
1	  
	  

!

"#$%&'(!)*&+,-!.!/01233&!4&55	  –	  Response	  to	  Revised	  Sustainability	  Appraisal	  provided	  by	  Birmingham	  
City	  Council	  6789:;<=>	  

This	  document	  is	  in	  three	  parts:	  

1. Comments	  
2. Appendix	  1	  observations	  to	  the	  assessment	  tables	  and	  commentary	  in	  the	  revised	  

sustainability	  report	  	  
3. Appendix	  2	  Supporting	  narrative	  to	  points	  7	  	  
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2. Our	  understanding	  is	  that	  the	  content	  of	  the	  SA	  should	  be	  appropriate	  for	  the	  content	  
and	  level	  of	  detail	  in	  the	  Local	  Plan.	  As	  this	  is	  a	  significant	  development	  and	  one	  that	  
requires	  exceptional	  circumstances	  to	  release	  the	  land	  for	  the	  development	  our	  
expectation	  had	  been	  that	  there	  would	  be	  more	  detailed	  narrative	  on	  the	  merits	  and	  
disadvantages	  with	  regards	  to	  the	  social,	  economic	  and	  environmental	  dimensions	  when	  
assessing	  the	  Areas.	  	  
	  

3. Planning	  Guidance	  advises	  that	  assessment	  should	  be	  made	  of	  their	  “likely	  evolution	  
without	  implementation	  of	  new	  policies”.	  This	  narrative	  is	  missing	  but	  it	  would	  have	  
been	  a	  useful	  commentary	  in	  the	  SA	  to	  understand	  the	  social,	  economic	  and	  
environment	  implications	  should	  the	  developments	  not	  be	  taken	  forwards	  versus	  being	  
released	  for	  development.	  !
	  
Guidance	  also	  states	  that	  “The	  sustainability	  appraisal	  should	  identify,	  describe	  and	  
evaluate	  the	  likely	  significant	  effects	  on	  environmental,	  economic	  and	  social	  factors	  
using	  the	  evidence	  base.”	  Please	  refer	  to	  Project	  Fields	  written	  statement	  for	  
examination	  which	  outlined	  our	  concerns	  with	  regards	  to	  the	  evidence	  database.!
!

4. Our	  understanding	  is	  that	  assessments	  of	  “the	  significance”	  are	  a	  matter	  of	  professional	  
judgement	  but	  they	  also	  need	  to	  be	  proportionate	  and	  realistic	  particularly	  when	  testing	  
the	  impact	  of	  development	  scenarios	  between	  10,000	  and	  5,000	  dwellings	  or	  appraisal	  
of	  alternative	  sites	  expected	  to	  cater	  for	  a	  5,000	  dwelling	  urban	  extension.	  But	  without	  
this	  context	  it	  is	  purely	  a	  subjective	  process	  as	  opposed	  to	  one	  based	  on	  relevant	  and	  
detailed	  specifics	  for	  these	  Areas.	  Due	  to	  the	  size	  of	  the	  potential	  SUE	  and	  the	  significant	  
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7. When	  testing	  the	  SUE	  development	  scenarios	  or	  appraisal	  of	  Areas	  A,	  B,C,	  &	  D	  and	  sub-‐
areas	  A2,	  B2,	  &	  C2	  for	  a	  5,
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Comments	  on	  transport	  provision	  -‐	  the	  commentary	  says	  that	  “Area	  A	  exhibits	  
relative	  remoteness	  from	  basic	  transport	  provision	  /accessibility	  and	  the	  statement	  
of	  impacting	  A5127	  Birmingham	  Road	  and	  Whitehouse	  Common	  Corridor”	  

- Re:	  X>-7SJ'Q3$43%*+)4'!0)/')%/'\+32"+0<,"'G0440%'G0$$3/0$[''using	  an	  
example	  of	  traffic	  3%20'Q3$43%*+)4:	  

There	  are	  in	  fact	  three	  main	  arterial	  roads	  which	  carry	  traffic	  from	  Sutton	  Coldfield	  
into	  Birmingham	  these	  are	  the	  Birmingham	  Road,	  “Walmley	  corridor”	  and	  the	  A38.	  
All	  three	  roads	  run	  in	  relative	  parallel	  and	  the	  capacity	  is	  impacted	  by	  Area	  A,	  B,	  and	  
C.	  The	  A38	  is	  impacted	  by	  all	  four	  areas	  including	  D.	  

The	  only	  planned	  infrastructure	  change	  is	  the	  A38	  entry/exit	  into	  Area	  D.	  Therefore	  
the	  current	  arterial	  roads	  as	  mentioned	  above	  taking	  the	  additional	  capacity	  from	  
the	  SUE	  will	  be	  the	  Birmingham	  Road,	  “Walmley	  Corridor”	  and	  the	  A38.	  The	  scoring	  
assessment	  on	  transport	  provision	  	  has	  not	  acknowledged	  the	  cumulative	  impact	  of	  
when	  	  existing	  traffic	  from	  Areas	  A	  and	  B	  meets	  the	  existing	  traffic	  in	  Area	  C	  in	  
addition	  to	  the	  forecasted	  additional	  capacity	  (whether	  by	  car,	  bus	  or	  cycle)	  from	  the	  
“	  to	  be	  “	  SUE.	  

- Re:	  “Remoteness	  from	  Basic	  Service	  Provision”	  

The	  scoring	  assessment	  is	  unclear	  for	  the	  following	  reasons:	  

- Area	  B	  is	  the	  more	  remote	  location	  from	  any	  basic	  service	  provision	  (I	  
include	  as	  public	  transport	  and	  retail	  facilities).	  	  

- The	  cross	  city	  train	  stations	  are	  remote	  from	  Areas	  B,	  C	  and	  D	  but	  not	  Area	  A.	  	  
- Areas	  C	  and	  D	  have	  limited	  basic	  service	  provision	  in	  comparison	  to	  Area	  A	  

and	  B.	  	  
- Area	  B	  and	  C	  residents	  travel	  to	  Areas	  A	  and/or	  D	  for	  use	  of	  supermarkets.	  	  

	  
10. Page	  80	  -‐	  the	  background	  to	  the	  following	  sentence	  is	  unclear	  	  	  “	  …whilst	  area	  C2	  on	  its	  

own	  could	  accommodate	  a	  SUE	  it	  is	  logical	  to	  use	  the	  whole	  of	  Area	  C,	  t
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However	  the	  scoring	  performances	  for	  sustainable	  transport	  are	  “Likely	  to	  be	  
sustainable	  and	  contribute	  to	  SA	  Objective”.	  But	  if	  credentials	  are	  not	  apparent	  until	  end	  
of	  plan	  period	  this	  surely	  undermines	  the	  very	  theme	  of	  NPPF	  which	  pursues	  
sustainable	  development.	  It	  is	  unclear	  how	  an	  Area	  can	  be	  considered	  to	  be	  realistic	  and	  
deliverable	  if	  many	  characteristics	  of	  the	  development	  are	  not	  expected	  to	  be	  delivered	  
until	  plan	  end.	  This	  is	  in	  fact	  an	  impediment	  to	  sustainable	  development.	  
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13. Page	  85	  	  paragraph	  6	  states	  “1%'2+"'&),"'0#'2+"',<,2)3%)AB"'<$A)%'"62"%,30%^:2+"'
/"C"B0(4"%2'0#',"$C3&",'?+3&+'4""2'%"?')%/'"63,23%*'%""/,H',<,2)3%)AB"'2$)%,(0$2'
3%#$),2$<&2<$"H'*$""%'3%#$),2$<&2<$"')%/'?),2"'4)%)*"4"%2'4"),<$",:[!

It	  is	  unclear	  how	  the	  “existing	  needs	  “for	  each	  of	  the	  four	  main	  Areas	  and	  sub	  areas	  have	  
been	  identified,	  presented	  as	  evidence	  	  and	  then	  scored	  accordingly	  particularly	  with	  
regards	  to	  sustainable	  transport.	  During	  consultation	  many	  of	  the	  residents	  comments	  
raised	  concerns	  that	  existing	  needs	  had	  not	  been	  taken	  into	  consideration.	  

14. Page	  A9/GA6	  -‐	  Peddimore	  -‐	  the	  existing	  constraints	  which	  indicated	  the	  “necessity	  for	  
this	  allocation”	  have	  now	  been	  mitigated	  with	  the	  release	  of	  up	  to	  33ha	  best	  quality	  




