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Peter Brett Associates on behalf of Severn Trent Plc  

Representor ID: Reg 19 Ref No: SLP442  

Matter 9: Allocations and supply of land for development requirements 

 

Introduction 
 
1. This statement has been prepared by Peter Brett Associates, now part of Stantec (PBA) to amplify 

objections made by GL Hearn, on behalf of Severn Trent Plc, to the soundness of the emerging North 
Warwickshire Local Plan. 

2. Seven Trent Plc is the owner of available development land the east of Curdworth 1.   

3. As an overview to this response, Severn Trent Plc’s objections focus on: 

- The sustainability assessments of the allocations being inward looking and not considering the 
wider context of Birmingham’s impact, particularly on the sustainability of commuter travel patterns 
which generate the greatest traffic impact; 

- The proposed allocations along the A5 corridor are considered to be unsustainable for 
accommodating Birmingham’s overspill growth.  Locations closer to Birmingham with better 
sustainable transport options, would be sustainable and appropriate options; and 

- The uncertainty regarding the funding and deliverability of major highways infrastructure that is 
necessary to support the level of proposed growth along the A5 corridor raises deliverability 
questions about those sites reliant upon these works. 

Question 9.1: NWBC11 gives completions since 2011 as 1,272 homes (superseding table 7 
of the plan as submitted [CD0/1].  Table 7 of the plan gives remaining capacity on sites 
with planning permission as 1,135 homes.  Are those figures current and are they 
supported by suitably detailed evidence? 
 
1. PBA is not aware of evidence to suggest that these permissions will not materialise as completions.  

However, it is important to recognise that there are likely to be some permissions that lapse and are not 
delivered.  An appropriate lapse rate should therefore be applied to account for this.  PBA has no 
further comment on this. 

Question 9.2: With reference to NWBC18 and policy LP8 subject to MM45, MM46, MM47 
[NWBC20A], is an anticipated annual contribution of 60 dwellings a year from windfall 
development robust with reference to NPPF2012 paragraph 48? 
 
1. No; the anticipated annual contribution is not robust and there is concern that the proposed windfall 

allowance is too high having regard to paragraph 48 of the NPPF.  The LPA must have compelling and 
consistent evidence to support an allowance.  PBA’s position is that the evidence is not however 
compelling and consistent in respect of the amount of likely windfall development. 

2. With reference to the table at NWBC18 paragraph 5, the mean windfall delivery was 6 homes per year 
during the period between 2012-13 and 2015-16.  This then increases very significantly for the following 
years 2016-17 to 2017-18 to a mean of 82 homes per year.  The latter period appears not to be 
reflective of the trend and does not show a clear and consistent supply of windfall sites. Years 2016-
2018 should therefore not be used in calculating the annual windfall contribution.  

3. In addition, the table at NWBC18 paragraph 6 provides figures for only two years (2016-17 and 2017-
18) for larger windfall site delivery.  This is again, not demonstrably consistent data over a reasonable 
time period and cannot, in isolation, be relied upon.   

4. Furthermore, the Plan draws tight development boundaries and positively allocates those large sites it 
expects to contribute towards delivery.  In our view, it would pose a risk to the delivery of the Plan to 

                                                 
1 Site location Plan enclosed at Appendix 1 
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rely upon the expectation that there will be a regular supply of large windfall in addition to small sites 
and allocations. 

5. As a matter of principle, the NPPF discourages plans from being over-reliant on unusual or unknown 
circumstances (i.e. a large increase in windfall delivery).  Given the Plan only seeks to address the 
minimum housing requirement, over reliance on an inconsistent trend could lead to under-delivery.  As 
can be seen in answers to other MIQs, the uncertainty about the deliverability of some proposed 
allocations would further compound concerns about the ability to meet the Plan’s housing requirement. 

6. Consequently, the evidence only shows a consistent delivery of at least 6 windfall dwellings per annum.   

7. Benchmarking this, an annual average figure with the exclusion of years 2016-17 and 2017-18, would 
amount to 11 windfall dwellings per annum over the period 2011-2016 which is, in our view still 
consistent with 6 dwellings per annum.  There is, however, no justification for including the last two 
years’ evidence because this would change this figure by a further 315% to 34 dwellings. 

 
Question 9.3: With reference to CD8/13B and PS.M8.01 are allocation yields and delivery 
trajectories justified and robust, including over the next five years? (noting some 
inevitable overlap with strategic matters 7 and 8) 
 
1. PBA has not commented on the immediate 5-year land supply position, except in respect of reliance 

placed on the windfall allowance. 

2. There is, however, concern that NWBC cannot demonstrate a rolling five-year housing land supply 
throughout the plan period.  

3. NWBC appears to show a reasonable housing supply for the early part of the plan period, however, for 
the latter part there are concerns regarding the deliverability of some sites due to the uncertainty about 
the funding of the A5 corridor improvements and the necessity of this infrastructure to release 
development land.  Our concern is focused on the post-2028 period, which is the point at which Phase 
1 and 2 upgrades need to be completed (as the LPA indicated in the Matter 7 and 8 Hearing Sessions).  
Those works are reliant upon securing Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF) support which is subject to the 
submission and approval of a bid for £57m.  At this point there is no reasonable certainty that the HIF 
bid will be successful to unlock post 2028 growth along the A5 corridor.  The inability to bring post 2028 
development forward in the A5 corridor would therefore impact upon the rolling 5 year land supply 
position. 

4. Through this and other statements, PBA advocate the allocation of enough contingency of reserve sites 
or safeguarded land to address this uncertainty.  The level of contingency is however, not set out in this 
statement as it will depend on the outcome of several variables from the Matter 9 session. 

 
Question 9.4: Has the comparative assessment of sites resulting in those included for 
allocation in the plan been undertaken in a proportionate and consistent manner? (with 
particular regard to the SHLAA [CD8/17] and SA for site allocations, section 2 in particular 
[CD3/1]). 
 
1. It is acknowledged that the North Warwickshire Local Plan was originally prepared to largely support 

the needs of indigenous growth within North Warwickshire and that housing allocations were proposed 
on the basis of sustainably meeting that need.  However, as noted in document INSP12, the Plan is 
now required to positively deliver 3,790 new homes to address Birmingham City’s unmet need.  

2. There are concerns regarding the robustness of the iterative SA process, which appears to only 
consider the sustainability of settlements within the administrative boundary of the Borough.  It fails to 
consider the wider context of proximity to Birmingham, particularly the impact on travel patterns; most 
notably, travel to and from places of work (which generate the greatest number of peak hour trips).   

3. It is also not clear why the submission Plan moves away from the findings of the SA (CD6/7) which 
rejects growth along the A5 as it is considered to contribute to ribbon development and the potential 
loss of strategic gaps between settlements?   
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4. At a strategic distribution level, the submission Plan is not therefore justified as the most appropriate 
strategy in accordance with paragraph 182 of the NPPF2012 or in accordance with the findings of the 
SA process.  A proportionate process would have considered sustainability in the context of reasonable 
travel distances from potential development (2km for example). 

5. Both document CD6/3C and CD1/2 (Sustainability Appraisal Regulation 19 Appendices) give generic 
scores for public transport services for settlements, for example at CD6/3C (p.26) or CD1/2 (e.g. p.173). 
However, they don’t give any consideration to journey times or journey lengths to the places of work or 
other services.   

6. It is of concern that none of the proposed housing allocations along the A5 corridor are near to a rail 
station with good connections to central Birmingham to facilitate sustainable commuter trips.  
Atherstone is served by hourly semi-fast trains on the Crewe-London Euston route, provided by London 
Midland, while Polesworth is only served by one train per day towards Tamworth. 

7. Bus services serve the local area and consist of a mixture of inter-urban services (e.g. Nuneaton- 
Tamworth), intra-urban town services, and services which link the smaller villages with the main towns.  
There are no direct bus routes from the A5 corridor area into central Birmingham to facilitate 
sustainable commuter trips.  

8. As can be seen in Table 2.1 Appendix 2, the most efficient and convenient way of travelling from the 
A5 corridor to central Birmingham is by private car using the A5, M42, M6 and A38M; this route would 
take approximately 30-40 minutes.  In comparison, a more sustainable trip using public transport would 
require a bus journey to Tamworth and then a train journey to central Birmingham; this would take 
approximately 1 hour 45 minutes2.  

9. The evidence indicates that the majority of commuters from the A5 corridor would most likely choose a 
car borne journey, given the significant difference in terms of journey time and convenience.  This has 
the potential for increased congestion and pollution on the surrounding local roads and motorway 
network. 

10. This is not conducive to creating sustainable patterns of growth and the lack of consideration of 
commuter trips to Birmingham is a significant omission from the SA process.  As such, it is not 
considered to be a proportionate assessment and the Plan is not justified or consistent with national 
policy in this regard. 

11. It is also unclear as to why Kingsbury has been chosen as a possible safeguarded housing location?  It 
appears to have been included to accommodate Birmingham overspill, with the only exceptional 
circumstance for Green Belt release being the delivery of sustainable development.  However, as 
shown in Table 2.1 Appendix 2, Kingsbury has poor sustainability credentials in the wider context of its 
relationship with Birmingham, particularly given its lack of public transport options, therefore it is 
questioned how well it will meet the needs of Birmingham and whether its release is justified.  

12. By comparison, settlements closer to the edge of Birmingham, such as Curdworth, Water Orton and 
Coleshill, have much better sustainability and connectivity credentials.  Further details are shown in 
Table 2.2 Appendix 2.   

13. It also appears that employment opportunities, services and facilities in different boroughs have not 
been considered when assessing the sustainability, even though it is easy to see, using resources such 
as Google Maps, that Curdworth, Water Orton and Coleshill are much nearer to many more 
employment opportunities than Kingsbury.  Taking a reasonable approach to access to different 
employment areas well within walking or cycling distance, Curdworth could be scored 15 to 20 points 
higher that it does within CD6/3C on that criterion alone. 

14. As noted in PBA’s Position Statement for Matter 4 (Question 4.2 paragraphs 10-24), analysis of existing 
commuting patterns from North Warwickshire indicates that the greatest flows of commuters take place 
between Birmingham and North Warwickshire and is likely to increase with the part of Birmingham’s 
housing need being met in North Warwickshire in the future. Consequently, housing allocations should 

                                                 
2 Journey times and routes calculated using Google Maps 
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closely match commuter patterns, helping reduce carbon emissions3, commuter costs4 and 

accessibility constraints5. 

15. As has been said elsewhere, paragraph 84 of NPPF2012 has not been applied in a justified or 
consistent manner.  A proportionate evidence base that includes an assessment of services and 
facilities within the Birmingham administrative area would demonstrate a very different sustainability 
picture for North Warwickshire’s settlements. 

16. The inconsistency between the findings of CD6/3C (Settlement Sustainability Appraisal update) and 
CD8/23 (Greater Birmingham Strategic Growth Study) are all too evident when considering 
Birmingham’s overspill growth.  The inconsistency reflects the inward-looking approach of CD6/3C 
which suggests settlements within the western boundary of the M42 are less sustainable that those on 
the A5, yet the Venn diagrams within the GBSGS show East of Birmingham is a highly sustainable 
location to meet its needs.  Page 264 of the GBSGS demonstrates this in respect of the following 
positive response for East of Birmingham (all of which amount to a holistic assessment of 
sustainability): 

▪ Housing Need; 

▪ Minimal Green Belt impact; 

▪ Sustainable location; 

▪ Public Transport Access; and 

▪ Deliverability. 

17. For comparison, East of Polesworth (page 259 of the GBSGS) scores significantly worse in all respects 
(deliverability, transport and housing need) except for Green Belt and sustainability to local services.  

18. It is clear from the above evidence relating to the iterative SA process and travel patterns that the 
sustainability of proposed housing allocations has not been proportionately and robustly assessed, 
given that the wider context of central Birmingham’s influence on the A5 corridor has not been 
examined.  Locations closer to central Birmingham, with better public transport options, would be more 
sustainable and more appropriate than the A5 corridor for accommodating Birmingham’s overspill.     

 
Question 9.5: Local Plan paragraph 8.4 and policy LP7 indicates that the residential density 
of development should be at least 30 dwellings per hectare (dph). The average density for 
site allocations, excluding H23 Austery, based on policy LP39 appears to be around 20.5 
dph. The lowest densities at allocations H7, H18, and H19 are between 12 and 14 dph.  Is 
the plan’s approach to density appropriate? 
 
1. NWBC will have made a judgement regarding site densities. One reason for the low densities may be to 

reflect local character and local landscape impact.  Site specific constraints (for example mining works) 
may also result in the low housing density.  

2. Based on the site densities quoted, it may also be that gross rather than net, densities have been 
calculated. Calculating the net density of the sites is the approach suggested in the NPPG and, if 
applied it would likely result in a higher figure.  

3. As such, clarification should be sought from the LPA about how the density was calculated to arrive at 
20.5dph.  If this is found to be a very low net density figure, then it leads to the question whether these 
sites are the right locations for sustainable development (which makes the best use of greenfield land in 
accordance with the NPPF)? 

4. There are other locations within the M42 corridor that could sustainably achieve a higher density and 
reduce the impact of greenfield land take. 

 

                                                 
3 CD0/1, paragraph 2.18 
4 CD0/1, paragraph 3.2 
5 CD0/1, paragraph 3.5 
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Question 9.8: Are the categorisations of settlements in policy LP2 appropriate with regard 
to the updated Settlement Sustainability Appraisal (SSA) [CD6/3C] 
 
(a) Is there a conflict between bullets 3 and 4 which seek to ensure separation and 

connectivity respectively with peripheral settlements? 
 
1. Document CD6/3C groups several settlements together, such as Athestone and Mancetter, Polesworth 

and Dorden, and Hartshill and Ansley Common indicating they function together from a sustainability 
perspective, yet retain their own identities through separation.  In this respect bullets 3 and 4 are not 
inconsistent but could be more clearly explained. 

2. This does, however, continue to highlight the inconsistent approach taken by NWBC when considering 
the sustainability of settlements on the edge of Birmingham through the sustainability update document 
CD6/3C. 

3. The settlements to the east of Birmingham close to the M42/M6 (eg Curdworth, Coleshill and Water 
Orton) are located close to each other and operate in combination with the urban edge of Birmingham 
yet this has been ignored in CD6/3C in the assessment of their sustainability.  It is therefore 
inconsistent to only group settlements together where they fall within North Warwickshire Borough 
when considering how they function in sustainability terms. 

4. If Cudworth’s sustainability were, for example, to be assessed on a 2km walking/ cycle/ public transport 
basis, (in a similar manner to the grouping of Atherstone/ Mancetter or Hartshill/ Ansley Common) it 
would outperform many of the higher tier settlements. 

 

(c) Proportionately, are allocations aligned with the scale and function of settlements? If 
not, is there compelling justification for that? NB. This question will also fall to discussions 
on individual sites as necessary. 

 
5. The proposed housing allocations are not wholly disproportionate relative to their contiguous 

settlements or the distribution across the Borough, ie the allocations along the A5 corridor appear 
appropriate to the scale and function of the existing settlements.  However, just because the scale of 
the allocation is proportionate does not mean that it would be the most appropriate location to deliver 
sustainable development.  

6. As explained elsewhere, locating future development close the M42 would be equally proportionate to 
the existing settlements and would also be much more sustainable in terms of function in the wider 
context of the relationship with central Birmingham.   

 
Question 9.9: Do allocations for housing and employment, were they to be subject to MM9 
and MM39 [NWBC20A], contain sufficient flexibility or contingency for future change and 
to ensure delivery in line with forecasts? 
 
1. There is insufficient contingency within the Plan due mainly to the uncertainty about infrastructure 

delivery.  For the reasons below, additional reserve sites or safeguarded  land should be provided 
which is equal to the level of growth within the A5 corridor that is reliant upon HIF funding to deliver 
necessary road infrastructure (ie development within the 2028-2033 period). 

2. Document AD5A (A5 Growth Corridor Study) states at paragraph 1.5 that significant enhancements to 
the A5 and surrounding roads would be necessary to accommodate the proposed substantial housing 
developments in the area.  

3. There are several highways measures that were originally considered as “aspirational” by NWBC in 
their original assessment of the A5 corridor (Strategic Transport Assessment CD8/18A). However, this 
study has been revised to account for accommodating Birmingham overspill growth.  As set out in 
AD5A, these “aspirational” measures are now considered to be “necessary” (AD5A para. 7.8).  A list of 
all the highways measures required to support the proposed growth along the A5 corridor is enclosed at 
Appendix 3.  
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4. There is concern that these measures are now “necessary” and this has not been properly accounted 

for in NWBC’s draft Infrastructure Delivery Plan (CD0/4), given that it was published in March 2018, 
seven months prior to the publication of document AD5A.  This raises questions over the deliverability 
of the highways measures and therefore the Plan is not considered to be effective.   

5. Document CD0/4 also notes that the necessary A5 improvements are dependent on them being 
identified in the next Road Investment Strategy (RIS 2020-2025) 6.  This uncertainty raises additional 
questions regarding deliverability, and there is concern over proposing to locate the majority of larger 
housing allocations in an area where highways infrastructure improvements might not actually be 
delivered.  

6. There are additional concerns over the security of funding for highways measures and the lack of 
contingency if funding is not realised.  The lack of CIL funds being directed towards A5 highways 
infrastructure is a worry, and there is uncertainty over whether Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF) 
funding will be granted to help infrastructure delivery in the latter stages of the Plan period. This raises 
questions about whether growth is being directed to the A5 corridor so that developer contributions can 
be relied upon to deliver the highways infrastructure, in the event that other funding sources are not 
realised.  This approach carries a substantial amount of risk, as there is no guarantee that all of the 
housing developments will be able to be delivered and, as a consequence, delivery of the necessary 
highway measures would be jeopardised.      

7. In light of the above, there are implications over whether there is sufficient flexibility with regards to 
infrastructure delivery to ensure the Plan is deliverable. As set out in the response to MIQ 10.47, it is 
suggested that: 

▪ Safeguarded sites are identified to accommodate an equivalent level of growth to that within the A5 
corridor which is to be delivered in the 2028-203 period (the growth reliant upon phase 1 and 2 
infrastructure). 

▪ A review/ release mechanism is put into the monitoring and management section of the plan to 
facilitate an early review or release of land. 

 

                                                 
6 CD0/4, Appendix A p.11 
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APPENDIX 2 – Settlement Assessments  

 
Table 2.1 – Proposed Housing Allocations  

Allocation  Settlement 
facilities 

Access to 
employment 
opportunities 

Bus routes Train routes Proximity to 
Birmingham 
(km, straight-
line distance) 

Best travel route to 
central Birmingham 

Comments 

H1 / H2 – 
Atherstone 
with 
Mancetter 
(A5 
Corridor) 

Settlement has 
extensive 
schools, shops, 
leisure and 
community 
facilities.  
None within 
600m of 
allocation.  

Aldi HQ 
(500m), TNT 
HQ (800m) and 
Carlyon Road 
industrial 
estate on 
settlement 
fringe (1.8km).  

6 frequent routes 
between Tamwort, 
Nuneaton and 
Atherstone.  
2 infrequent routes 

West 
Midlands 
service to 
Crewe, 
London, and 
Northampton. 

25.5 Road: A5,M42, M6, 
A38M (30-40 mins, 
34km) 
 
Public transport: 65 
bus to Tamworth, 
Cross country train to 
Birmingham New 
Street (1hr 45mins 
34.2km):  

While the settlement has 
good provision of services 
and facilities, none are 
within walking distance. The 
site is served by local 
buses.  
The most efficient route to 
commute into central 
Birmingham is via private 
car, being up to an hour and 
fifteen minutes quicker than 
public transport.   

H7 – 
Polesworth 
with 
Dordon (A5 
Corridor) 

Settlement has 
good range of 
services 
including 
schools, 
community 
centre, and 
doctor’s surgery 
which are within 
600m of the site.  

Birch Coppice 
Business Park 
(1.8km), Yusen 
Logistics 
(2.4km), Aldi 
HQ (3.67km).  

50m of a bus stop 
providing an hourly 
service between 
Tamworth, Ocado / 
Birch Coppice. Bus 
route located in 
Polesworth and 
Dordon which 
operates frequent 
service to Atherstone, 
Tamworth and 
Nuneaton.  

West 
Midlands 
service to 
Crewe, 
London, and 
Northampton 

34.7 Road: M42, M6, A38 
(30 mins 34 km) 
 
Public transport: 65 
bus to Tamworth 
Railway Station, 
Cross Country train to 
Birmingham New 
Street (1hr 9mins) 

The site is not within 600m 
of a town centre but is within 
walking distance of a 
number of bus stops and 
services. Located over 1km 
from employment sites.  
The settlement lacks good 
provision of public transport 
links to central Birmingham.   

H18+RH1 – 
Grendon 
(A5 
Corridor) 

Settlement has 
limited services 
including a 
village hall, 
village shop and 
community 
services which 

Birch Coppice 
Business Park 
(2km), Aldi HQ 
(2.02km), 
Yusen 
Logistics 
(4km).  

Regular hourly bus 
service also within 
575m on the A5, 
accessing Tamworth 
and Atherstone via the 
766/767 service and 
including No 65 to 
George Elliot Hospital 

West 
Midlands 
service to 
Crewe, 
London, and 
Northampton. 

31.4 Road, A5, M42, M6, 
A38 (30 mins 31km) 
 
Public transport: 65 
bus to Nuneaton Bus 
Station, Cross 
Country train to 
Birmingham New 

The site contains limited 
services with no school or 
colleges within 600m from 
the site. Access to bus 
services to town centres are 
however provided.  
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are within 600m 
of allocation. 

and limited services to 
Tamworth, Sir Robert 
Peel hospital. 

Street (1hr 44mins 
31.4km) 

The settlement lacks good 
provision of public transport 
links to central Birmingham.   

        

LP4 
Kingsbury  

Kingsbury 
contains a 
reasonable 
range of 
services 
including 
Schools, Doctors 
surgery which 
are within 600m 
of allocation.   
 

Wincanton 
Transport 
(1km), Birch 
Coppice 
Business Park 
(4km).  

Bus stop 220m away 
and provides services 
to Tamworth, 
Nuineaton and 
Birmingham.  

No local rail 
station 

23.8 Road: A51, A4097, 
M42, M6, A38(M) 
(28min, 23.8km) 
 
Public transport: 15 
bus to Tamworth, 
Cross Country train to 
Birmingham New 
Street (1hr 16 mins, 
31.4km) 

The site is close to a good 
range of services and bus 
stops, however there are 
minimal local employment 
opportunities. The 
settlement lacks good 
provision of public transport 
links to central Birmingham.   

        

 
 
Table 2.2 – Site Assessments near to Birmingham 
 

Allocation  Settlement 
facilities 

Access to 
employment 
opportunities 

Bus routes Train routes Proximity to 
Birmingham 
(km, straight-
line distance) 

Best travel route to 
central Birmingham 

Comments 

Curdworth 
– Land at 
Highfield 
Farm, 
Farthing 
Lane  

Settlement has 
an extensive 
range of services 
including shops, 
village hall and 
schools which 
are within 600m 
from the site.  

Kingsbury 
Road Industrial 
Park (600m), 
BMW (2.17km), 
Coleshill 
Industrial 
Estate (2.3km), 
Kingsbury 
Business Park 
(2.1km), 
Proposed 
Peddimore 
Employment 
site (2.5km) 

Walking distance of 
bus routes / services 
223 (only runs 
Mondays) and 757 
(two hourly service till 
16.30) and 115/116 
service to Birmingham.   

West 
Midlands train 
routes depart 
on two hourly 
basis to 
Leicester, 
Birmingham 
and Derby.  

19.9 Road: A38, A38(M) 
(23mins, 19.9km) 
 
Public transport: 75 
bus to Water Orton, 
Cross Country train to 
Birmingham New 
Street (direct) 
(40mins, 19.9km)  

Settlement has extensive 
range of services which are 
all in walking distance to the 
site. The site benefits from 
shorter commute times to 
Birmingham by public 
transport.   
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Water 
Orton – 
Former 
school 
redevelopm
ent site H21  

Settlement has 
good range of 
services 
including shops 
primary school 
and doctor’s 
surgery which 
are within 600m 
from the site.  

Minworth 
business park 
(2km), Coleshill 
Industrial 
Estate (1.7km) 

Site within 400m of bus 
stop on Plank Lane 
which provides regular 
bus services to 
Coleshill Parkway and 
Birmingham.  

West 
Midlands train 
routes, depart 
on two hourly 
basis to 
Leicester, 
Birmingham 
and Derby. 

21.6 Road: A446, M42, 
A38 (22mins, 21.6km) 
 
Public transport: 
Cross Country train to 
Birmingham New 
Street (27mins, 
21.6km).  

Settlement has good range 
of services which are in 
walking distance to the site. 
Both road and public 
transport commute routes to 
central Birmingham are 
short at under 30mins. The 
settlement is also served by 
buses to employment 
opportunities at Coleshill 
Parkway and central 
Birmingham.  

Coleshill – 
Former 
Leisure 
Centre Site 
H4 

Settlement has 
good range of 
services 
including shops, 
schools and 
town hall which 
are within 600m 
from the site.  

Station Road 
Industrial Park 
(800m), 
Coleshill 
Industrial 
Estate (1.8km) 

Site within 600m from 
a number of main bus 
routes including 90, 
115, 777 & 757 to 
Tamworth, Chelmsley 
Wood, Atherstone and 
Sutton Coldfield.  

West Midland 
train routes to 
Birmingham, 
Peterborough, 
Cambridge 
and 
Stanstead 
Airport.  

20.4 Road: A446, M6, 
A38(M) (18mins, 
20.4km).  
 
Public transport: X70 
bus to Coleshill 
Parkway, Cross 
Country train to 
Birmingham New 
Street (48mins, 
20.4km).  

Settlement has good range 
of services within 600m from 
the site. The most 
convenient commute into 
Birmingham is by road at 
18mins and is also served 
by a direct rail link to 
Birmingham New Street  

 
 
 
 



 

APPENDIX 3 - Proposed A5 Corridor Highway Infrastructure Measures 

(Document AD5A) 

Committed Schemes 

Hall End Farm Access Junction - This scheme represents a new junction on the A5, east of the 
Birch Coppice Business Park, which will provide access to the committed employment site, Hall End 
Park. 
 

Dualling between The Long Shoot and Dodwells - A Highways England scheme is planned for the 
section of the A5 between Dodwells roundabout and the Long Shoot junction. The scheme, scheduled 
to commence in 2020‐21 will widen the current section of single carriageway to dual carriageway. 
 

Core Mitigation Schemes 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Additional Mitigation Scheme Details (STA Aspirational Schemes) 

 

 

 

Further A5 Enhancement Scheme Details 

 

 

 




