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The Knowle, Dorridge and Bentley Heath Neighbourhood Forum (the Forum) has reviewed
the Solihull Council’s ‘Issues and Options’ Consultation Paper and responds as follows:

Do you have any views on the approach the Council is intending to take to continue to

use the legacy plan-making arrangements and move from this consultation to a
Regulation 19 plan later this year?

In proceeding to the Regulation 18 stage of plan preparation, there is little in the way of spatial
options on which to comment. The Forum would prefer to have seen, at the Regulation 18
stage, a draft of the proposed submission version of the plan. This would enable focused
comment on matters of concern and an opportunity to try and influence the final content of the
plan as submitted for examination. Such matters will have to be raised as part of the
examination, an examination that will be extended as a consequence.

Regulation 18 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations
2012 enables interested parties to make representations on what the Local Plan ought

to contain. The Council shall then take those representations into account in formulating the
Plan.

In the event that the Council follows the 'legacy approach’, the Forum considers that, under
Regulation 18, the content of the plan should include:

e Foralldevelopments, a requirement that they shall respect the character and
appearance of the area within which they would be located,;

e Details of any proposed alterations to the Green Belt boundary and of any land to be
safeguarded;

e For any alteration of the Green Belt boundary, supporting evidence in the form of the
Green Belt Assessment and the conclusions of the Call for Sites exercise.

e In connection with the housing requirement figure, a statement of how that figure is to
be achieved, notably in respect of windfalls and new housing allocations;

e For KDBH, a housing requirement figure for the Plan period. Without such a figure
(already requested twice by the Forum) there is a real danger that speculative
development will pre-determine the proper Local Plan process and lead to a potential
oversupply in KDBH to the detriment of the area’s infrastructure and character.

e Forthe ‘site allocations’ component of the housing requirement figure (and in
accordance with the Forum’s residents’ survey), site allocations with a focus, first
on small sites, then medium-sized sites and only then on large sites;

e Forthe allocated sites, a requirement that proposals shall only proceed where they
are in accordance with a concept masterplan or design guide / codes for that particular
site;

e Inrespect of the allocated sites / committed housing developments, an assessment of
the impact on the highway network and the mitigation works that will be needed by way
of mitigation;
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e For applications for 10 or more homes, a requirement that an appropriate
contribution shall be made towards necessary infrastructure including education,
health care, highways, transportation and green infrastructure;

o Aclear phasing plan for site allocations to ensure that development comes forward in a
timely manner consistent with need over the timescale of the Local Plan;

e Theidentification of strategic gaps between KDBH and Solihull; between KDBH and
Hockley Heath, including land along Stratford Road approaching the A34 junction with
the M42; and between KDBH and Meriden (the Meriden gap); and

e Theidentification of a sports hub for KDBH following consultation with local residents
and sports clubs.

The Forum looks forward to the Council’s comments on how the above matters have been taken
into account, as required under Regulation 18.

Do you have any views on this approach the Councilis intending to make regarding the

likely scope of the subsequent Regulation 19 plan to identify broad locations for
growth in years 6-15 of the plan rather than specific sites?

In KDBH, there are already approvals for housing development that could meet the reasonable
needs of the area over a period well into the medium term. There are also proposals coming
forward in the short term which could pre-determine the outcome of the Local Plan unless a
clear indication of an appropriate scale of housing growth in KDBH is established. To adopt an
approach based on broad locations would simply add uncertainty and give rise to further
speculative applications within the broad areas in an attempt to succeed on a first come first
served basis.

The Forum wishes to see certainty over the housing numbers required in the KDBH area to
enable the proper planning of the area over the Local Plan period. With the necessary clarity
provided, we would then wish to see the specific allocation of sites that would contribute to the
supply of housing in the 6-15 year period.

In the meantime, given the extent of existing permissions in KDBH, any further applications on
large sites should be regarded as premature under paragraph 50 a) of the NPPF on the grounds
that the cumulative scale of such proposals would be so significant as to predetermine
decisions about the scale, location or phasing of new development that are central to the
emerging Local Plan.

Moreover, where large scale speculative planning applications for specific sites are submitted in
parallel, it is not possible to assess the cumulative infrastructure impacts and necessary
infrastructure requirements as such proposals are not regarded as ‘committed development’.
They do not therefore properly assess new infrastructure provision. This can only properly and
fully be addressed through the Local Plan process.

Do you believe these are the challenges that the local plan should be addressing? Are

any included that you believe aren’t necessary, or do you believe some are missing?
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Challenge B: Change to Meeting the Borough’s housing and other needs having regard to the
wider housing context. Development needs are not just restricted to housing. Also, the
Borough does not need to meet its own housing needs given the ‘surplus’ in Birmingham.

Add an additional challenge: Making effective use of land without harming valued
environments. This important challenge is unrecognised in the published list.

Do you believe this is the right vision for the Borough, if not why not, and what would

be the alternative?

Change “By 2043” to “Over the period to 2043”. The Vision should not be expressed as a single
date by which it will be achieved. Achievement of the vision will be a continuous process,
achieved over the whole of the plan period.

At the end of the third paragraph, add: “...in an environment that enhances local character and
of which they feel proud”. The quality of the housing environment is an important consideration,
unrecognised in the Vision as drafted.

Change the beginning of the penultimate paragraph so that it reads, “At the heart of the Vision is
a resolve to ensure that all relevant activities...”. Avoids repetition of “underpinned”.

How should the Council, through the Local Plan, seek to maximise the benefit these

key economic assets make to the Borough?

By having policies that, subject to other considerations, are supportive of these major
employers. Key considerations include a sustainable location with good accessibility by public
transport.

How should the Council, through the Local Plan, seek to encourage and plan for other
commercial and employment activity across the Borough?

By allocating land sufficient to meet commercial and employment needs and have policies that,
subject to other considerations, are supportive of these activities. Key considerations include
impact on Green Belt, impact on residential amenity and accessibility by public transport.

Do you believe it is appropriate for the Council, through this plan-making process, to
just seek to accommodate its own needs with any necessary redistribution of housing

needs to be addressed through the emerging West Midlands Spatial Development
Strategy, if not why?

No. The Council should be looking to Birmingham City to accommodate some of its needs.
Recent evidence from the CPRE indicates the Birmingham has land for at least 24,000 more
homes than its reduced requirement. Indeed, the figure could be as high as 30,000, all on non-
Green Belt land. This is a reversal of the situation obtaining in the case of the withdrawn Local
Plan Review where Solihull was expected to contribute to Birmingham’s shortfall.
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It makes sense to maximise the use of non-Green Belt land across the conurbation. Unless
account is taken of the availability of housing land within Birmingham, unacceptable issues
within the countryside and Green Belt in Solihull will be inevitable. A revised housing
requirement figure for Solihull should be derived taking into account the latest information on
land availability. Even ‘existing’ allocations should be reviewed if a fresh look indicates that the
net needs of the Borough can be accommodated with a lower loss of Green Belt land.

The proper application of Green Belt policy (purpose e)) necessitates the recycling of derelict
and other urban land before the loss of Green Belt land. This is a fundamental purpose. It would
be contrary to government policy (and could be challenged at the Examination) to develop on
the Green Belt if spare urban land is available.

Any potential ‘over allocation’ needs to be addressed now, not left until the SPD has progressed.
To ignore the latest evidence on ways of meeting the housing needs of the conurbation means
that unnecessary and damaging allocations will be made under the Solihull Local Plan Review.

Should all of the allocated sites from the 2020 plan be carried forward into the
emerging plan? If not, why not (for instance has there been a material changes in

circumstances with one or more of the allocated sites), if so, please state which site(s)
and how circumstances may have changed)?

On the face of it, that would be a reasonable starting point, given the comments of the
Inspectors before the Solihull Local Plan 2020 was withdrawn. However, in view of the
avalanche of new applications either already submitted or being prepared, this may need to be
reviewed if some planning permissions are granted in advance of the Local Plan process,
thereby affecting the need for all the previous draft housing allocations. This is particularly
relevant to KDBH where the number of applications already submitted, or known to be in
preparation for submission in early 2026, would lead to a disproportionate and unacceptable
level of unplanned housing growth.

A more significant pointis the potential contribution that could be forthcoming from Birminghan
City (see the answer to Q7). ‘Existing’ allocations should be reviewed if a fresh look indicates
that the net needs of the Borough can be accommodated with a lower loss of Green Belt land.

Is there evidence to suggest that this windfall rate should be lower, it’s about right, or

that it should be higher?

The Forum has no data to suggest that, Borough wide, the assumed windfall rate is
inappropriate. However, previous monitoring has shown that the windfall rate in KDBH is higher
than average and is likely to continue in light of NPPF proposals to increase densities within
settlements.
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Are there more opportunities in the town centre or at the NEC to identify additional
capacity, if so, how much more?

If you favour ‘going higher’ in locations such as the town centre or Arden Cross/the
NEC, do you have any views on how high (i.e. the number of storeys) new buildings
could be?

Not to the knowledge of the Forum.

12. Are there any other non-Green Belt opportunities that should be considered? If so

where, what do you think the capacity would be and what evidence is this based on?

Not to the knowledge of the Forum. However, it is noted that in the table at paragraph 70 there is
reference to other Council's meeting Solihull's housing need in their administrative area in non-
Green Belt locations. Whilst not a non-Green Belt location, the planning application by Taylor
Wimpey at Aylesbury Road, Hockley Heath, should be regarded as meeting Solihull's housing
need given that it would form part of Hockley Heath and the development is entirely dependent
on Solihull for its infrastructure needs.

13. What would be an appropriate and justifiable housing supply that could be delivered

at Arden Cross in the plan period, and what is the evidence for this number?

The Forum has no views on this matter.

14. Is there evidence to suggest that any additional capacity for the allocated sites is

possible?

Evidence suggests that achieved capacity is higher than allocation assumptions. This is
confirmed by the data in Appendix A which shows that recent approvals on previous draft site
allocations have yielded 795 dwellings above the assumed capacity. These numbers should be
taken into account in the assessment of housing need.

In KDBH, the capacity of the KN2 site was assumed to be 660. The approved total is 195
dwellings above the estimated capacity. However, there are serious concerns that the resultant
development will fail to reflect the character and appearance of other housing in the area and
that important design considerations have been ignored. As a minimum a master plan / site
specific design guidance and codes should inform development on future allocations.

15. Should the spatial strategy be amended to accommodate at least 1 new settlement?

If so, where could this settlement be located and how many homes could it deliver in
the plan period?

If a sound site for a new settlement could be identified, this would relieve pressure on
marginally acceptable grey belt sites.
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Do you believe there are other examples where large scale development could take
place if integrated infrastructure were provided as part of the development proposals?
If so, where should they be located and what is the leading infrastructure that would
need to be provided?31

There are no known locations within KDBH.

The Arden Triangle development in KDBH well exceeds 500 houses but has notably not been
infrastructure led. Any further proposals of this size in KDBH would not be supported.

17. What are your views on the emerging plan including a balance of site typologies? What
are the advantages and/or disadvantages of incorporating large, medium or small sites
in the land supply?

The residents’ survey that informed the Neighbourhood Plan showed an express preference for
small sites first and only then for medium-sized sites. Large sites were the least favoured.

18. Arethe deliveryrates outlined above reasonable assumptions to be used in calculating
a housing trajectory over the course of a plan?

The rates appear to be reasonable for small sites with a single housebuilder. For large sites with
‘multiple housebuilders’, the rate looks low.

19. What should the Council include in its vision-led approach to promoting sustainable

transport?

The criteria in Local Plan Policy P7 provide a good starting point for identifying potential sites for
allocation. However, distances (actual walking distances, not direct line distances) should be
measured from the centre of a site, not from the entrance to the site or from a point nearest to
transport modes or other services or amenities.

It would be reasonable to nominate sites where there is every possibility that the site could be
made accessible, essentially with developer funding. However, claimed improvements to bus
services should be rejected unless provision and continuity are ‘guaranteed’.

Policies should seek, as an important principle, pedestrian and cycle links towards existing
services and amenities. Connections should be gained to existing footpaths and cycle tracks
and improved routes sought wherever justified. Individual developments should be served by a
safe and convenient internal network of routes. Travel plans should seek to achieve a
successful and on-going shift towards non-car modes. Experience to date suggests that Travel
Plans are insufficiently robust to provide any meaningful long-term shift away from the car.

20. Should development be focused on the northwest of the Borough’s rural towns, even

if this means that more vulnerable Green Belt land may have to be released?
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All things being equal, it would be sensible to site development in locations that would avoid
traffic passing along Knowle High Street. However, this is only one factor to be taken into
consideration. For example, it is perhaps more important to avoid development in locations
that would compromise the strategic gap between Solihull and KDBH. The northwestern side of
KDBH is an area that is already vulnerable to development and is likely to become more so in
light of the proposed changes in the NPPF to development around stations. It is essential to the
character of KDBH that separation from Solihull is maintained.

21. Is 800m an appropriate measure to use to define a ‘reasonable walking distance’ of a

railway station, if so why do you believe so, or if not why not and what alternative would
you suggest?

Only 800m (measured as in the answer above) would be a reasonable maximum walking
distance for most people. This should be measured from the centre of development sites, not
from the nearest access point.

22. Should the Spatial Strategy in the new plan take into account the benefit developments
can have to make rural services viable, even if they are located in less accessible
locations?

No. This could be a consideration in exceptional cases (if proven); but in the majority of cases,
the amount of development that would be justified in one of Solihull’s lesser rural settlements is
unlikely to make a material difference to viability.

23. What factors should the Council take into account when assessing whether its
approach to Green Belt land release would fundamentally undermine the purposes

(taken together) of the remaining Green Belt, when considered across the area of the
plan?

The Green Belt in Solihull is perhaps the most important consideration to take into account
when formulating the Local Plan Review. It serves all the five purposes set out in the NPPF. The
overall purpose is to ensure that all those five purposes are applied in plan making and decision
taking, such that the benefits of Green Belt status are not materially diminished.

Those five purposes can be stated in collective terms at the Borough-wide level, but they also
have important local expression such that the Green Belt in Solihull can be seen as the sum of
various parts, all contributing to the importance of the Green Belt across the area of the plan as
awhole

A starting point to a “position” on this matter would be a statement of the collective purposes of
the Green Belt, in Solihull, and how such collective purposes are to be met by giving emphasis
to certain purposes in different parts of the Borough. Ideally, this statement would be
formalised and adopted by the Council at an early stage as a basis for on-going decision-taking.

The collective purpose for the Green Belt in Solihull might be stated as all of the following:
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e Checking the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas: In Solihull, this means largely
containing development within the existing settlement boundaries of Solihull, KDBH and
Balsall Common.

e Preventing neighbouring town from merging into one another: In Solihull, this means
maintaining a substantial, undeveloped gap between the towns of Solihull, KDBH and
Balsall Common.

o Safeguarding the countryside from encroachment: In Solihull, this means maintaining
the open areas beyond the built-up area boundary which provide an open setting to the
towns and a familiar and cherished urban —rural contrast.

e Preserving the setting and special character of historic towns: In Solihull, this means
avoiding development a consequence of which would be material harm to the
significance of areas of special architectural and historic interest or their setting.

e Assisting in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban
land. In Solihull, this means restricting development in the Green Belt (and hence the
overall supply of land) such that, in Solihull and across the conurbation, the option of
recycling of derelict and other urban land becomes a more attractive alternative.

In KDBH, and for the following reasons, the Green Belt contributes to these collective purposes
where the local actions listed below are pursued:

¢ Checking the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas, in order to:

e maintain a logical settlement boundary around KDBH;

e help direct development to preferred locations (to be identified in the Local Plan
Review), including those close to services and amenities, rather than on the
periphery of the built-up area;

e maintain areas of passive and active recreation and safeguard opportunities for
new and expanded provision in the future; and

e avoid the nibbling away and continuous piecemeal erosion of valued
landscapes.

¢ Preventing neighbouring towns from merging into one another by maintaining a wide and
open gap between Solihull and KDBH; between KDBH and Hockley Heath; and between
KDBH and Meriden (the Meriden gap); in this respect the implications of NPPF changes
regarding development close to stations on Green Belt land will be an important factor
to consider.

o Safeguarding the countryside from encroachment - as noted above;

e Preserving the setting and special character of historic towns by avoiding any built
development on the Green Belt surrounding Knowle that would materially harm the
significance of the setting of the Conservation Area or that would, through its traffic
generation, result in unacceptable traffic flow or junction improvements.

e Assisting in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban
land - by minimising any land take within the Green Belt.

Any Green Belt release that would set an obvious precedent or otherwise prejudice the
identified Green Belt purposes in or around KDBH, could fundamentally undermine the
purposes (taken together) of the remaining Green Belt, when considered across the whole
area. As such, allocations in KDBH need to be assessed in terms of the local purposes
expressed above and the stated reasons for defending those purposes.
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The Green Belt has potential to provide other benefits that extend beyond the 5
purposes of including land in the Green Belt. What do you believe these additional

benefits could be and what evidence do you believe there is, or there could be, to
support this approach?

The main benefit is to assist in moving towards more sustainable patterns of development by
ensuring that development happens in locations allocated under a plan-led system.

Other benefits (supported to some extent by the evidence at paras 151, 154 and 156 of the
NPPF), are:

o Safeguard Green Belt-appropriate uses such as agriculture and forestry;

o Protect attractive landscapes and provide opportunities for enhancement;

¢ Provide a location where new Green Belt-appropriate use and facilities can be sited (eg,
outdoor sport and recreation, cemeteries and allotments);

¢ Provide a location for new green spaces or the improvement of existing green spaces;

e Provide locations for provision, off-site, for Biodiversity Net-Gain and compensatory tree
planting;

e Provide locations for rural exceptions housing; and

e Provide opportunities for improved access to the countryside.

Should the Council develop a Strategic Gap Policy to protect vulnerable gaps between
settlements, and if so why (or why not)?

What evidence do you believe may justify this approach?

If a Strategic Gap Policy were to be developed, which gap or gaps do you believe it
should cover and why?

Q25: Yes, a Strategic Gap Policy would be a very good idea. Changes to national Green Belt
policy have weakened Green Belt protection by introducing criteria such as inter-visibility
between settlement. The definition of assessment areas, as applied locally, is also

critical. However, the appropriateness of keeping separate, by some distance, town such as
Solihulland KDBH is based on wider considerations that need to be recognised in policy.

Q26: Applications are already being made, or are anticipated, in areas that would be candidate
Strategic Gaps. For example, the prospective developers of land on the fringe of Bentley Heath,
bounded by Smiths Lane and Widney Manor Road, argue that the land is grey belt; this being
based on an interpretation of the NPPF. However, other considerations are at play. In addition,
it would be easier to rebut the grey belt argument if the land were considered as part of a larger
Green Belt assessment area extending down to the motorway.

The Green Belt land around Widney Manor Station will also be vulnerable to development,
making the need for a Strategic Gap to prevent the merging of settlements even more important.

Q27: The gap between Solihull and KDBH should be covered; also, gaps between KDBH and the
Hockley Heath/Stratford Road/Box Trees area and between KDBH and Meriden (the Meriden

gap).
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28. Should the principles outlined in this chapter be incorporated into the Spatial Strategy,

if not, why not, and are there any other principles that should be included?

Yes, although the principle of protecting rural services is questionable. Having said that, a more
relaxed approach could be taken to modest development (promoted for whatever reason) within
smaller settlements (the sustainability of the location shouldn’t trump everything

else). Acceptability could, in the main, depend upon a fit with the existing morphology of the
settlement.

“Brownfield first” should be an additional principle.

29. Do you believe there are opportunities to improve the transport infrastructure serving

the Borough, if so, what are they and how do you think they could be delivered?

In KDBH, the only realistic opportunities relate to mitigation necessary as a result of
development proposals. More frequent bus services are essential to create a realistic
alternative to the car.

30. How do you believe that new development could be designed to ensure there is no

increase in surface water flood risk on site, or elsewhere.

In accordance with appropriate flood management policies included within the Local Plan
Review. Parts of Dorridge are known to be susceptible to flooding. Steps should be taken to
address existing issues before new development, which should not add to existing issues, is
approved.

31. Are you aware of any significant gaps in broadband and/or mobile coverage in the

Borough that need to be addressed, if so, where are they, and are there any other
technologies that the Council should be taking into account?

The Neighbourhood Forum carried out a broadband and mobile phone survey mid-2025. The
response rate was comparatively low, suggesting general satisfaction.

76.3% thought their broadband service to be reliable or very reliable.
68.4% were satisfied or very satisfied with the speed of their broadband service.

On mobile phone reliability, 68.4% thought their service to be excellent, good or fair. However,
34.2% rated reliability as poor, suggesting that improvements to and expansion of the
infrastructure would be appropriate.

This is a rapidly changing field of technology and policies will need to be future-proofed.
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32. Doyoubelieve the Council’s approach to dealing with educational needs as a result of
new developmentthat was set outin the 2020 plan is appropriate in principle for taking

forward in the new plan? If not, why not and what alternative would you suggest?

From experience of large-scale housing applications in KDBH, there are issues that require
further consideration. These include:

i) clarity over the timing of schools’ provision;

ii) consideration to be given to how much expansion is possible and what is the threshold for an
acceptable maximum number of pupils before a new schoolis required. An example is Arden
Academy which, as a result of already approved planning applications, the number of pupils will
be at least 2,000. Additional land has been made available for rebuilding or reconfiguration but
any further expansion is likely to render even the expanded site too small to accommodate
more pupils. Further expansion will lead to unacceptable levels of congestion and danger in
terms of pupils accessing the Academy; and

iii) ensuring that the pupil yield from all development proposals (both committed and proposed)
is taken into account.

Do you believe the approach set out in the above paragraphs for seeking health related

infrastructure to support new development is the correct approach, if not why and
what alternative would you suggest.

Are there any significant existing gaps in health infrastructure provision that you are
aware of that the Council should take into account?

Q33: Itis essential that the needs arising from all development proposals, both committed and
proposed, are assessed to ensure that the need for additional infrastructure is provided for. Itis
notable that none of the recently approved developments, nor any of the speculative planning
applications for large scale new housing, make any provision for land to accommodate a new
surgery or other health facility.

The Neighbourhood Forum has been holding a series of meetings with health professionals,
including the ICB and local medical practices. There is hothing wrong, in theory, with the
assessment of demand (translated into the physical space needed) and the level of requested
developer contributions (as collected by the Council and passed to the ICB). However, there
seems to be a disconnect between the work of the ICB and the actions of the local medical
practices.

The local medical practices are, in a sense, independent businesses and they need to be
specifically commissioned to putin place identified provision. This assumes definitive
identification of what is needed, where it needs to be provided (from a choice of local practices)
and knowledge that the provision can indeed be physically accommodate on the preferred site;
also, that funds will be in place within a reasonable timescale and that all the parties are willing
partners. This does not appear to be happening at present.
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The Forum’s understanding from the meeting with the ICB is that there is no prospect of new
built development via Section 106 monies to meet additional GP needs. GPs will be expected to
make such provision by reorganising existing space ie ‘sweating' the existing built assets. This
does not chime well with resident’s expectations that Section106 monies will go towards new
facilities, not a revamp of existing, very busy and well used, facilities. Nor does it sit well with
the statement at paragraph 192 of the consultation document that the level of demand ‘will be
translated into physical space needed at health establishments’. This gives the impression that
new physical space will be provided - not simply existing space repurposed.

The Forum agrees that the ICB is best placed to coordinate action. A more specific pathway to
provision needs to be written into Section 106 agreements before funds are received and
rigorous monitoring of delivery is required from the Council .

There is also a problem with the timing of the receipt of the funds. The first paymentis not
normally made until first occupation of the units. The balance is not normally paid until
occupation reaches 50%. Thus, the payment of contributions lags behind the funding of
provision by the health authorities. The typical Section 106 provisions need to be changed.

Q34: Provision also needs to be made for the appointment of healthcare professions (notable
GPs). Contractual arrangements between the ICB and local medical practices need to be putin
place.

Solihull Hospital urgently needs an Accident and Emergency Department.

35. What physical infrastructure to support police operations should the Council plan to

take into account?

The provisions of the Local Plan Review should be supportive of police operations, subject to
normal land use considerations.

36. Are there any other examples of social related infrastructure that the Council should
be considering?

Both Knowle FC and Knowle and Dorridge Cricket Club are known to need additional playing
field provision locally; also, Knowle Cricket Club.

37. What components of Green Infrastructure do you believe that should be prioritised for

inclusion in the local plan?

The safeguarding and incorporation of existing green infrastructure should be prioritised
followed by on-site structural landscaping and all the usual green components including public
open space, hierarchy of play areas, off-site playing pitches and areas for biodiversity net gain.
KDBH Neighbourhood Plan policies relating to Green Infrastructure should be rigorously
applied.
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Do you believe that the Council should seek to provide new sporting facilities in a hub
type model, and if not why and what alternative would you suggest?

If sporting hubs are to be developed in Balsall Common, Blythe, Knowle/Dorridge and
east of Solihull, are there are sites or suggestions you wish to make regarding where
they could be accommodated?

Q38: Yes, this seems sensible, but clarity on provision would be helpful.

Q39: These have been proposals by the Council for many years so it is disappointing that there
appears to have been no progress on provision within or adjacent to KDBH. It is acknowledged
that the Council is seeking Section106 monies towards the provision of a new sports hub but
there is a real danger that a) without a suitable site this will not translate into delivery or b) that
opportunities on site will be lost in favour of the larger hub concept. Identification of a suitable
site is therefore of critical importance and, if one is not forthcoming, then every effort must be
made to provide diversified facilities across sites coming forward.

Land ownership is anissue. Land already within Council ownership would be an obvious
benefit. In this regard, the Council has put forward a substantial area of land for housing at lvy
Farm, Dorridge which includes land already used for cricket at Dorridge Cricket Club (call for
sites reference CFS/24/133). Its use as a sports hub should be explored. Arden Academy
should also be considered although its use and availability would be impacted by a relative
shortage of playing field land, shortage of convenient parking and changing facilities and
conflict with educational use.

Non-Council owned possible locations for a sports hub in KDBH include land at the previous
KN1 allocation adjacent to the canal; the flat land at Widney Manor Road (currently the subject
of an application by UKLD (Bentley Heath) Limited for housing); and land off Warwick Road (at
and behind the former Wyndley Garden Centre).

In considering options for a sports hub, accessibility, car parking and congestion are major
factors.

40. Arethere anyothertypes of infrastructure where you believe there are gaps in provision

that the Council should be taking into account? If so, what are they?

No obvious omissions.

Do you believe the Council ought to seek comprehensive developments in this way, if
so why (or why not)?

Do you believe that if site promotors and/or developers can’t demonstrate that a
comprehensive approach has been followed that the site or sites should not be
allocated?

Q41: The Council’s suggestions as to comprehensive development seem sensible. However, the
Council must adhere to such principles. Experience of joint working between developers on
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large allocations in KDBH was that the promised comprehensive approach was lacking and well
reasoned local responses were either rejected or ignored. The failure to involve local peoplein
the development of a comprehensive approach, involving masterplanning, leads to local
opposition, disillusionment and resentment.

Q42: This should be the expectation, although the possibility of non-allocations should bring
parties together.

43. Doyou believe that the Council should seek to explore additional net gain, if so by how

much, and what evidence do you believe would be needed to justify this approach?

The viability of provision over 10% would have to be demonstrated. It should be noted that
applicants are already making very substantial Section 106 contributions and CIL payments.

44. What approach to housing mix in new developments do you believe the Council should
take?

A sensible proportion of starter homes would be supported by the Forum, subject to overall
compatibility with the character and appearance of the area, preferably in lieu of a similar
proportion of affordable housing.

Do you believe that the Council should include discounted housing as part of the
affordable housing mix it seeks to have included on new developments, if so, which is
preferred, First Homes or Discounted Market Sales?

What should the discount be for this type of product, 20% (as a minimum), 30%, 40%,
or 50% (as a maximum)? Or some other figure between 20% and 50%.

Q45: Yes, both First Homes and Discounted Market Sales could form part of the affordable
housing mix. In KDBH, First Homes would attract a larger discount and would be preferred.

Q46: In KDBH, because of market prices, the discount (First Homes) would have to be at least
40% - See KDBH NP Housing Needs Assessment Focused Update 2023.

47. What level of affordable housing should be provided on development sites?

48. What should be the percentage split of affordable housing products be, between
social rented, shared ownership and first homes/discounted market sales?

Q47: The Forum accepts that there is a need for more affordable housing in KDBH. There have
been concerns expressed that the current level of 40% is too high and that more affordable
market provision would be preferred. The proposed 50% provision under the NPPF ‘Golden
Rules’ is also considered to be too high and out of character with the area. However, given the



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

national guidance and current Local Plan requirements there seems little point in asking this
question.

Q48: The Forum would wish to see shared ownership and first homes/discounted market sales
at a level in excess of 35%. This reflects the preference shown in the residents’ survey that
informed the Neighbourhood Plan and that is expressed in the reasoned justification.

49. Are the approaches set out in Policy P9 Mitigating and Adapting to Climate Change in

the 2020 plan, still the correct ones to incorporate into local plan policy moving
forward, or should any other approaches be followed?

Yes, the approaches are still correct.

KDBH Forum Planning Team
on behalf of Nigel Moore, Chair.

Dated: 4 March 2026



