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

APPLICATION REFERENCE: PL/2023/02294/PPOL
Land South Of Knowle (Arden Triangle) Warwick Road Knowle B93 OFF

ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS OF KNOWLE, DORRIDGE AND BENTLEY HEATH
NEIGHBOURHOOD FORUM

INTRODUCTION

The following comments are made by the Knowle, Dorridge and Bentley Heath
Neighbourhood Forum (the Forum) on some key outstanding issues and are additional to
those submitted by the Forum on 29 November 2023 and 1 December 2024. They have
been drafted following sight of the case officer’s committee report.

SUMMARY:

This is a headline summary of the additional representations made by the Forum in detail
below:

e Masterplanning and Consultation: the Forum considers that there has been a
significant failing in both masterplanning and consultation.

e Primary School Location: the location of the school site is unacceptable in principle
and needs to be addressed at this stage. The proposals do not accord with
Neighbourhood Plan Policies ECF2, T3 and T4.

e Building Heights and design:

o fail to achieve a sensitive transition and respond to local topography, and the
proposals do not accord with Neighbourhood Plan Policies H1 and D1. The
applicant has stated that building heights and parameters plans are a
challenge but they have little room to amend the scheme; however, no
reasoned explanation is given.

o Although the Building Height Parameter Plan relates to a matter that is to be
reserved, the applicant would be entitled to rely on the illustrative material
unless explicitly excluded.

o The production of a Neighbourhood Plan was undertaken in an attempt to
avoid any future repetition of unacceptable development, specifically the
poor design and layout of the Middlefield development; the case officer’s
report in fact notes that application proposals would be directly comparable
with the Middlefield development.

e Landscaping — Warwick Road Frontage and Other Matters:

o The proposals involve the loss of the pine trees along the Warwick Road
frontage. The replacement planting would be weak and fail to achieve the
impact of the structural landscaping expected by the Forum. Failure to
protect mature and important trees, groups of trees and hedgerows
(including 10 oak trees the subject of a TPO) is a clear breach of
Neighbourhood Plan Policy NE1. The Forum disputes the conclusion that
Neighbourhood Plan policies have been satisfied.
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o Other unresolved matters relate to ecology and the provision of public open
space. The movement and green infrastructure as illustrated on the
applicant’s plan fails to work satisfactorily as the Gardner land is excluded.

o The scheme fails to accord with Neighbourhood Plan Policy H1.

e Grove Road / Warwick Road Junction: there is significant road safety concern of the
impact of the development on this junction and without appropriate assessment and
junction improvements the Forum contends the proposal should not be approved.

e Sustainable Travel Improvements: the Forum contend that the conclusions on the
sustainable travel improvements are a work of fiction; they do not properly reflect
the semi-rural location with very poor bus services or the local topography. The KN2-
wide impacts remain unclear.

e Planning Conditions: The Forum objects to proposed Condition 5, to require the
development to be “broadly in accordance” with the plans would give tacit approval
to proposals that are clearly unacceptable and contrary to the Neighbourhood Plan.

e |s KDBH a ‘Village’: regarding KDBH as a “village” would have far-reaching and
potentially unintended consequences. The Forum requests that the Committee
resolves to give further consideration to this matter in the context of the forthcoming
Green Belt / Call for Sites assessment and minutes this decision.

DETAILED RESPONSE
Masterplan

It is a continuing disappointment that, after such a long evolution, there is still no
comprehensive masterplan for the Arden Triangle. Although an “illustrative land use
masterplan” was approved by Cabinet in December 2024, this was a basis for identifying the
land to be transferred to the Council for the expansion of the Arden Academy site. More
detailed planning matters (including access arrangements, green and blue infrastructure and
matters of general design) were to have been the subject of further considerations.

Whilst further work and consultation on a detailed concept masterplan was envisaged, the
promised collaboration fizzled out after a single meeting. The Forum has yet to see the
results of the consultant’s work. Applications are still being considered in a vacuum with no
agreement on development principles and no joined up thinking on planning and design.

The case officer’s report concludes that, given the outline nature of the application, there
will be further opportunity for engagement with the local community and key stakeholders
to help shape the future of the wider site. That ignores the whole purpose of a
comprehensive masterplan — to set the context for the detailed planning and development
of the area.

Consultation
Another significant failure has been the consultation process. The Forum has attempted to

engage with the applicant’s agents and present legitimate but constructive feedback. The
latest round of promised responses has been direct to the Council. The Forum has been
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given a response date of 1 April 2025 for a meeting on 2 April 2025. The recommendations
in the report have been made without recourse to the consultation responses.

In conclusion the Forum considers that there has been a significant failing in both master
planning and consultation.

Primary School Location — Related Problems

Problems relating to the unsuitability of the primary school location were raised at the
Cabinet meeting in December 2024, when the illustrative land use masterplan was
approved. However, discussion of planning matters was deferred to Planning Committee.

Education comments by the Council’s children’s services department (6 December 2023 and
18 March 2025) assume that the proposal will need to deliver Section 106 contributions to
cover education infrastructure. There is no assessment of the site in locational terms, nor of
the ability to accommodate within the site, adequate provision for parking, turning, drop-off
and the like.

In terms of highway matters, the response dated 25 March 2025 from SMBC Highways
states:

“It is noted that the proposals are for the provision of land for the primary school,
and further planning applications will be required to deliver the school, with
associated documents to assess the detailed transport implications of the proposed
school.”

However, these comments ignore the fact that the location of the school site is
unacceptable in principle and needs to be addressed at this stage.

The first problem is that all vehicular traffic accessing and leaving the site will have to travel
right through the housing estate to reach the westerly location (see KDBH Plan 1). In the
morning peak hour, it is estimated that some 99 vehicular movements, or up to 27% of the
total, will be school related. Further, considerable congestion can be anticipated at the head
of the cul-de-sac that accesses the school site as parents drop off, pick up or wait for their
children as well as turning to exit the area.

Contrary to NPPF Para 115 b), suitable access to the site for all users cannot be assured.

Neighbourhood Plan Policy ECF2: Formal Education — Location of New Schools supports new
schools provided that:

“...the location is conveniently located for pupils from within the KDBH Area and has
adequate car parking, safe drop off and pick up provision and easy access by local
public transport without any significant additional impact on traffic generation. New
or improved walking and cycling routes will be strongly encouraged.”

AF/28.03.25



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

These provisions are not met by the application proposals. The proposals do not accord
with Neighbourhood Plan Policy ECF2. No material considerations are advanced by way of
justification.

With regard to pedestrian and cycle connections, the comments of SMBC Highways refer to
pedestrian / cycle connections linking to Barton Drive (Grove Road) to the west and the
Taylor Wimpey development to the east. However, there is no mention of the link
(bridleway) through to Station Road to the north.

To avoid the likely delays in proximity to the school entrance, many parents will drop off or
pick up their children at the head of this bridleway. This is an inherently hazardous and
congested location, located as it is on the busy Station Road close to the dangerous junction
with Purnells Way (see KDBH Plan 2). The safety of the children and the safety and free flow
of the traffic will be significantly compromised. The dangerous situation, already caused by
Arden pupils and their parents, will be compounded.

In addition, the proposed pedestrian access via the right of way onto Grove Road is totally
impractical. Itis less than a metre wide and impassable when wet.

Neighbourhood Plan Policies T3: Walking Infrastructure and T4: Cycling Infrastructure call for
consideration of the needs of pedestrians and cyclists and provision for safe and free-flowing
movement. These requirements have not been met. The proposals do not accord with
Neighbourhood Plan Policies T3 and T4.

The safety and traffic implications of the primary and nursery school location have not been
addressed by the Council’s highways department. At the very least, the application should
be deferred to allow for a proper assessment of the situation (including by Children’s
Services).

Building Heights and Design

The Forum has consistently stressed the need for a sensitive transition between
development at the Arden Triangle and the open countryside beyond. This has policy
expression in the Neighbourhood Plan.

Neighbourhood Plan Policy H1 (Housing on Allocated and Larger Sites) states, “Housing...
shall address the matters set out below and amplified in the following text”.

The following text states, “Particular care must be taken to respond to local topography...”;
also, “Any development on the edge of the built settlements should respect the low
landscape capacity and include a sensitive transition between the built environment and the
open countryside or Green Belt to avoid the appearance of overdevelopment...”.

Policy D1: Character and Appearance echoes the latter point. In assessing the acceptability
of the design of development, one of the criteria states, “where on the edge of the built-up
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area, achieve a sensitive transition between the built environment and the open
countryside.”

The rationale is set out in the evidence base document “Knowle, Dorridge and Bentley Heath
Neighbourhood Plan, Heritage and Character Assessment, October 2017”, Section 6.2
(Recommendations for Policy).

The Neighbourhood Forum later commissioned the study “Potential Solihull Local Plan
Housing Allocations: Arden Road (sic) Triangle, Site Specific Landscape and Visual Appraisal”,
December 2020. This included the following conclusion and recommendation (Para 3.4.8):

To account for landscape and visual considerations and the Green Belt context
ensuring any development is contained and does not lead to further encroachment,
development would need to be phased in an easterly direction, with higher density
development closer to the existing settlement edge and any development further east
being of a progressively lower density [emphasis added].

With regard to the application proposals, the following points may be noted:

e The Building Height Parameter Plan is not showing an appropriate transition in
building heights west to east across the site. Development up to three stories in
height (and the highest density) is illustrated close to Warwick Road whilst the areas
internal to the site show development of up to two stories in height. This is totally
contrary to the landscape evidence on transition to the countryside commissioned
and submitted by the Forum.

e The applicant’s agent has stated that “building heights and parameters plans remain
a challenge for us and whilst we have looked at these issues in detail, we have
reluctantly concluded that this is one area of the scheme we have little room to
amend.” However, no reasoned explanation is given.

e By failing to achieve a sensitive transition and respond to local topography, the
proposals do not accord with Neighbourhood Plan Policies H1 and D1.

e Although the Building Height Parameter Plan relates to a matter that is reserved for
later consideration, the applicant would be entitled to rely on the illustrative material
unless explicitly excluded.

The case officer’s report notes that the application proposals would be directly comparable
with the Middlefield development. As a reminder, local concerns about the poor design and
layout of that scheme led to the establishment of the Neighbourhood Forum and the
production of a Neighbourhood Plan in an attempt to avoid any future repetition of such
unacceptable development.

Landscaping — Warwick Road Frontage and Other Matters
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The Forum’s specially commissioned Site Specific Landscape and Visual Assessment for the
Arden Triangle, as referred to above, includes the following comment (Para 3.1.9):

To make any development acceptable, it is considered significant landscaping
improvements would be needed along the eastern boundary of the southern half of
the Site. In comparison to further north within the Site, boundary vegetation cover
adjacent to the Warwick Road in the southern half of the Site is weak, lacks an
understorey or continuous hedge and comprises pine trees with a high canopy.

The applicant’s proposals involve the loss of the pine trees along the Warwick Road frontage.
The replacement planting would be weak and fail to achieve the impact of the structural
landscaping that has long been called for by the Forum.

Elsewhere, the Forum notes that the failure to protect mature and important trees, groups
of trees and hedgerows (including 10 oak trees the subject of a TPO) is a clear breach of
Neighbourhood Plan Policy NE1: Trees, Hedgerows and Woodland. Other unresolved
matters relate to ecology and the provision of public open space. The Forum disputes the
conclusion that Neighbourhood Plan policies have been satisfied.

On a related point, the movement and green infrastructure as illustrated on the applicant’s
plan fails to work satisfactorily; the Gardner land is excluded so movement and public open
space along the Warwick Road is incomplete.

In addition, there is a failure to accord with Neighbourhood Plan Policy H1: Housing on
Allocated and Larger Sites which seeks to ensure that main access routes into and through a
development reflect the green character of existing key routes in the villages by
incorporating tree planting and landscaping along frontages.

Grove Road / Warwick Road Junction

The consultation response from the Council’s highways department dated 7 February 2025
included the following comment:

“..there is evidence of an underlying highway safety issue, and the RSA audit team
consider there to be a significant road safety problem. On that basis, it is concluded
that further investigation of the Grove Road/Warwick Road junction is necessary to
determine what additional mitigation measures could be implemented at this
location.”

In its response, the applicant’s highways consultant has stated (in a re-interpretation of the
request):

SMBC'’s Highway Design team request the investigation of additional mitigation

measures at the Warwick Road/Grove Road junction to address the issue of forward
visibility for vehicles turning right into Grove Road.
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An assessment of the achievable forward visibility for a right turning vehicle, and other
mitigation measures, are apparently shown on Drawing No ADC1947-DR-021-P2. This
drawing is not available on the Applications Portal. Be that as it may, members will know
that problems associated with the junction are by no means limited to that of traffic turning
right into Grove Road. For example:

e Turning into Grove Road from the direction of Chadwick End represents an awkward
manoeuvre (need to ‘line up’ with the junction; avoid exiting vehicles; avoid the
relatively high kerb to the southern radius; avoid southbound traffic on Warwick
Road). Traffic entering Grove Road tends to cross to the ‘wrong’ side of the road.

e Anecdotal evidence suggests an accident rate far higher than the official statistics.

e There are lots of unrecorded incidents (for example, damage to the fascia of cars
hitting the high kerb to the south of the junction).

e The junction (and accidents) needs to be considered in conjunction with the Norton
Green Lane junction. For example, the drivers of vehicles exiting Norton Green Lane
could draw out into the path of vehicles signalling to turn left into Grove Road from
Warwick Road.

e In 2036, the RFC for the junction (traffic exiting from Grove Road) is calculated to be
81% (very close to the 85% threshold).

e Maximum delays are put at 45.61 seconds. Delayed drivers will be tempted to make
a ‘risky’ exit at what is already an unsatisfactory junction.

e The carriageway (after local widening) will only be 5m wide with no footways

e NB the ‘tight’ radius on the south side of Grove Road.

In the absence of appropriate junction improvements, the proposal should not be
approved.

Sustainable Travel Improvements

The applicant’s transport and highways consultants indicate that proposed sustainable traffic
improvements will achieve a 15% reduction in car trips. In this regard, a number of
interventions are proposed. These include various physical works and other (travel plan)
measures. The travel plan measures comprise:

e Two 6-week bus taster tickets to all households; and
e Travel Plan measures including monitoring fee, Travel Packs.

Financial contributions are to be made in lieu of other measures.
The proposals in the travel plan will be completely ineffectual. For example, there will be no
significant benefit from a two-week bus taster package for new residents. The current bus

service is very poor. Unless some major improvements are proposed, nothing will happen
after the two-week period expires.
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Claims of a 15% future reduction in traffic are based on an edge-of-town location.
Application to a semi-rural location with very poor bus services is unrealistic bearing in mind
also local topography such as the hill into Knowle and along Grove Rd and into Dorridge.

The comments of SMBC Highways state:

“The [financial] contribution, in combination from others from the planned
development in Knowle, will enable delivery of the necessary infrastructure to
enable the vision for Knowle and mitigate cumulative impacts to an acceptable
degree.”

However, these comments appear to represent a clear leap in faith. There is no data that
supports these conclusions. The requested full multi-modal trip generation assessment has
not been supplied and there is no assessment of the estimated number of active travel and
public transport trips let alone the claimed 15% reduction in car trips. The conclusions on
the sustainable travel improvements are a pure work of fiction.

An overall strategy for dealing with traffic impacts is lacking. Whilst technical data may
have been submitted with each application, the KN2-wide impacts are unclear. There is no
demonstration, understandable by residents, of what the entire development means to
junctions and other necessary improvements in the wider area.

Planning Conditions

The Forum objects to proposed Condition 5 in the strongest possible terms. The listed plans
contain details (albeit illustrative) that are contrary to the provisions of the Knowle, Dorridge
and Bentley Heath Neighbourhood Plan. To require the development to be “broadly in
accordance” with the plans would give tacit approval to proposals that are clearly
unacceptable.

Postscript

The case officer’s report concludes that, for the purposes of interpreting Green Belt policy,
KDBH is a “village”. This conclusion would have far-reaching and potentially unintended
consequences. If applied to other surrounding land, the community would not enjoy the
protection of full Green Belt status. Grey belt rules would apply and the purpose of checking
unrestricted sprawl and preventing the merger of neighbouring towns would not apply. As
an example, the Council would be ill-equipped to prevent the coalescence of Knowle and
Solihull.

From the perspective of evaluating the Green Belt, the Forum considers that it would be
entirely reasonable to regard KDBH as a ‘town’. Although seen by residents as three joined-
up villages, it is in reality an urban area with a population similar to other towns such as
Kenilworth and greater than the Solihull “towns” of both Shirley and Chelmsley Wood even
through there is no single centre.
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The Forum requests that, notwithstanding the case officer’s conclusion, the Committee
resolves to give further consideration to this matter in the context of the forthcoming
Green Belt / Call for Sites assessment; and minutes this decision.

KDBH Forum Planning Team
on behalf of Roger Cook, Chair

Dated 28 March 2025
Attached:

KDBH Plan 1
KDBH Plan 2
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