Knowle, Dorridge and Bentley Heath (KDBH) Neighbourhood Forum CIO

LAND SOUTH OF KNOWLE (ARDEN TRIANGLE)

OUTLINE PLANNING APPLICATION NO PL/2023/02294/PPOL

RESPONSE OF

KNOWLE, DORRIDGE AND BENTLEY HEATH NEIGHBOURHOOD FORUM

INTRODUCTION

The Knowle, Dorridge and Bentley Heath Neighbourhood Forum (“The Forum”) has reviewed the
above application for the following development:

Outline planning application for access with all other matters reserved for the construction of up to
450 houses, provision of land for primary School, infrastructure, engineering works, open space and
associated works.

This response sets out the shortcomings of the application; explains why the application should be
refused; and offers formal reasons for refusal.

The Forum wishes to be consulted on any amendments that may be submitted.

PRELIMINARY MATTERS
1. Absence of adequate Context Masterplan

The need for comprehensive masterplans covering the major areas allocated for development in the
emerging Local Plan has been a central plank of the Council’s deliberations. Policy H1 of the Knowle,
Dorridge and Bentley Heath (KDBH) Neighbourhood Plan 2019 also establishes a clear expectation
that, for the whole of the strategic allocation, “a concept or masterplan or design brief including
design coding will have been prepared in consultation with the Neighbourhood Forum prior to
submission of a planning application”.

In an attempt to fulfil this role, but in a manner fashioned to meet developer ambitions, the applicant
has submitted a “Knowle — Master Plan” covering the extent of the application site. The Forum
regards this masterplan as inadequate and unacceptable for the following reasons:

e Itis not comprehensive. It does not cover the whole of the KN2 allocation. There are
unresolved matters such as the development or otherwise of a replacement to Arden
Academy and its integration with the primary school, matters that are bound to have an effect
on land uses within the application site and the way in which they are accessed and serviced.

e Without a comprehensive picture of the development of the whole of the KN2 allocation, it is
not possible to satisfactorily assess matters such as traffic impacts and the way in which they
are mitigated and accommodated; an appropriate drainage strategy for the totality of the
development; a phasing strategy that reflects infrastructure provision (including schools) and
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the need to minimise environmental impacts; the funding and delivery of infrastructure
including any developer contributions; and appropriate land use relationships.

e Without an overview, there is a danger of losing sight of wider implications. The Local Plan
puts the housing requirement for Knowle, Dorridge and Bentley Heath at 808 dwellings. The
applicant is suggesting that the Arden Triangle site now has capacity for 825 dwellings. In
addition, some 200 dwellings would come forward from the KN1 site. With windfalls likely to
contribute an additional 400 or so dwellings by 2036, the loss of Green Belt land can now be
seen as disproportionate.

e The Knowle — Master Plan has not been subject to public engagement and it has no status.

e The Knowle — Master Plan does not address key findings from the Forum’s specially
commissioned landscape assessment of the site! and the heritage and masterplanning
studies? as referenced under Policy H1 of the KDBH Neighbourhood Plan:

o The southern parcels should only be developed once the more northerly parcels have
come forward.

o Densities should ensure a sensitive transition from north to south and west to east
with densities reducing accordingly to effect the transition to the rural edge.

o Existing tree and hedgerow cover should be protected.

o Itisimperative to establish a strong landscape buffer along the Warwick Road
frontage, protection of the Cuttle Brook Local Wildlife Site and a substantial buffer to
protect the priority habitats.

e With regard to the primary school site, it is unclear whether the whole site has been shown or
whether further land in other ownerships remains to be provided. Reference is made in the
Transport Statement to vehicular access being from adjoining land with no indication of how
this relates to the land shown for the school. The illustrated access arrangements as shown
on the Knowle - Master Plan are unacceptable and will lead to significant congestion.

e Many essential components are presented as “opportunities” and “potential” provisions. The
Master Plan is illustrative with no degree of commitment.

It is of fundamental importance that, in providing for the proper planning of the wider area,
agreement to the key elements of an agreed, comprehensive masterplan precedes any piecemeal
development.

2. Planning Statement and Other Supporting Documents

Although all matters except access are reserved for approval at a later date, there are a number of
important (additional) considerations that arise from the Planning Statement and Other Supporting
Documents which are relevant at this outline stage. These include:

1 Arden Triangle, Site Specific Landscape and Visual Assessment, Crestwood Environmental 2019
2 Heritage and Character Assessment October 2017 and Masterplanning/Design Coding November 2017- Urban
Vision Enterprise CIC
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Engagement in Masterplanning: Contrary to the impression given in the Planning Statement, the
Forum was not invited to attend or contribute to the masterplanning workshops run by Kler Group Ltd
(KGL). At no time have the Forum’s demands for a comprehensive masterplan been heeded by the
developer. Itis misleading to suggest that the Forum has been actively engaged.

Consultation with the community: Consultation exercises carried out on behalf of KGL gave very
little meaningful information about the development and included no plans. It is not surprising that
there were few responses. Such responses as there were highlighted the lack of information and
opposition to the scheme. The extent of involvement with the community and with the Forum has
been exaggerated.

Proposal for a new Arden Academy: The proposal to build a replacement Academy on a new site
within the KN2 allocation has not been rejected. The Council has provided further evidence on the
topic. The most recent letter from the Inspectors (6 March 2023) says that they “will give this
consideration”.

Non-acceptability of the KN2 site by the Inspectors: The Inspectors’ letter of 6 March 2023
discusses Arden Academy on the KN2 site and then goes on to confirm that the overall spatial strategy
and the other housing site allocations are in principle appropriate. Therefore, the principle of
appropriateness does not extend to the KN2 site.

Neighbourhood Plan Policies: The applicant has essentially ighored policies from the
Neighbourhood Plan. Although policies are listed, there is no analysis of their provisions and no
attempt to conform with this limb of the development plan. The applicant quotes the National
Planning Policy Framework in the Design and Access Statement: “design policies should be developed
with local communities so they reflect local aspirations”. It is ironic that they have failed to do so yet
this is precisely what was done in formulating the Neighbourhood Plan policies (particularly VC1, H1,
D1 and D2) which they have ignored. In addition, there is no reference to the Heritage and Character
Study or to the Masterplanning /Design Coding Study that informed the Neighbourhood Plan policies.

MAIN REASONS FOR REFUSAL
Notwithstanding the above unresolved matters, there are a number of clear reasons for refusal.
1. Prematurity

The appropriate context for the determination of this planning application will be the Solihull Local
Plan which is currently at its examination stage. Amongst other things, the Local Plan will determine
the policy that will govern future development of the area within which the application site is located
(Policy KN2, South of Knowle (Arden Triangle)). The policy is intended to address matters that include
land uses, principles of development, infrastructure requirements, Green Belt enhancements and
master-planning.

Representations covering matters that include densities, structure planting, developer contributions,
access to enhanced bus services, retention of rights of way, adherence to a concept masterplan
document and coverage of planning obligations have yet to be determined.

The proposed development would fail to accord with key aspects of the emerging policy and the
matters addressed in the representations. Bearing in mind the Secretary of State’s guidance (NPPF,
Paras 49 and 50), the scale of the proposed development and the significance of the knock-on effects,
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the plan-making process and decisions on the key identified matters would be unacceptably
undermined.?

On an additional but related matter, the Government has proposed changes to the NPPF which clearly
signal that Green Belt boundaries need not be reviewed or altered when making plans in order to
meet objectively assessed need in full. Upon consultation in the context of the Local Plan, the Forum
will submit representations to the Council. These will focus on whether the loss of so much Green Belt
for housing around the villages of Knowle and Dorridge can be justified. In this regard, this application
is premature pending confirmation of the proposed changes to the NPPF and their implications for the
Solihull Local Plan.

Formal Reason for Refusal:

The Solihull Local Plan is at an advanced stage of its preparation. The Plan addresses in
comprehensive terms the planning of the area (Arden Triangle) within which the application site is
located. The proposed development would be contrary to the provisions of Policy KN2 of the
emerging Local Plan, to representations that have yet to be determined and to key master-planning
requirements. Bearing in mind the scale and nature of the proposed development as well as the
knock-on effects for the planning of the Arden Triangle as a whole, determination of the application at
this stage would unacceptably prejudice the outcome of the plan-making process and the proper
planning of future development within the Arden Triangle. Determination of the application is also
premature in the light of proposed Government changes to national planning policy.

2. Green Belt — Absence of Very Special Circumstances

“Very special circumstances” are summarised in Section 7.2 to 7.6 of the applicant’s Planning
Statement. They are that harm to openness would only be low to medium; also, that the 5-year
housing land supply is inadequate and deteriorating. In addition, reference has been made elsewhere
to “supportive” appeal decisions.

“Openness” is one of the essential characteristics of Green Belts (NPPF Para 137). Itis undeniable that
this part of the Green Belt would be less open following the development of 450 houses and ancillary
development. It denies common sense to say that, following this built development, the harm would
only be low to moderate. In any event, openness would not be preserved and very special
circumstances would be required to justify it.*

Itis acknowledged that a material shortfall in the 5-year housing land supply could, in certain
circumstances, be regarded as a very special circumstance.®> However, as noted above, the housing
site allocation has not been accepted in principle. Other site allocations have been accepted in
principle. Itis to be expected that other sites would be assessed for their potential contribution ahead
of the KN2 allocation.

As to the various appeal decisions, these can be distinguished from the circumstances of the present
application. One was decided in the absence of any significant objections to the principle of
development; another involved urgent school expansion alongside housing for which there was
support; and a third involved land deemed to serve no Green Belt purposes where there were only
four unresolved objections.

3 See also appeal decisions APP/W4325/W/22/3313729, 3313734, 3313737, 3313741, 3313743, 3313775 and
3313777

4 See R (0ao Amanda Boot) v Elmbridge BC [2017] EWHC 12 (Admin)

5 But see NPPF Footnotes 7 and 8
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Formal Reason for Refusal:

The proposed development would constitute inappropriate development in the Green Belt.
Inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should not be approved
except in very special circumstances. The reasons given in support of the planning application,
whether individually or cumulatively, do not amount to very special circumstances. The proposed
development would be harmful by definition and would unacceptably affect the openness of the
Green Belt as well as the purposes for which the Green Belt was defined. The proposal is contrary to
Policy P17 of the Solihull Local Plan 2013, Policy VC1 of the Knowle, Dorridge and Bentley Heath
Neighbourhood Plan and Policy P17 of the emerging Solihull Local Plan Submission Draft.

3. Density

The application documentation does not contain any specific details regarding proposed densities.
However, with a net developable area stated to be 11.206 ha, this translates to an overall residential
density of over 40 dph. Given that the applicant’s Design Code shows low density housing set within
larger plots along the Grove Road and Warwick Road frontages, the resultant densities in central parts
of the site would be intolerable.

Such densities would be well in excess of the levels considered appropriate for the location. Under
the emerging Local Plan, this would be classed as “high density”; yet low to medium densities are
deemed appropriate to this part of the KN2 allocation.

The proposed densities would be significantly in excess of densities characteristic of KDBH and would
have a considerable adverse impact on the character and appearance of the KDBH area. They would
be contrary to NPPF guidance, Policy P15 of the Solihull Local Plan 2013, Policy P5 of the emerging
Local Plan and Policies VC1, H1 and D1 of the KDBH Neighbourhood Plan. In addition, the Heritage
and Character Studies undertaken for the Forum as part of the evidence base of the Neighbourhood
Plan provide evidence supporting the appropriateness of lower densities within the KDBH area.

The nearby Middlefield Springs development was an attempt by the Council to raise densities in the
area. However, the resulting development is clear evidence that such densities result in poor housing
developments that are locally unpopular, fail to take account of topography, have poor parking areas,
a congested layout and a significant lack of planting. The purpose of the Neighbourhood Plan is to
ensure future developments are of higher standards that respect the quality and character of the
area.

Formal Reason for Refusal:

The construction of up to 450 houses together with the associated works would result in a density of
development that would be significantly harmful to the character and appearance of the area,
contrary to Policy P15 of the Solihull Local Plan 2013, Policy P5 of the emerging Local Plan and Policies
VC1, H1 and D1 of the KDBH Neighbourhood Plan.

4. Access

Access is not a reserved matter. As such matters relating to access to and within the site and how
these fit into the surrounding network are to be determined in full as part of this application.
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The principal objection to the matter of access is that of prematurity as set out above. An agreed
comprehensive masterplan is first necessary. In this regard, the Transport Assessment (TA) is based
on the “Concept Masterplan for KN2” prepared by the KN2 developers (excluding Solihull Council).
This has not been subject to any consultation and has no status.

Concern about the impact of additional traffic on the local network is a major issue for local residents.
Accordingly, there are matters of detail arising from the TA which the Forum considers should also be
addressed at this stage. These include:

e This site does not meet the criteria in Local Plan Policies P7 and P8 for proposed housing
developments in respect of the provision of bus services, cycling infrastructure and walking
distances to key facilities. In addition, the capacity of such facilities, such as doctors’ surgeries,
is not assessed. The extent to which it is accessible and suitable for development is
exaggerated.® An accurate baseline is required.

e The proposed improvements to pedestrian routes, cycleways and bus stops are inadequate to
achieve improvements in sustainable travel.” Enhanced bus services are necessary.

e The TA assumes 86% of the new primary school trips will be by foot. This is based on national
schools’ data. The assumption should be tested based on local data. Experience of car
parking congestion at school peak times would suggest the figure is too high.

e Some of the findings in relation to the safety and capacity of junctions do not correlate with
local experience. For example, with regard to the Grove Road/Warwick Road junction, the TA
notes (para 9.56) that the junction would be operating close to 85% RFC (ratio of flow to
capacity) and experiencing moderate queues and delay. The TA also states (para 9.57) that
there is no evidence of an underlying highway safety issue. This is not the perception of local
residents. This is seen as a quite dangerous junction, worsened by the proximity of Norton
Green Lane and the tight radius on the south side of the junction. The frustration of waiting
up to 50 seconds to exit Grove Road is likely to compound the situation.

Many of the junctions assessed will be over, or almost at, capacity by 2036. Whilst it is accepted that
the developer should only assume responsibility for mitigation work that is necessitated by their
developments, it is essential that this is based on a comprehensive masterplan linked to a
comprehensive implementation plan covering both physical works and contributions to service
improvements. The mitigation currently proposed is both limited in scale and piecemeal in its delivery
and is therefore unacceptable.

Formal Reason for Refusal:

The Transport Assessment is based on a masterplan for the KN2 site which has no status. It cannot
therefore be relied upon to determine the detailed access arrangements for the proposed
development. The application does not provide satisfactory details of access and is therefore contrary
to the provisions of Policy KN2 of the emerging Solihull Local Plan and Policies H1, T2, T3, T4 and T5 of
the Knowle, Dorridge and Bentley Heath Neighbourhood Plan.

6 Examples: bus services along the Warwick Road past the site are at best hourly and limited to 10am-4pm.
There are no commercial high frequency services in the vicinity. There are no dedicated cycle routes within
Knowle apart from that on Warwick Road north towards Solihull town centre. Most facilities are beyond the
acceptable 1km walking distance and only just within the maximum 2km.

7 Note: it is assumed that 78% of trips would still be by car, excluding school trips, and only 2.3% by bus (as
existing).
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RESERVED MATTERS

As indicated above, there are sound reasons for refusal on the grounds of prematurity, harm to the
Green Belt and the effect on the character and appearance of the area as a result of the high density
of development. With regard to the reserved matters (which comprise appearance, landscaping,
layout and scale), the related material as submitted with the planning application is seriously flawed
and cannot be relied upon as the basis for future approval.

Appearance

e The Design and Access Statement offers little specific design guidance and no understanding
of Neighbourhood Plan matters.

e There is no understanding of how the topography of the site (a major problem at the adjoining
Middlefield Springs development) is to be respected in the design process.

e There is no reference to how the principles set out in Neighbourhood Plan Policy H1 are to be
taken into account.

e Guidance on building heights is not related to any assessment of topography.
Landscaping

e Interms of street scene and character, there would be significant and harmful loss of virtually
all trees along the Warwick Road frontage. Repeated reference to the site’s containment does
not sit well with the proposed tree loss. The opening-up of the site does not appear to have
been taken into account in the assessment of visual harm.

e Astrong landscape buffer is needed along the Warwick Road frontage as part of major
structural planting.

e The results of the Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment do not correspond to the findings
of the Forum’s site-specific Landscape and Visual Assessment (which does not appear to have
been taken into account).

e Other parts of the Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment are wanting including the
assessment of topography, the appraisal of tree and hedgerow removal and details of access

improvements to the wider Green Belt.

e Thereis no response to Neighbourhood Plan Policy NE1 (protection of trees of amenity value
even if not formally protected).

e Itis difficult to tell which trees and hedgerows would be retained. Reliance cannot be placed
on the illustrative masterplan. There must be certainty over the retention or otherwise of
trees, hedgerows and other important landscape features.

Layout

e Access to the primary school, if proposed along a “secondary street,” is totally unacceptable
and would likely lead to congestion and parking problems.

e There needs to be a commitment to important footpath links.
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Scale

Layout needs to respond to topography.

The extensive use of private drives is questionable.

There is no clarity over residential density. There is no statement as to the meaning of low,
medium and medium-high in the Design and Access Statement.

Specific guidance is needed on the scale of development in different parts of the site so as to
ensure a satisfactory transition to the surrounding countryside.

Highest densities and heights in the centre of the site would conflict with the Forum’s
Masterplanning/Design and Design Coding Study and with the site-specific Landscape Study.

Density rationale also needs to be considered in relation to topography.
Higher densities should be further west adjoining existing higher density development.
The scale of development will give rise to a cramped appearance, harmful to the character

and appearance of the area (as above); also, to related problems such as overbearing impact,
overlooking and loss of daylight and sunlight.

Roger Cook
Chair, Knowle, Dorridge and Bentley Heath Neighbourhood Forum
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