Sealey
Cllr Mohammed Idrees
Cllr Hendrina Quinnen
Cllr Sybil Spence
Cllr Mohammed Idrees as Lead
Member

Notes
(4 Councillors to exercise 17 votes
in accordance with
proportionality)
Labour Group Members 11 votes
Conservative Group Member 4
votes
Liberal Democrat Group Member 2
votes
10 Councillors appointments must
comply with proportionality
requirements)
Labour (6) Conservative (3) Liberal
Democrat (1)

Replaced by Centro Members Joint
Committee.
(C) West Midlands Integrated Transport

(D) West Midlands Police and Crime Panel

To appoint one Labour member and a
named substitute to serve on
West Midlands Police and Crime Panel.
Member Substitute
Cllr Jess Phillips (Labour) Cllr James
McKay

To nominate to West Midlands
Joint Committee 1 Conservative
representative and 1 Lib Democrat
representative to serve on West
Midlands Police and Crime Panel,
along with a named substitute for
each.
Member Substitute
Cllr Guy Roberts (Conservative)
Cllr Peter Douglas Osborn
Cllr Paul Tilsley (Liberal Democrat)
Cllr Ray Hassall

E) West Midlands Joint Committee

(F) Departmental Consultative Committees

(G) Association of Councillors

Leader of the Council - Voting Member
Deputy Leader of the Council Substitute Voting Member
Leader of the Main Opposition Group Observer Member:

Chairmen of Departmental
Consultative Committees:
Economy Directorate Cllr Alex
Buchanan
People Directorate Cllr Karen
McCarthy
Place Directorate Cllr Peter Griffiths
Councillor Valerie Seabright
Appoint one member of Authority.
Councillor John O’Shea
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The appointment is for a 3 year
period of office i.e .May 2014 to
May 2017 and the person
appointed must be a Member of

NAME OF ORGANISATION

2014/15 APPOINTEES

Notes
the Council

H) Joint Scrutiny Committee for the
Supervisory Board of the Greater
Birmingham and Solihull Local Enterprise
Partnership

(I) Annual Appointments to Other Bodies

Body Representative
(a) Standing Advisory Council
on Religious Education –

b) Employee Consultative
Forum (Education)

(Historically, proportionality has
been applied to positions requiring
two or
more members, although it does
not need to be applied to such
appointments).

Cllr Gurdial Singh Atwal
Cllr Phil Davis
Cllr Barry Henley (Chair)
Cllr Chauhdry Rashid
Cllr Fiona Williams
Guy Hordern
Cllr Reg Corns
Cllr Jon Hunt

8 Representatives
(To comply with
proportionality 5 Lab; 2 Con; 1 Lib Dem)

Cllr Barry Bowles
Cllr Brigid Jones
Cllr Chauhdry Rashid
Cllr Martin Straker-Welds
Cllr Valerie Seabright

8 Councillors
To comply with
proportionality 5 Lab; 2 Con; 1 Lib Dem

Cllr Gary Sambrook
Cllr Ken Wood
Cllr Sue Anderson
c) City Housing Liaison
Board

Cllr Josh Jones
Cllr Eddie Freeman
Cllr Roger Harmer
Cllr Brett O’Reilly
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3 Councillors plus 1 Lab
alternate

Appendix C: Benchmarking Analysis

Electoral Review of Birmingham
BENCHMARKING ANALYSIS
CUSTOMER KNOWLEDGE, BCC
MARCH 2015
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1. Introduction
The council have been informed by the Local Government Boundary Commission for England
(LGBCE) that an Electoral Review of Birmingham City Council is to be carried out.
This has led to the following comparative population and electorate analysis of Birmingham, to
inform the following question:
How many councillors should Birmingham have to produce an effective model for representative
governance?

2. Key Findings
 Caseload for councillors in Birmingham is affected by communication/cultural barriers with its
highly diverse population, and high service needs from areas with very high levels of deprivation.
 The average number of councillors across English Local Authorities is 2.3 per ward. However,
Birmingham’s three councillors per ward ratio are standard for all Metropolitan District Councils,
of which Birmingham is one.
 Birmingham has the highest for total electors/population per councillor ratios of all local
authorities.


The regression model has predicted that Birmingham should have 149 councillors, an additional
29 than it currently has.

 In terms of other English Core Cities, 182 councillors would be required to bring Birmingham’s
electorate per councillor ratio in line with the average, or 188 councillors for the population per
councillor ratio.
 Birmingham is not geographically the largest council but is relatively densely populated. It has a
similar population density to Core Cities like Manchester and Bristol, but fewer members to
cover the same area.
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3. Birmingham’s Population
Birmingham is the largest local authority in Europe. The Office of National Statistics projected
Birmingham’s population as 1,110,000 in 2015, (ONS Population projections, 2012), an increase of
37,000 (3%) since the Census 2011. By 2021 Birmingham’s population is expected to be 1,157,000,
an increase of 4.2% between 2015 and 2021.
Table 11 - English Core Cities Population Change between 2015 and 2021

Core Cities
Bristol
Birmingham
Manchester
Leeds
Sheffield
Nottingham
Newcastle
Liverpool

Population
2015
446,000
1,110,000
522,000
776,000
567,000
314,000
285,000
471,000

Population
2021
471,000
1,157,000
543,000
805,000
585,000
322,000
290,000
476,000

change
25,000
47,000
21,000
29,000
18,000
8,000
5,000
5,000

% change
5.6
4.2
4.0
3.7
3.2
2.5
1.8
1.1

Birmingham has a substantially higher population than any other Core City. In terms of population
projections to 2021, in comparison to the Core Cities, Birmingham has been projected to have the
second highest percentage increase. Bristol is projected to see the highest percentage change of
5.6%.

Population
Birmingham is the largest local authority in Europe. The Office of National Statistics
projected Birmingham’s population as 1,110,000 in 2015, (ONS Population projections,
2012), an increase of 37,000 (3%) since the Census 2011. By 2021 Birmingham’s population
is expected to be 1,157,000, an increase of 4.2% between 2015 and 2021.
Table 12 - English Core Cities Population Change between 2015 and 2021

Core Cities
Bristol
Birmingham
Manchester
Leeds
Sheffield
Nottingham
Newcastle
Liverpool

Population
2015
446,000
1,110,000
522,000
776,000
567,000
314,000
285,000
471,000

Population
2021
471,000
1,157,000
543,000
805,000
585,000
322,000
290,000
476,000

change
25,000
47,000
21,000
29,000
18,000
8,000
5,000
5,000

% change
5.6
4.2
4.0
3.7
3.2
2.5
1.8
1.1

Birmingham has a substantially higher population than any other Core City. In terms of
population projections to 2021, in comparison to the Core Cities, Birmingham has been
projected to have the second highest percentage increase. Bristol is projected to see the
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highest percentage change of 5.6%. Higher population growth means increased demands
on public services such as housing, education, children services, adult services and health.
Birmingham has an electoral forecast of 813,4017 in 2021. This is up 61,536 (8.2%)
compared with the (adjusted) December 2014 base year.

3.1 DIVERSITY
Over the last decade Birmingham has seen a transformation in terms of diversity in the city. The
connection of different nationalities, faiths, languages, ethnicities and cultures that Birmingham
holds suggests Birmingham is a super diverse city. The population with ethnic background other
than white (White British, White Irish and White Other) grew by 12% between the Census 2001 and
Census 2011, and has doubled in size since 1991 from 21% to 42%.
The measure of diversity in this report has been calculated by Greater London Authority (GLA)
Intelligent unit using the Simpson’s Diversity Index to understand diversity in a local authority and at
ward level.
Birmingham ranks the 4th most diverse local authority outside of London, and is the most diverse of
all Core Cities. In terms wards, Soho, Nechells and Aston are in the top 30 most diverse wards in
England and Wales, with Soho being the most diverse ward outside of London.
Diversity is great for the city, but does mean changes for shaping the future of the city. With
Birmingham being so diverse it is important that we understand the needs of local people, ensuring
residents understand how to access services and their local councillors and where there are possible
language barriers, these should be addressed. For these reasons it is important that there is a mix of
councillors to meet the needs of local people. Therefore reducing the number of councillors in
Birmingham wards, especially in those that are more diverse, will have a big impact on these
communities and may cause barriers to having their say.

4. Benchmarking
4.1 COMPARING THE NUMBER OF COUNCILLORS PER WARD IN
BIRMINGHAM (3 PER WARD) TO OTHER LOCAL AUTHORITIES. HOW
MANY AUTHORITIES USE A 1, 2 OR 3 COUNCILLOR SYSTEM?
Overall


7

There are 324 English Local Authorities8 with differing numbers of councillors per ward.

Forecasted by BCC, Planning and Regeneration team

8

This does not include the county tier of two tier councils, as the lower tier councils are included. The data
from the Boundary Commission England (BCE) did not contain City of London or Isles of Scilly.
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The overall average ratio across English LAs is 2.3 councillors per ward, which is lower than the
Birmingham average of three per ward.

Table 13: No of Councillors per Ward Ratio

Avg. No. of Councillors per Ward
No. of Local Authorities
% of Local Authorities
3
85
26.2
Between 2-3*
122
37.7
2
13
4.0
Between 1-2*
102
31.5
1
2
0.6
*Not a whole number, e.g. 1.14, 2.78 - which shows that they have at one or more wards with differing
numbers of Councillors across the LA




68% of Councils do not have a consistently equal number of councillors per ward.
An English local authority having exactly one councillor per ward is very rare, despite the
Kerslake review’s example of potentially reducing Birmingham’s wards to one councillor each.
Of those English LAs with three councillors per ward ratio, 75% of these are Metropolitan District
or London Boroughs. Birmingham is a Met District council - all of the Met District councils have a
three councillors per ward ratio. This shows that Birmingham having three councillors per ward
is how all Met District councils have been run (as of 2014). Changing this to a different number
of councillors per ward would make Birmingham different from all other Met District councils.

English Core Cities
Table 14: Councillors per ward

Core City
Birmingham
Leeds
Sheffield
Bristol
Manchester
Nottingham
Liverpool
Newcastle

Total Councillors per ward
3
3
3
2
3
2.75
3
3

Most English Core Cities have three councillors
per ward, apart from Bristol and Nottingham (it
has four wards with three councillors each, and
the rest of the wards with three).

4.2 COMPARING THE RATIO OF COUNCILLORS TO
POPULATION/ELECTORATE IN BIRMINGHAM AND TO OTHER LOCAL
AUTHORITIES, PARTICULARLY CORE CITIES.
Overall
Birmingham:
 Ranks 1st for total electors per Councillor9 (6,073).

9

ONS Electorate figures Dec 2014.
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This is nearly 700 more than the next highest (Leeds – 5,338) and nearly 5 standard
deviations10 from the average (2,274).

Ranks 1st for total population per Councillor11 (9,248).
o This is over 1,400 more than the next highest (Leeds – 7,835) and just over 5 standard
deviations5 from the average (3,153).

This shows that, on average, Birmingham councillors have significantly higher than average
electorate per councillor than other local authorities, but also far more in terms of overall
population to represent. Reducing the number of councillors in the city would only widen this gap,
with Birmingham’s electorate receiving far less councillor representation per head than other local
authorities.

10
11

Standard deviation for total electors per Councillor = 788 / total population per Councillor = 1,209
ONS Projected Population for 2015.
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Figure 1 shows the correlation between councillors and population for all 324 English local
authorities.
Figure 16: Regression model - Councillors vs Population

R2=.703

Durham
Cornwall

Birmingham

Figure 1 shows Birmingham as an outlier as well as Durham and Cornwall.
The predictor in the above chart is population. An R2 of 0.7 means 70% of the variance in population
in councillors is explained by population. Birmingham does not fit in line with all other local
authorities, given the size of the population.
Table 15: Rank of predicted change in Councillors

LA Name
Population Members Predicted
Residual
Rank of predicted
2015
Value
additional number of
councillors
Birmingham
1,109,800
120
149
-29
1
Eastbourne
101,800
27
43
-16
2
Stoke-on-Trent
252,000
44
59
-15
3
Leeds
775,700
99
114
-15
4
Leicester
337,700
54
68
-14
5
Coventry
336,900
54
68
-14
6
Christchurch
49,000
24
38
-14
7
Fareham
115,100
31
45
-14
8
Purbeck
45,600
24
37
-13
9
Portsmouth
211,500
42
55
-13
10
Of all local authorities, the model predicted for Birmingham 149 councillors, an additional 29 than it
currently has. This is almost double the number of Eastbourne, which is the local authority with the
next highest predicted increase.
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Figure 17: Regression model - Electorate vs Population

Birmingham

R2=.988
Leeds

Across all English local authorities, there is a strong correlation between population and electorate.
Birmingham is the only local authority that does not fall on the trend line, suggesting Birmingham is
an outlier because of the city’s large population.
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Birmingham
Figure 18: Population per Councillor per ward

National average
(based on ONS
projections) = 3,11

All of Birmingham’s wards are far above the national average ratio for total population per
Councillor, with a range of average ratios between the wards. 30% of Birmingham’s population are
in the top ten wards. This suggests an imbalance in councillor representation within Birmingham, at
a ward level.
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English Core Cities
Figure 19: Electorate per Councillor

This shows that at the current number of 120 councillors, Birmingham has the highest electorate per
councillor of all Core Cities. Reducing to 100 councillors would make this higher; increasing to 140
councillors takes Birmingham just below Leeds. The number required to equal the average of other
Core Cities would be approximately 182 councillors.
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Figure 20: Population per

Councillor

Because councillors do not just serve electorate, population per councillor has also been analysed. In
terms of ONS projected 2015 population, increasing Birmingham to 140 councillors would bring
Birmingham just above Leeds. However, the number of councillors required to equal the average of
other Core Cities would be approximately 188 councillors.
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4.3 COMPARING THE RELATIVE GEOGRAPHICAL SIZE OF WARDS IN
BIRMINGHAM COMPARED TO OTHER CORE CITIES & COMPARING THE
RELATIVE POPULATION DENSITY OF WARD TO COUNCILLORS IN
BIRMINGHAM VS OTHER LOCAL AUTHORITIES
Overall
In terms of size by hectares, Birmingham ranks (out of 324 local authorities):
 151st largest (26,777 hectares).
 200th largest for average size of wards (669 hectares per ward).
 210th largest in terms of average size covered by Councillor (223 hectares per councillor).
This shows that Birmingham does not have a relatively large geographic size, despite being the most
populated LA in England12.
However, in terms of geographic density (total per hectare), Birmingham ranks:
 40th highest electoral density (27.2 electors per hectare).
 38th highest population density (41.45 people per hectare), too.
Overall, Birmingham is quite densely populated. This links in with Birmingham having the highest
average number of electorate/population per councillor (see page 85).
Figure 21: Population Density per Ward

12

ONS 2015 population projection = 1,109,800. Leeds is the next highest LA with 775,700.
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Although Birmingham is generally quite densely populated, this density varies throughout
Birmingham, with some councillors having a larger area to cover than others. This shows that further
to Figure 18: Population per Councillor per ward, Birmingham wards have imbalances that will affect
councillor representation, and potentially caseload, between each ward.

93

English Core Cities
Figure 22: Core Cities Electorate Density

Birmingham is in the middle of the English Core Cities for electorate density (no. of electors per
hectare) and most Core Cities are above the national average.
The above chart also shows a comparison between the cities in terms of its population density
against the total population per councillor. Birmingham has a similar population density to
Manchester, Liverpool and Nottingham but it has a far higher population per councillor. This means
that Councillors have a far wider area to cover.
However, Sheffield and Leeds are different from the rest as their LAs cover rural areas outside the
city.
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5. Deprivation
The Index of Deprivation 2010 is the Government’s official measure of deprivation for English Local
Authorities. This data was released at a Local Authority (LA) level and Lower Super Output Level
(LSOA). The LSOA data, known as the Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) allows the identification of
small pockets of deprivation within an authority. All SOAs have been given a national ranking out of
the 32,482 SOAs in England, with 1 being the most deprived and 32,482 being the least deprived
nationally.
Birmingham is one of the most deprived local authorities in the country, ranking 9th of all 326 local
authorities (see below table). Birmingham falls in top 3% most deprived local authorities.
Table 16: Most Deprived LA

Ranked most
deprived LA

Local authority

Average IMD
2010 score

1

Liverpool

43.45

2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Hackney
Newham
Manchester
Knowsley
Blackpool
Tower Hamlets
Middlesbrough
Birmingham
Kingston upon Hull

42.89
41.84
41.13
41.01
40.39
39.59
37.62
37.54
37.53

40% of Birmingham’s population (436,169) live in areas described as in the most deprived 10% in
England, with 23% of the city’s population (257,076) living in the most deprived 5% of England.13
Birmingham is ranked the most deprived city on both income and employment deprivation, largely
influenced by the size of the authority compared to other major cities.
If the role of a member is to conduct casework for residents and to act to represent the community
on matters relevant to council services, it is possible therefore to consider that there is a greater
need for a smaller ratio of representation in more deprived areas where there is disproportionately
more council services delivered. As Birmingham shows a relatively high level of deprivation,
vulnerable groups in the city could benefit from a smaller ratio of population to councillor
representation.
13

Based on 2012 Mid-Year Estimates and the 2010 IMD data being transposed to 2011 LSOA boundaries.
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Table 17: Average IMD rank of SOAs within each ward in Birmingham (ranked out of 32,482 English SOAs)

Rank within
Birmingham

Ward

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Average IMD
Rank of SOAs in
Ward

Average IMD % Rank
for wards out of all
English SOAs

Electors

958
1,415
1,523
1,866
2,035
2,190
2,381
2,669
2,699
4,063

2.9
4.4
4.7
5.7
6.3
6.7
7.3
8.2
8.3
12.5

20,334
19,534
17,077
18,405
18,777
20,289
18,571
17,135
17,278
17,489

Washwood Heath
Sparkbrook
Nechells
Aston
Lozells & East Handsworth
Bordesley Green
Shard End
Kingstanding
Soho
Ladywood

No of electors
per councillor
6,778
6,511
5,692
6,135
6,259
6,763
6,190
5,712
5,759
5,830

The ten wards in the table above have the worst ranking of IMD in Birmingham (1 being the most
deprived ward). Washwood Heath is the most deprived ward in Birmingham, in the top 2.9% of
deprived SOAs, and also has the highest number (20,334) of electors and highest number of electors
per councillor (6,778). Bordesley Green is also a deprived ward and has the second highest number
of electors (20,289), with second highest number of electors per councillor (6,763).
This shows Birmingham has some very deprived areas that may have more demand in terms of
service needs and also in terms of higher proportions of electorate than the rest of the city, which
already has much higher proportions than nationally.
Table 18: Rank of wards with highest number of electors

Rank number
of electors in
Birmingham
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Ward

Washwood Heath
Bordesley Green
Springfield
Sutton Trinity
South Yardley
Acocks Green
Hall Green
Sutton Four Oaks
Sparkbrook
Billesley

Average IMD
Average IMD % Rank
Electors No of electors
Rank of SOAs in for wards out of all
per councillor
Ward
English SOAs
958
2.9
20,334
6,778
2,190
6.7
20,289
6,763
5,242
16.1
20,254
6,751
21,835
67.2
20,006
6,669
5,152
15.9
19,923
6,641
5,158
15.9
19,748
6,583
13,982
43.0
19,616
6,539
24,435
75.2
19,556
6,519
1,415
4.4
19,534
6,511
7,728
23.8
19,369
6,456

The table above shows the wards ranked by the highest number of electors in Birmingham. Three of
these wards are of the ten wards with highest levels of deprivation (highlighted in blue), which
feature in the top 10% highest deprivation ranked SOAs.
90% of the population living in Washwood Heath and 30% of the population living in Bordesley
Green live in the 5% most deprived LSOAs in England.
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Along with the previous table (table 6), this shows that, in some areas of the city, there are far above
average levels of deprivation - this may affect the pressure on a Birmingham councillor’s caseload
more than in other Birmingham wards, as well as councils with fewer pockets of severe deprivation.

6. Conclusion
Birmingham’s population is growing year on year, with changing demographics. The findings show
Birmingham already has the highest average total electors and population per councillor than all
other local authorities. With continued growth of population this will add even more pressure on
Birmingham councillors compared with other local authorities.
Birmingham has a disproportionate high level of deprivation. People in deprived wards are more
likely to be worse off than people living in the more affluent areas of the city. Unemployment is
higher in deprived wards, people are more likely to be poor and have lower life expectancy. These
are some of the reasons people living in deprived areas are more likely to need support from local
councillors.
The table below shows how the different sections of the analyses provide support for changes in
numbers of councillors within Birmingham – it does not provide support for fewer councillors in the
city.
Table 19: Overview

Birmingham should have more/same/fewer councillors
Section

More

Same

Diversity



Number of Councillors per Ward



Councillor to Electorate Ratios



Councillor to Population Ratios



Fewer

Geographical Size



Population Density




Deprivation

The overall findings suggest that the number of councillors in Birmingham should be increased. It is
important that there are enough councillors in wards to engage with people to help address the
challenges they face. Reducing the number of councillors in Birmingham will decrease the
representation between councillors and population, which can have a direct impact on local people.
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Appendix 1
Data sources










Office of National Statistics. ‘Table SAPE12DT1: 2012 Ward population estimates for England
and Wales, mid-2012 (experimental statistics)’.
Office of National Statistics. ‘2012-based Subnational Population Projections’.
North East Public Health Observatory (nepho). Index of Multiple Deprivation 2010 Averages of LSOA-level scores for higher geographies.
LG Inform (Local Government Association). ‘Political balance 2014 - council results only
FINAL (incl. non-members)’.
Office of National Statistics. ‘Dec 14 Electorate data: elec2dt1electoralstatistics2014_tcm77396479’
Boundary Commission England. ‘Copy-of-Summary-table-for-all-local-authorities-in-England2014’
Boundary Commission England. ‘NEW-Copy-of-Districts-Pivot-Table-2014’.
ONS Census 2011. ‘QS102EW Population density’.
Brenda Henry, BCC. ‘Boundary Review 2017’. (Updated Birmingham electorate data by ward)

Please see attached for data tables in amendable Excel format:

Data Tables
Population Analysis.xlsx
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Appendix D: Scrutiny Work Programme
Example
Governance, Resources and Customer Services Overview and
Scrutiny Committee: Work Programme 2014/15
Chair:
Committee Members:
Committee Support:

1

Cllr Carl Rice
Cllrs: Randal Brew, Marje Bridle, Maureen Cornish, Matthew Gregson, Jon
Hunt, Ansar Ali Khan, Mike Leddy, John Lines, Yvonne Mosquito
Scrutiny Team: Emma Williamson (464 6870), Jayne Power (303 4810)
Committee Manager: David Smith (303 4465)

Meeting Schedule
Date

4th July 2014
10am

Item

Officer contact

Progress Report on Implementation: Children
and Families with No Recourse to Public Funds

Shank Patel, Head of Service/Sharon
Mullins, NRPF Team Manager

Localisation of Council Tax Support

Chris Gibbs, AD, Revenues &
Benefits/Martin O’Neill, Head of Benefits

Contact Centre – update following Cabinet
th
decision on 30 June

Paul Dransfield, Strategic Director,
Economy / Chris Gibbs, AD, Revenues &
Benefits
Emma Williamson, Head of Scrutiny
Services

Executive/Scrutiny Protocol

Emma Williamson, Head of Scrutiny
Services

Work Programme and Discussion Paper
th

5 September 2014
10am

Deputy Leader:
(a) Citizen Engagement
(b) Website
(c) Finance Update

Petitions to City Council and Council Day
Motions
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Chris Gibbs, AD, Revenues &
Benefits/Rebecca Grant, Cabinet Support
Officer

Phil Wright, Group Team Manager (NonExecutive Committees)

Date
rd

3 October 2014
10am

Item

Officer contact

Mark Rogers, Chief Executive
Birmingham Promise

Chris Gibbs, AD, Revenues & Benefits

Update on Contact Centre
th

7 November 2014 10am

Enforcement Agents – Collection of Council Tax
(Bailiffs)

Localisation of Council Tax Support – outcome
of local and government review
To include detailed report on the discretionary
scheme

Chris Gibbs, AD, Revenues & Benefits/Phil
Doherty, Head of Client Services
Chris Gibbs, AD, Revenues &
Benefits/Martin O’Neill, Head of Benefits
Raffaela Goodby, HR Business Partner,
Employee Engagement & Recognition

Member Development – update

Bill Fletcher, AD, Human
Resources/Melanie Wood, HR Business
Partner

Performance and Development Reviews –
Progress Report

Bill Fletcher, AD, Human Resources/Claire
Ward, HR Business Partner

Update on Partnership Working: The City
Council and the Trade Unions

th

5 December 2014
9am

Request for Call-In: Disposal of Surplus Property
Visit to Contact Centre

Georgina Foxwell, Head of Customer
Services

th

Leader

-

th

Deputy Leader – land ownership

Sharon Lea, Strategic Director for
Place/Rebecca Grant, Cabinet Support
Officer

9 January 2015
10am

6 February 2015
10am

Chief Executive - PDRs
Service Birmingham Inquiry
th

6 March 2015
10am

Customer Services:

Georgina Foxwell, Head of Business Change
and Service Improvement

(a) Website Update
(b) Customer Satisfaction
Annual Audit Letter
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Date

Item

th

10 April 2015
10am

Children and Families with No Recourse to
Public Funds – action plan update

Officer contact
Brendan Seward, Team Manager and
Howard Woolfenden, Assistant Director Integrated Services, People Directorate
Emma Williamson, Head of Scrutiny
Services

Member development update

2

Items To Be Scheduled

2.1
2.2
2.3
2.4
2.5
2.6
2.7

Further consideration of City Council meeting
Enforcement Agents – Collection of Council Tax (Bailiffs) – June?
Member Development Update – June?
Trade Unions – June?
Birmingham Promise and land ownership report back – July?
Performance and Development Reviews – Progress Report – annually (November 2015)
Localisation of Council Tax Support – after the Government review has been completed

3

Other Meetings

Call in Meetings
th

5 December 2014

Disposal of Surplus Property – Sparkhill Council
House

Call in request withdrawn
subject to conditions

Petitions
None scheduled

Councillor Call for Action requests
None scheduled
The Committee approved Fridays at 1000 hours as a suitable day and time each week for any additional
meetings required to consider 'requests for call in' which may be lodged in respect of Executive decisions.

4

Forward Plan for Cabinet Decisions

The following decisions, extracted from the Cabinet Office Forward Plan of Decisions, are likely to be
relevant to the Governance, Resources and Customer Services remit.
ID Number

Title

Portfolio

487004/2015

Discharge of Accountable Body Arrangements for AMSCI –
Standing Item
Disposal of Surplus Properties

Leader

Proposed Date of
Decision
May 2015

Leader

May 2015

Leader

May 2015

Deputy Leader

April 2015

545172/2015

Winning Resources for Birmingham City Council Priorities –
Standing Item
Attwood Green – Holloway Head Unattached School Playing
Field Reinstatement – Full Business Case (FBC)
Major Athletics Events

Deputy Leader

April 2015

545151/2015

European Capital of Running

Deputy Leader

April 2015

544190/2015
518902/2015
540352/2015
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ID Number

Title

Portfolio

540711/2015

Deputy Leader
Deputy Leader

May 2015

536428/2015

Disposal of land at Redditch Road, Kings Norton, Birmingham
for retail development
Appropriations of Park Residential Properties into Housing
Revenue Account
Finance Birmingham Company Structure FBC

Proposed Date of
Decision
May 2015

Deputy Leader

May 2015

538092/2015

Wholesale Markets Progress Report

Deputy Leader

May 2015

545082/2015

Approval to Tender Strategy report – City Advertising Contract

Deputy Leader

June 2015

544836/2015
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Appendix E: Scrutiny Office Numbers 2014/15
Committees Supported
4.1

In 2014/15 Municipal Year (10th June 2014 to 18th May 2015), the Scrutiny Office
supported:


Nine scrutiny committees – an increase of one from last year:
○

○

○

Governance, Resources &
Customer Services;
Districts & Public Engagement;

○

Education & Vulnerable Children;

○

○
○

Health & Social Care;
Culture, Learning and Skills.

○

○



One joint Scrutiny Committee:
○ Trojan Horse Joint Scrutiny Board.



Two Joint Health Committees:
○ Joint Birmingham / Sandwell HOSC;
○ Joint Birmingham / Solihull HOSC.



West Midlands Police and Crime Panel.
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Partnership, Contract Performance
& Third Sector;
Social Cohesion & Community
Safety;
The Birmingham Economy &
Transport;
Connectivity & Sustainability.

Formal Meetings
Meeting

Full day

1

Call In

2

Total

Governance, Resources and Customer Services
(note: a will take place in April 2015)

6

1

1

10

Connectivity & Sustainability

7

0

0

7

Culture, Learning and Skills (note: a further
meeting may take place in April 2015)

6

0

0

6

Districts & Public Engagement

7

0

0

7

Education & Vulnerable Children (note: a further
meeting is scheduled for April 2015)

10

0

0

10

Health and Social Care (note: a further meeting
may take place in April 2015)

4

3

0

10

Joint HOSC

7

0

0

7

Partnership, Contract Performance & Third
Sector

6

1

0

7

Social Cohesion & Community Safety

7

0

0

7

The Birmingham Economy & Transport (note: a
further meeting is scheduled for in May 2015)

10

0

0

10

Trojan Horse Joint Scrutiny

3

0

0

3

West Midlands Police and Crime Panel

7

0

0

7

Total

91

1

Full day meetings are counted as two meetings in the total column
Where call-in number in brackets, the call-in was held as part of a scheduled meeting, therefore is not
counted as an additional meeting in the total column
2

Informal Meetings
Meeting

Full day

Visit

Total

Governance, Resources and Customer
Services

0

0

1

1

Connectivity & Sustainability

3

0

1

4

Culture, Learning and Skills

1

0

0

1

Districts & Public Engagement

7

0

1

8

Education & Vulnerable Children

1

0

0

1

Health and Social Care

4

1

2

8

Partnership, Contract Performance and
Third Sector

2

0

0

2

Social Cohesion & Community Safety

1

0

1

2

The Birmingham Economy & Transport

1

0

0

1

Total

28
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Member Attendance
Formal

Informal

Average

Governance, Resources and Customer
Services (note: a will take place in April
2015)

73%

60%

71%

Connectivity & Sustainability

67%

68%

67%

Culture, Learning and Skills (note: a
further meeting may take place in April
2015)

78%

90%

80%

Districts & Public Engagement

80%

66%

73%

Education & Vulnerable Children (note:
a further meeting may take place in
April 2015)

71%

10%

62%

Health and Social Care (note: a further
meeting may take place in April 2015)

80%

41%

61%

Partnership, Contract Performance and
Third Sector

73%

50%

68%

Social Cohesion & Community Safety

74%

45%

68%

The Birmingham Economy & Transport
(note: a further meeting may take place
in May 2015)

80%

30%

75%

Average

81%

51%

73%

5

Requests for Call-In

5.1

In total, 1 request for call-in was held in the 2014/15 Municipal Year:

Date
5th December
2014

6

Committee
Governance, Resources and
Customer Services

Decision
Disposal of Surplus Property

Outcome
Request rejected

Inquiries

Reports to City Council
Number

Inquiry

Committee

June 2014
July 2014

0 – AGM
1

From Waste to Resource

September 2014
November 2014
December 2014
January 2015

1
1
1
1

Transport, Connectivity &
Sustainability
All
Health and Social Care

February 2015

2

April 2015

2

O&S Work Programme
Dementia Services

Child Sexual Exploitation
Are Ward Committees fit for
purpose?
Household Recycling Centres
Increasing Participation in Sport and
Physical Activity
Council Commissioning and Third
Sector Organisations
Relationship Violence
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Education & Vulnerable Children
Districts & Public Engagement
Connectivity & Sustainability
Culture, Learning and Skills

Partnership, Contract
Performance and Third Sector
Social Cohesion & Community
Safety

Total Inquiries:
Total Short
reports:
Overall total:

1
10

WMPCP Scrutiny Inquiries
Date

Report
Preventing violence against
vulnerable people: case study FGM

Description
Sessions in November and January; report in
March

Other Inquiry Phones
Date

Report

Committee

August 2014

Neighbourhood Tasking

Social Cohesion & Community Safety

November 2014

Green Waste

Connectivity & Sustainability

February 2015

Birmingham Promise

Governance, Resources and Customer
Services

April 2015

Role of Cllrs on District Committee

Districts & Public Engagement

May 2015

Business Improvement Districts

Birmingham Economy & Transport

TBC

Principles for the distribution of district
funding

Districts & Public Engagement

Inquiries into next Municipal Year
Report

Committee

Homelessness

Health and Social Care

Service Birmingham

Governance, Resources and Customer Services/Partnership, Contract
Performance and Third Sector
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Appendix F: Community Governance Review
Terms of Reference
Introduction
Birmingham City Council is carrying out a Community Governance Review in the Sutton
Coldfield District under the provisions of the Local Government and Public Involvement in
Health Act 2007 (“the 2007 Act”). Alongside this it is also conducting a review of the wider
local governance arrangements across the city,
The Council is required to have regard for the Guidance on Community Governance
Reviews; this is to ensure that the review reflects the identities and interests of the
community in that area and is effective and convenient. This guidance has been considered
in drawing up these terms of reference.
What is a Community Governance Review?
Community Governance Reviews (CGR) provide the opportunity for Councils to review and
make changes to community governance within their areas. The review considers one or
more of the following:
 Creating, merging, altering or abolishing of town or parish councils;
 The naming of and the style of new town or parish councils;
 The electoral arrangements for town or parish councils (the ordinary year of
election; council size; the number of councillors to be elected to the council and
warding);
 Grouping or de-grouping town or parish councils.
In this case, the review is the process used to consider whether a town council for Sutton
Coldfield should be created. When carrying out the Community Governance review, the
options of the continued delivery of services locally must be taken into account in
determining what arrangements to recommend.
The recommendations made in a community governance review have two main objectives:
 To improve community engagement and better local democracy;
 More effective and convenient delivery of local services.
Why is Birmingham City Council undertaking a review in Sutton Coldfield?
Birmingham City Council has received a valid petition from local residents requesting a new
Sutton Coldfield Town Council under the 2007 Act , as detailed below:
‘We the undersigned electors of the current Sutton Coldfield Constituency call upon
Birmingham City Council to make the necessary provisions for establishing a Sutton
Coldfield Town Council for the area designated by the existing Sutton Coldfield Constituency
boundaries.”
The petition was submitted on 8th October 2013, to a full meeting of Birmingham City
Council. The petition was signed by the required number of local government electors for
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the area, as required by Section 80(3) of the Local Government and Public Involvement
Health Act 2007.
The review is being conducted in conjunction with a wider assessment of governance
arrangements across the whole of the city.
Who will be consulted in the review?
Birmingham City Council is responsible for conducting the review.
The Council will also consult with all local government electors for the Sutton Coldfield area
under review and any other person or business who appears to have an interest in the
review.
Information relating to the Community Governance Review will be available on the Council’s
website; information will also be made available at Ward Committees, District Committee,
to community groups and to district groups.
Birmingham City Council will publish all decisions taken in the review and the reasons for
making those decisions in order to ensure that persons who may be interested in the
Community Governance review are informed of the recommendations and the reasons
behind them. In order to keep the consultation period as transparent and informative as
possible all comments made will be published on the website.
There will then be a further period of time for people to comment on the draft proposals
before the final proposals are agreed.
Which area is being reviewed?
The area being reviewed is the area on which the petition was based. This is the district and
Parliamentary constituency of Sutton Coldfield. It is likely that proposing any parish
arrangements the council would look to ensure that the boundaries were the same as the
ward boundaries.
A map of the proposed area is attached to the back of this document.
Electoral Arrangements
An important part of the review will give consideration to Electoral Arrangements. It covers:
 The ordinary year in which elections are held;
 The number of councillors to be elected to the town council;
 The division (or not) of the town into wards for the purpose of electing councillors;
 The number and boundaries of any such wards;
 The number of councillors to be elected for any such ward; and
 The name of any such ward.
Will there be any additional costs to residents?
It is recognised that there are costs associated with both the setting up and the ongoing
operation of a parish or town council. The set up costs will be estimated in full as part of the
review. It will be the responsibility of the parish or town council itself to determine the level
and nature of the ongoing costs which will be linked to its activities, and the level of support
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needed to deliver these, but an indication of the sorts of costs involved will be included in
the consultation.
How will the wider implications for Birmingham’s community governance be addressed?
Because of the scale of the proposal for a Sutton Coldfield Town Council it inevitably has
wider implications for the established structures of local governance within the city and in
particular the district committees and the localised services for which they are responsible.
The functions that can be devolved to a town council may not be the same as those that can
be given to district committees of city councillors. Therefore it has been decided that, in
order to maintain the necessary level of consistency and equity on governance
arrangements across the city, the opportunity of the Sutton Coldfield review should be
taken to conduct a wider review of these local governance arrangements, with a view to
making proposals that will address the needs and wishes of the whole city of Birmingham.
The 2007 Act requires that:
“In deciding what recommendations to make, the principal council must take into account any other
arrangements (apart from those relating to parishes and their institutions)—
(a) that have already been made, or
(b) that could be made,
for the purposes of community representation or community engagement in respect of the area
under review.”

This wider investigation will be conducted at the same time as the review of the Sutton
Coldfield proposals and the review as a whole will be overseen by a single cross-party
Working Group.
The objectives of the review as a whole are as follows:


To fulfil the Council’s obligations to undertake a community governance review in Sutton
Coldfield following the receipt of a validated petition. The current guidelines state that we must
complete this review within 12 months of publishing this Terms of Reference.

•

To consider the impacts of a Sutton Coldfield Town Council on the existing devolved
arrangements introduced in Birmingham through devolution and localisation in 2004

•

To consider and develop options for a common template for devolved governance building on
the principles of third tier local government, taking into account models such as the
arrondissements system in Lyon. As part of this, to consider the potential and demand for
community or urban parish councils at neighbourhood level

•

In preparing the recommendations of the Review, to take into account the emerging innovation
and best practice in the field around other mechanisms for community engagement and
empowerment already in place across the city

•

To consider the implications of different governance options for the City Council’s objectives in
relation to a democratic and fair city, including social cohesion and inclusion.

•

To consider the implications of budget reductions on service delivery at a local level
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•

To take into account any other issues that would have an impact on the further development of
governance arrangements across the city
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Map of Area
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