
 
 Knowle, Dorridge and Bentley Heath (KDBH) Neighbourhood Forum CIO 
 
 
PL/2026/00639/PPOL 
 
Outline planning application for the development of up to 300 dwellings 
(including affordable housing) together with a community park, 
children's play areas, landscaping, sustainable drainage features, 
ecological habitats, supporting walking and cycling infrastructure and a 
community car park together with associated highways infrastructure. 
All matters reserved except for the primary means of access off 
Kenilworth Road. 
 
Land Off Kenilworth Road, Knowle 
 
 
Summary Conclusions 
 
• The proposal is clearly premature. Alongside other speculative housing, it will 

pre-determine and prejudice the Local Plan. 
 

• KDBH already has a strong supply of housing sites covering short to medium-
term need.  
 

• The Green Belt would be materially harmed, here and across the Borough. 
The site is not grey belt. The Golden Rules wouldn’t be met. There are no 
very special circumstances. 

 
• The Transport Assessment is flawed. Five junctions need to be re-appraised; 

also, conditions along the High Street. 
 

• The proposal gives rise to major adverse impacts on the setting and 
character of the Knowle Conservation Area. 

 
• The loss of more than 30 acres of the best agricultural land needs to be re-

assessed. 
 

• The masterplan is not community-led and does not reference the Forum’s 
Character and Design Assessment / Design and Design Coding studies. 

 
• The sheer number of houses threatens to overwhelm the character and 

infrastructure of Knowle and the wider KDBH area. The proposals are not 
infrastructure led. 

 
• The density is too high over much of the site. 

 
• In the layout of the houses, there would be a poor transition between built 

development and open countryside. 
 



• The proposed housing suggests a poor relationship with the canal, although 
that needs to be demonstrated. 

 
• Clarity is needed over future sports provision. 

 
• A satisfactory approach to car parking needs to be demonstrated. 

 
• Land-use and design commitments need to be safeguarded. 

 

Introduction 
 
The KDBH Neighbourhood Forum (the Forum) has reviewed this application and 
objects for the reasons set out below.   
 
The application is premature 
 
The Forum has made this point in response to the Issues and Options 
consultation and to the applications at Blue Lake Road and Widney Manor Road.  
The Golden End Farms application cannot be viewed in isolation from the other 
speculative applications.  The cumulative impacts of all proposals on matters 
such as Green Belt, traffic, social and physical infrastructure must be 
comprehensively assessed and addressed.  This is not happening at present and 
the Forum therefore makes no apology for repeating its objection on these 
grounds in respect of this application. 
 
Knowle, Dorridge and Bentley Heath has some 900 dwellings approved 
(including windfalls) on multiple sites by different developers.  This means that 
there is at least a short- to medium-term supply.  To this may be added recent 
approvals at Mell Square, Gentleshaw Lane, Shirley and Balsall Common.  There 
is a reasonable short-term supply allowing some breathing space in which to 
plan properly.  With consideration being given to a further 1,240+ dwellings 
through speculative applications in Green Belt around KDBH, and the current 
proposal, there is now little doubt that these applications will prejudice the 
outcome of the plan-making process, contrary to the NPPF at Para 51. 
 
The Forum has submitted a 10-Point Plan to the Council which sets out how the 
Forum would wish to see all the matters relating to the prematurity and 
infrastructure issues arising from speculative applications of this nature dealt 
with ahead of the Local Plan process.  This is attached at Appendix A. 
   
Green Belt Considerations 
 
Grey Belt 
 
In the Green Belt Policy Assessment, the applicant concludes that the site should 
be classed as “grey belt”.  In this respect, the Forum considers that the site 
contributes strongly to the purpose of “preserving the setting and special 
character of historic towns” (Knowle is an historic town).  In particular, the 
application site is free of existing development and forms part of the setting of 
historic Knowle.  It makes a considerable contribution to the special character of 



Knowle as a result of being adjacent to the historic aspects of the town including 
its Conservation Area. 
 
As such, and in line with the guidance in the National Planning Policy Framework 
and Planning Practice Guidance, the site is one that strongly contributes to the 
related Green Belt purpose.  By definition, it is not grey belt. 
 
Undermining the remaining Green Belt purposes 
 
In the event that a different conclusion is reached, the Council has to consider, 
“Whether the proposed development would fundamentally undermine the 
purposes (taken together) of the remaining Green Belt across the area of the 
Plan”. 
 
In this regard, the applicant’s Green Belt Policy Assessment considers all the 
Green Belt purposes. 
 
In terms of purpose c) (to assist in safeguarding the countryside from 
encroachment), the Green Belt Policy Assessment states, “…the combination of 
the presence of existing development (including ribbon development along 
Kenilworth Road and Kixley Lane), the presence of the Knowle urban area to the 
immediate west, and the defensible boundaries formed by the Kenilworth Road, 
Kixley Lane and the canal, it is considered that the site is very well contained 
which clearly limits the site’s contribution to this purpose.” 
 
The Forum does not agree.  When travelling east along Kenilworth Road, there is 
a strong sense of leaving the built-up area and entering the open countryside 
when reaching Golden End Drive and passing the frontage of the application site.  
Whilst the canal may help contain the site, it is a feature of the countryside, in a 
rural setting, on the eastern side of Knowle. 
 
The Forum concludes that the application site contributes strongly to the 
purpose of assisting in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment. 
 
With regard to purpose e) (to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the 
recycling of derelict and other urban land), the applicant’s Green Belt Policy 
Assessment concludes that purpose e) is not engaged.  The Forum does not 
agree. 
 
The very intent of this purpose is to resist the loss of Green Belt land, or to 
restrict its supply, so that developers have to look to other sources of land, 
notably derelict and other urban land.  This does not have to be within Solihull. 
If derelict and other urban land is available elsewhere within the Housing Market 
Area, demands upon Solihull and upon the Green Belt can be minimised. 
 
The Forum concludes that the application site contributes strongly to the 
purpose of assisting in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of 
derelict and other urban land. 
 
In its Green Belt Policy Assessment, the applicant concludes that the 
development would not affect the ability of all the remaining Green Belt across 
the area of the plan from serving all the purposes in a meaningful way.  It adds 



that the site does not provide a wider strategic role in the functioning of the 
Borough’s Green Belt as a whole. 
 
The Forum does not agree.  The application site is an integral part of a strategic 
gap to the east of Solihull (the Meriden Gap), the sanctity and defence of which 
has been defended through countless applications and appeal decisions.  In 
addition, and as noted above, the application site has an important function in 
assisting in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment and in assisting in 
urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban 
land. 
 
If the application site is released for development, it would not be possible to 
resist the release of Green Belt sites in similar circumstances elsewhere in the 
Plan area.  The functioning of the Green Belt across Solihull would be seriously 
undermined.  The proposed development would be inappropriate.  Inappropriate 
development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should not be 
approved except in very special circumstances, none of which exist in the 
present case. 
 
Failure to meet the Golden Rules 
 
In the event that the site is considered to be grey belt, and that the proposed 
development would not fundamentally undermine the purposes (taken together) 
of the remaining Green Belt across the area of the Plan, the proposal would still 
have to satisfy the “Golden Rules”.  Amongst others, these include “necessary 
improvements to local or national infrastructure”. 
 
The NPPF is committed to a plan-led approach and to ensuring that all necessary 
infrastructure needs arising from new development is taken into account.  
Members of Solihull Council have also recently publicly stated that large scale 
new developments must be infrastructure led.  However, such comments appear 
to have been made in the context of the Mayoral Spatial Strategy and the new 
Solihull Local Plan.  That will be too late for the current wave of applications. 
 
The submission of so many speculative applications, all running in parallel, 
means that there is no way of assessing the overall impacts of development and 
infrastructure requirements as a whole.  This is demonstrated by the fact that 
this application does not properly take account of cumulative impacts on KDBH.  
The plan-making process is the only way that a cumulative assessment of impact 
on the Borough’s Green Belt as well as KDBH-wide impacts on matters such as 
education, health and physical infrastructure needs can be properly assessed.  
 
The Forum demonstrates the inadequacy of the infrastructure proposals of this 
application and considers the consequences for policy compliance later in this 
objection. 
 
Very special circumstances 
 
The applicant’s planning statement does not highlight any very special 
circumstances.  Rather, there is a list of benefits to be considered in the planning 
balance.  These are examined in the following table: 
 



 
 

Perceived benefit Comment 
Helps address the housing shortfall in 
Solihull 

Any development, including developments on 
better or non-Green Belt sites, would help meet the 
housing shortfall. 

Large contribution to Borough’s 
affordable housing needs 

Any qualifying development, including 
developments on better or non-Green Belt sites, 
would contribute to affordable housing needs.  Not 
a very special circumstance 

Sustainable location with genuine 
active travel options 

This perceived benefit could be met at many sites.  
Not a very special circumstance 

Previously identified as a ‘less harmful’ 
site 

Absence of harm is not a very special circumstance 

Provision of a Community Park Nothing to do with the Green Belt location.  Not a 
very special circumstance 

Linkages for pedestrians and cyclists This would be a policy requirement at any site.  Not 
a very special circumstance 

Provision of off-street car park Nothing to do with the Green Belt location.  Not a 
very special circumstance 

Provision of coach turning facility Nothing to do with the Green Belt location.  Not a 
very special circumstance 

Economic benefits related to 
construction and spending power 
associated with household formation 

Would be met at any development, including 
developments on better or non-Green Belt sites.  
Not a very special circumstance 

Off-site infrastructure works and 
financial contributions 

Such works and contributions are a necessary 
consequence of the development.  Not a very 
special circumstance 

Significant CIL payments Such payments are a necessary consequence of 
the development.  Not a very special circumstance 

10% biodiversity net gain Would be required at any qualifying development.  
Not a very special circumstance 

 
It can be seen from the comments in the above table that the perceived benefits 
are not ‘very special’ at all.  They are the sort of benefits that could be 
associated with, or required of, any development, irrespective of a Green Belt 
location. 
 
Traffic and Transportation Matters 
 
Committed Development 
 
In pre-application discussions with the applicant, the Forum asked that all 
emerging developments in KDBH should be taken into account in assessing the 
traffic and transportation impacts of the development.  This has not been done.  
In addition to the application proposal, five developments have been assessed.  
These are at Hampton Road (KN1), at the Wyndley Garden Centre and at the 
Arden Triangle by developers Inspired Villages, the Kler Group and Taylor 
Wimpey. 
 
The applicant has made reference to an application at Blacksmith’s Fold.  
However, this is seen as a scheme of only 22 dwellings that has not been 
formally approved and cannot be regarded as committed.  Other schemes in this 
category (schemes that have not been assessed) are the Spitfire Homes scheme 



at the Arden Triangle (25 homes), Bloor Homes’ proposals at Blue Lake Road 
(350 homes) and development at Widney Manor Road, Bentley Heath (285 
homes). 
 
It could be argued that the Blue Lake Road and Widney Manor Road proposals 
are ‘remote’ from the application site and are not relevant.  However, as an 
example, all three applications have an effect upon the junction of Lady Byron 
Lane with Warwick Road. 
 
If emerging planning applications are not taken into account, and yet are 
approved, their consequences will not have been evaluated and appropriate 
mitigation will not have been considered.  It is important that all approved and 
emerging development proposals are taken into account. 
 
Policy Context 
 
The Transport Assessment includes a detailed review of the relevant policy 
context.  However, the Neighbourhood Plan is not mentioned.  It is apparent that 
the transportation consultants are unaware of the Neighbourhood Plan and its 
role as part of the development plan.  The extent to which the application 
proposal meets relevant Neighbourhood Plan policies, such as those relating to 
walking infrastructure (Policy T3) and cycling infrastructure (Policy T4), has not 
been assessed. 
 
Impact on Junctions 
 
The Transport Assessment includes an examination of eight junctions that are 
likely to be affected by the application proposal / other selected committed 
developments.  The circumstances at five of those junctions warrant further 
discussion below.  In the discussion, the situation in the morning peak hour has 
been examined as this represents the worst case. 
 
Warwick Road / Lady Byron Lane 
 
With committed developments, the junction will be experiencing capacity issues 
in the base year, a situation that will become worse with the addition of traffic 
from the proposed development and with the elapse of time. 
 
No further assessment or mitigation is proposed by the applicant.  The Transport 
Assessment states that the modelling flows do not account for the impact of any 
of the proposed sustainable travel measures and/or Travel Plan initiatives.  It 
adds that the Kler Parcel application traffic flows (which have been used) do not 
appear to have considered reductions within the TEMPro growth factors 
regarding the committed development flows which therefore may result in some 
level of double counting of traffic. 
 
The effect of the factors raised in the foregoing paragraph is disputed (see 
Appendix B).  In addition, no account has been taken of traffic that will be 
generated by the developments at Blue Lake Road and Widney Manor Road 
(30% of the traffic from Widney Manor Road will pass through the Lady Byron 
Lane / Warwick Road junction).   
 



The Forum does not agree that the development impact would be modest in 
terms of delay and indiscernible in terms of queuing.  The junction will be 
variable in its operation with increased vehicle delays.  Further assessment is 
necessary together with the possibility of physical mitigation measures. 
 
Warwick Road / Jacobean Lane 
 
With committed developments and the proposed development, the junction will 
be experiencing overload conditions in the base year, worsening over time. 
 
The applicant again references sustainable travel measures, Travel Plan 
initiatives and growth factors by way of mitigation. 
 
No further analysis or mitigation measures have been considered further for this 
junction.  As an additional factor, it is stated that Jacobean Lane serves as a rat-
run and therefore enhancing the ability for vehicles to turn out of Jacobean Lane 
would further encourage this practise to drivers.  A contribution towards 
sustainable travel measures in Knowle is suggested in lieu of capacity 
improvements at the junction. 
 
The Forum disputes the effect of the factors raised in the foregoing paragraph 
(see Appendix B).  Further, it is perfectly legitimate for drivers to make use of 
Jacobean Lane and seek to avoid congestion elsewhere.  Further assessment is 
necessary together with the likely provision of physical mitigation measures. 
 
Warwick Road / Wychwood Avenue / Langfield Road 
 
With committed developments, the junction will be experiencing capacity issues 
in the base year, a situation that will become worse with the addition of traffic 
from the proposed development and with the elapse of time (the situation will be 
even worse in the evening peak hour where overload conditions will be reached). 
 
The applicant again references sustainable travel measures, Travel Plan 
initiatives and growth factors by way of mitigation. 
 
It is unlikely that a mitigation solution could be provided without significantly 
impacting/removing recent cycle provision by Solihull Council.  A contribution to 
enhanced cycle measures to Solihull via Warwick Road is proposed as an 
alternative to increasing highway capacity. 
 
The Forum disputes the effect of the factors raised above (see Appendix B).  
Further, the contribution to enhanced cycle provision is tacit acknowledgement 
that hard engineering works are impractical.  A satisfactory solution at the 
junction has not been reached.  Adding further money to proposed cycle 
provision along Warwick Road (locally unpopular) will not bring about an 
effective solution and is seriously questionable.  Further consideration of the 
junction is necessary. 
 
Warwick Road / Hampton Road / High Street / Lodge Road 
 
The junction will be operating significantly over capacity even in the base year. 
This will be exacerbated by committed and development traffic. 



 
A double mini-roundabout was one of the options identified in the Knowle 
Transport Study (now out-of-date) but this will be unlikely to fully resolve the 
existing and predicted capacity issues. 
 
The Transport Assessment states that the greatest development impact will 
come from the KN1 development.  It is deemed that the KN1 site should 
therefore provide a more comprehensive mini-roundabout scheme to resolve this 
capacity issue, of which a contribution could be made as part of this application 
towards such a scheme, proportionate to the forecast level of impact.  Again, 
reference is made to sustainable travel measures, Travel Plan initiatives and 
growth factors by way of mitigation (see Appendix B).  A modest contribution to 
a mitigation scheme is considered, in the Transport Assessment, to be 
appropriate for this application. 
 
Impact on the High Street and on the Conservation Area is emerging as an 
important consideration.  The highway works may be unacceptable in this 
location.  At the very least, a scheme that would provide the necessary level of 
relief should be designed so that its acceptability can be determined in the light 
of other factors. 
 
High Street / Kenilworth Road 
 
The High Street / Kenilworth Road junction is only predicted to be a problem in 
the 2036 ‘with development’ scenario when right turn movements from 
Kenilworth Road will be approaching operational capacity during the morning 
peak hour.  However, the applicant considers that the impact of development 
traffic will not be significant.  No further assessment or mitigation is proposed. 
 
The Forum considers that the design of this junction warrants further 
consideration.  The approach to the junction is effectively one-way as a result of 
parked cars.  Traffic turning out of Kenilworth Road has restricted visibility to the 
north.  The safety and ‘free flow’ of traffic on High Street could be compromised. 
 
Conclusions on Impact at Key Junctions 
 
The five examples above demonstrate shortcomings in the appraisal of the 
junctions and the identification of appropriate mitigation measures.  Further 
assessment and mitigation design is necessary. 
 
Effect on High Street 
 
Although the effect on some eight junctions has been examined through the 
Transport Assessment, the study is silent on the impact on traffic along the High 
Street.  The effects need to be quantified and described so that a more realistic 
picture can be gained of the cumulative effects of on-going development  
throughout KDBH. 
 
Heritage matters 
 
This site is in a sustainable, but very sensitive, location that immediately adjoins 
the Knowle Conservation Area (CA). The CA is centred around the Grade I Listed 



Church and the historic High Street.  The Forum has already referenced the 
important role that the site plays in the setting of the Knowle Conservation Area 
in relation to the role of the Green Belt in protecting its setting. 
 
Another major adverse heritage impact of the development will arise from the 
increase in traffic at the Kenilworth Road /High Steet junction and along the High 
Street itself.  The previous section has considered the shortcomings of the 
applicant’s Transport Assessment in detail.  The consideration here is the effect 
of the ever-increasing flow of traffic through the High St on the character, 
ambience and environment of the historic High Street. 
 
Queuing and congestion at the Kenilworth Road junction will detract from the 
setting of the Church.  Similarly, the inevitable increase in traffic congestion 
throughout the day along the High Street will significantly detract from the 
character of the Conservation Area and the experience of shopping in the centre.   
The modest environmental improvements proposed to junctions and to the 
public realm are insufficient to offset the adverse consequences of traffic within 
the Conservation Area.  This development offers nothing more to the 
improvements already proposed to mitigate the traffic impacts arising from a 
much lower scale of housing growth.   
 
The Knowle Society will comment more fully on heritage impacts. 
 
Loss of best and most versatile agricultural land 
 
The Agricultural Land Classification and Soil Resources report confirms that 13.5 
ha of the site comprises ‘Best and Most Versatile’ (BMV) land.  This is a finite 
resource the loss of which should be avoided.  The applicant argues that the 
need for housing outweighs this loss.  However, as the Forum has demonstrated 
elsewhere in this response, there are already approvals for almost 1,000 houses 
in close proximity with more than another 1,000 in the pipeline.  It cannot be 
concluded that the need for housing on this site outweighs the loss of BMV 
agricultural land. 
   
The grant of approval involving the loss of such important land for agriculture 
would be premature pending proper and comprehensive assessment of all the 
current housing proposals within KDBH. 
 
Site specific and masterplan considerations 
 
The Forum’s comments on the detail of the scheme are made without prejudice 
to the ‘in principle’ objections. 
 
Design Vision 
 
The applicant heralds the masterplan as ‘Community led’. Proposals for this site 
have been in the public domain for at least 10 years. Whilst there have been a 
range of recent efforts to engage with the community, the basic elements of the 
scheme have not changed.  Some modest revisions have been made to reflect 
local comments but this masterplan cannot be said to be community led. 
 



The Design and Access Statement (DAS) does not have regard to the policies of 
the Neighbourhood Plan or to the Heritage and Character Assessment and the 
Master planning Design and Design Coding studies that underpin the 
Neighbourhood Plan design policies.  These are highly relevant local documents 
which must be considered. 
 
Scale of housing 
 
If the masterplan were truly community led, the number of houses and density 
would be lower.  However, the number of houses has recently increased from ‘up 
to 250’  to ‘up to 300’.  This brings the total of new houses approved (905) or 
proposed (1,182) in KDBH to 2,087.  This threatens to overwhelm the character 
and infrastructure of Knowle and the wider KDBH area.  A lesser number on this 
site would help to reduce the impacts on traffic, protect the character of the 
Conservation Area and protect the character and rural environment of the canal. 
     
Removal of the plot adjacent to the canal would help to achieve this and would 
reflect the original baseline information and constraints plan (See Plan 1 on page 
48 of the DAS). 
 
Density 
 
The Forum is well aware of NPPF support for increasing housing densities in 
urban areas, whilst still being sympathetic to local character and history.   
Density is an important component of local character.  Residents’ concerns about 
increasing densities and the resultant cramped layouts and parking issues 
influenced the design policies of the Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
The increase in housing numbers to up to 300 has increased the proposed 
density on this site to an average of 39 dph.  Previous iterations of the 
Masterplan showed a range of densities across the site from low to high.  The 
medium density was shown as 35 dph and the highest density was 45 dph 
across a large part of the site.  The Forum made comments that a density of 45 
dph would be higher than anywhere in Knowle, including the historic core, and 
would be out of character with the area.  It would also lead to parking problems. 
 
The DAS states that post consultation the proposed densities and building 
heights have been reviewed (page 59).  However, there is now no indication of 
densities other than an average across the site.  No indication is given of density 
by plot.  The Building Heights Parameters Plan shows the central part of the site 
as being up to 2.5 storeys in height, suggesting that the central area would be of 
higher density.  This corresponds with the Illustrative Character Areas Plan which 
shows higher density areas across the central main part of the site.  It is 
assumed therefore that a large part of the site will be at a density up to 45 dph. 
  
The Forum accepts that housing at the western end of the site, closest to the 
village centre, would justify higher densities up to 40 dph.  However, 45 dph 
over such a large part of the site is still considered to be too high, bearing in 
mind that this would be higher than the historic core. 
  
The Forum still considers the density to be too high and not sympathetic to the 
character of the area.     



 
Transition to the countryside 
  
An important principle of the KDBH Masterplanning and Design Coding 
documents, reflected in Neighbourhood Plan Policies H1 and D1, is that new 
development on the edge of the built area should ensure a sensitive transition 
towards the countryside.  The Forum would wish to see densities on this site 
reduce from west (adjoining the built edge) to east as it approaches the canal.  
It would also wish to see densities decrease toward the canal on the northern 
site boundary. 
 
The only plan which indicates how this might be achieved is the Indicative 
Character Area Strategy.  This shows the majority of the site as ‘Village core’ 
with a higher density (not defined) comprising smaller properties in a tight urban 
grain.  The Kenilworth Road frontage is shown as ‘lower density’ (not defined) 
with larger houses fronting the road.  The outer edges towards the canal are 
shown as ‘green edge’, also of lower density detached and semi-detached 
houses. 
 
The Forum does not consider this achieves a sufficiently gradual transition 
towards the countryside.  A transition from high to medium to low density across 
the site, rather than the sudden change from very high to a single row of low 
density at the edge, should be shown.   The applicant may argue that this can be 
achieved within the proposed average density. 
  
However, if so, the Indicative Character Area Strategy needs to be amended to 
show the transition more clearly.  That is essential to ensuring Neighbourhood 
Plan Policies D1 and H1 are complied with.  Illustrative plans are not an 
adequate safeguard. 
 
Relationship to the canal 
 
The proposed community park adjacent to part of Kixley Lane and the canal 
would be a positive feature if development were to be approved.  Together with 
the retention of hedgerows, it would help to maintain the rural nature of both 
the land and the canal.  Both are extensively used recreational paths that are 
popular as a means of getting into the countryside. 
  
The block of housing proposed close to the canal will intrude into the current 
open views from the canal path looking southeast from the canal bridge at Kixley 
Lane.  It is noted that it is proposed to plant trees to filter this view - an 
acknowledgement that the view and the openness of the canal-side will be 
harmed. 
 
At the Design Panel review, the applicant argued the housing would not be 
visible from the canal when walking towards Kixley Lane because of the higher 
ground level on the west side of the canal.  The canal is in cutting along part of 
its length which will obscure the housing until the levels run out.  At that point, 
the houses will be visible close to the canal.  The Design Panel suggested cross 
sections demonstrating the levels in this area but these do not appear to have 
been provided. 
  



The Forum requests that cross sections showing the relationship of the nearest 
houses to the canal be provided to clarify the degree of intrusion into the vistas 
along the canal. 
 
Recreation and sport 
 
It is noted that the proposed community park could provide a cricket pitch, 
subject to separate detailed consideration. 
 
The Council has adopted a Playing Pitch Implementation Strategy and a Playing 
Pitch and Outdoor Sports Strategy which propose a number of Sports Hubs, 
including one in Knowle.  A recent Hub Site Clarity Document provides the basis 
for developer contributions towards the provision of the hubs. 
 
The Forum understands that the applicants will make a financial contribution to 
that hub.  However, the Forum cannot support this until a suitable location is 
known and agreed with residents.  If a suitable location is not available, it may 
be necessary to consider dispersed on-site provision.  This would be a less 
efficient way of providing for sports facilities but would at least enable provision 
if the Council is unable to identify a suitable site. 
 
As noted earlier, the Council has stressed the importance of an ‘infrastructure 
first’ approach to new housing development.  The Sports Hub is a requirement of 
this approach.  Without progress on this and related infrastructure requirements, 
determination of this application is premature. 
  
The Forum seeks an urgent resolution to the location of a sports hub in the 
KDBH area and further information on its phasing and delivery. 
 
Parking 
 
On street parking around the site in Kixley Lane, Cook Close and Kenilworth 
Road is problematic, partly because many houses and commercial properties in 
the historic core lack off-street parking.  It is essential that the proposed 
development does not exacerbate the situation. 
   
The proposed community car park off Kixley Lane has the potential to help 
alleviate some of these on street problems.  It may also help with school traffic 
congestion and parking for people accessing the new park and/or the canal 
towpath. 
 
Parking within the development is likely to be an issue at densities above 35 
dph.  The Forum’s experience of such housing developments locally has been 
that the tight grain of development has led to on-street parking problems and 
poorly designed parking areas.  This issue was raised at the Design Panel Review 
when the Panel members acknowledged that parking is an issue within high 
density housing. 
 
It is noticeable that their comments on higher density are subject to ‘careful 
integration of car parking’.  The DAS states that poorly planned parking can be 
problematic and confirms that allocated residential parking will predominantly be 



on plot.  It also sets out principles for parking courts and on-street visitor 
parking. 
 
It is important that these principles are adhered to if development proceeds on 
this site. 
 
Status of Planning Application Plans and Documents 
 
The Forum is aware that if this application were to be successful the land will be 
sold on to a housebuilder to pursue detailed planning approval through the 
submission of reserved matters. 
 
In this scenario, it would be vital that the land use and design commitments 
proposed at outline stage are honoured and not watered down by subsequent 
landowners.  There is a real danger of this happening if all relevant plans are not 
clearly tied to any permission.  This means that the status documents such as 
Illustrative Plans and Design Codes would need to be clearly established. 
 
The Forum would wish to discuss this matter with Council representatives, if 
relevant, before this application is determined. 
 
In the event that permission is granted, a condition will be required to give effect 
to the provisions of Neighbourhood Plan Policy H2 – occupation by households 
with a local connection (affordable housing). 

Clear arrangements regarding the on-going maintenance of all the public open 
space will also need to be in place, whether as a result of adoption by Solihull 
Council (with a commuted sum) or the establishment of a management company 
and guarantees regarding its on-going effectiveness. 

 

KDBH Forum Planning Team 
on behalf of Nigel Moore, Chair 
 
22 April 2026  
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Knowle, Dorridge and Bentley Heath Neighbourhood Forum 

10-Point Plan 
Key points for inclusion in the 

Local Plan Review 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
Knowle, Dorridge and Bentley Heath Neighbourhood Forum 

March 2026 



To our local councillors – a call 
for action 
The Local Plan Review is being prepared to a very 
tight timescale.  The Neighbourhood Forum wants 
the 10 points that follow to be addressed in the 
Review.  That means taking action now to address 
the points raised – before it’s too difficult to change 
course. 

On a number of matters, immediate or on-going 
action is needed: 

• Press officers to take on board the Forum’s 
10-point plan. 

• Monitor what’s happening – make sure the 
points are being considered. 

• State now what will be the housing 
requirement for KDBH. 

• Agree now, with Birmingham City Council, a 
provisional contribution from the City to the 
Borough’s housing requirement. 

• Work now to identify housing sites covering 
the whole Plan period (not just 5 years). 

• Publish now the results of the Green Belt 
Assessment. 

• For all future major housing applications, 
demand that a concept masterplan is 
prepared. 

• For all future major housing applications, 
take seriously the character and appearance 
of the area and the impact on infrastructure. 

KDBH Neighbourhood Forum 
March 2026 
 
 
 

A call for concerted 
action on the 
Local Plan Review



Ten-Point Plan 
Key points for inclusion in the Local Plan Review 

The Forum’s agenda 
   
 

Set a realistic ‘housing 
requirement’ figure 

Across the Borough, the 
Council has to meet a 

‘housing requirement’ figure to a 
calculation set by the 
Government.  Part of this burden 
will fall on KDBH.  We need to 
know what the figure for KDBH 
will be, and how it will be made 
up (new sites, windfalls and the 
like) so that we can respond 
accordingly.  It is a figure that 
must be fair and proportionate.  
The sooner that figure is set, the 
better.  Any planning applications 
for housing over and above this 
figure can then be robustly 
opposed. 

Look to Birmingham for 
help on the supply of 
housing land 

Whilst the amount of 
land needed to meet Solihull’s 
housing requirement has 
markedly increased, that for 
Birmingham has substantially 
reduced.  Some estimates suggest 
that Birmingham has enough 
land to provide as many as 
30,000 homes on non-Green Belt 
land over and above its own 
needs.  Housing markets do not 
respect administrative 
boundaries and it make sense to 
take account of the contribution 
that Birmingham can make. 

Seek agreement on a 
contribution from 
Birmingham straight 
away 

Councils across the West 
Midlands will soon be seeking 
common agreement on the 

distribution of future housing 
across the conurbation.  This is 
part of the drawing up of a 
‘Spatial Development Strategy’ – 
to be drafted perhaps next year.  
This is too late for Solihull.  Some 
agreement is needed now, albeit 
provisional.  Without early 
agreement, the Borough’s 
housing requirement will be way 
higher than it need be.  Countless 
acres of Green Belt land in KDBH 
and elsewhere will be lost 
because of an unrealistic housing 
target. 

Identify the land that will 
meet the housing 
requirement  

The Council has a 
notion that only certain housing 
sites, necessary to meet a need 
over the next five years, will be 
identified.  ‘Broad locations’ will 
then be selected as areas from 
which other housing sites will be 
chosen, to meet demand over a 5- 
to 15-year period.  This is not 
good enough.  It will lead to 
speculation as developers 
compete to ‘get in first’, not 
necessarily on the best sites.  
This is happening already and 
prejudicing the plan-led system.  
We need to know now the sites 
that the Council thinks are best 
suited for future housing need.  
The merits of those sites can then 
be carefully examined.  In 
accordance with our residents’ 
survey, the focus should be on 
small sites, then medium-sized 
sites and only then on large sites. 

 

 

Ensure that necessary 
infrastructure is 
provided  

The need for new 
housing in KDBH, of the volume 
anticipated, is placing intolerable 
pressure on the area’s 
infrastructure.  The effects need 
to be carefully evaluated.  This 
includes the cumulative impact of 
traffic growth and the pressure 
on roads and junctions.  At the 
same time, new healthcare and 
school provision is needed, along 
with playing pitches and other 
green infrastructure.  A clear 
programme of provision is 
required of providers and 
implementation ‘guaranteed’. 

Safeguard our Green Belt 

In a Borough with the 
motto ‘urbs in rure’, the 
Green Belt is 

undoubtedly our greatest asset.  
Any loss of Green Belt land must 
be kept to an absolute minimum.  
The need for changes to the 
Green Belt boundary must be 
fully justified and supported by 
robust evidence in the form of an 
accepted Green Belt Assessment.  
The allocation of housing sites 
within the Green Belt can only be 
sanctioned where all other non-
Green Belt options have been 
exhaustively explored and no 
other reasonable alternatives 
remain. 

Identify and protect 
strategic gaps around 
KDBH 
Protection to the gaps 
surrounding the built-

up area of KDBH has been  
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Ten-Point Plan continued… 
 

weakened by recent changes to 
Government policy.  Yet keeping 
separate the form and identity of 
KDBH remains an imperative.  
Bentley Heath needs to be well 
separated from Solihull; the gap 
between Dorridge and Hockley 
Heath must be maintained; and 
the importance of the Meriden 
gap to the east of the designated 
area has long been recognised.  
The designation of these areas as 
‘strategic gaps’ is an appropriate 
way forward.  They should be 
identified as such in the Local 
Plan Review and robustly 
protected through the Plan’s 
policy provisions. 
 

Protect the ‘character and 
appearance’ of the three 
villages that make up our 
town  

It is no good choosing the least 
harmful housing sites if the 
eventual development proves to 
be totally unacceptable.  Councils 
are under constant pressure to 
increase densities and cram as 
many houses as possible into a 
given site.  Again, this is totally 
unacceptable.  Whilst making 
effective use of land is a laudable 
objective, this should not be at the 
expense of the unique character 
of KDBH.  New housing schemes 
must reflect the character and 
appearance of the area which 
forms the setting for the 
development. 
 

Make sure concept 
masterplans are in place 
for new housing sites 
One of the obvious 

failings of recent planning 

 
activity in KDBH has been the                                                        
absence of a concept masterplan         
at the major housing sites.  The 
most obvious example is at the 
Arden Triangle.  The opportunity 
to secure an optimum pattern of 
land uses has been lost; and there 
is no connectivity between the 
four separate sites in terms of 
movement by vehicles, 
pedestrians and cyclists or in the 
provision of green and blue 
infrastructure.  Common design 
principles have been ignored 
altogether.  For the future, a 
concept masterplan or design 
guide / codes must be secured for 
every allocated site. 

 
Identify a site for a 
sports hub 
For some years, the 
Council has had 
proposals for a sports 

hub in Knowle / Dorridge.  The 
project features in the Council’s 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan.  
Money for such a project has been 
collected through the Community 
Infrastructure Levy and 
Section106.  But no site has ever 
been identified.  In an attempt to 
make developments more 
attractive, some applicants have 
included watered-down elements 
of the proposals in their own 
schemes.  This has led to 
uncertainty. Through the Local 
Plan Review, the Council needs to 
allocate a site for a fully-fledged 
sports hub and commit to its 
provision.  

 
The Forum 
wants to ensure 
that all these points 
are included in 
the up-coming Local Plan 
Review. 
 
If not dealt with now, 
it will be too late to 
address our concerns. 
 
Our councillors 
need to intervene and 
press for action on the 
Plan. 
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APPENDIX B 

 

THE EFFECT OF SUSTAINABLE TRAVEL MEASURES, TRAVEL PLAN 
INITIATIVES AND GROWTH FACTORS IN REGARD TO TRAFFIC 

CONDITIONS IN THE MORNING PEAK HOUR (WORST CASE) 
 
 
Sustainable Travel Measure 
 
The effect of sustainable travel measures, as referenced in the Transport 
Assessment, is considered in the following table. 
 

Measure Effect on morning peak hour traffic 
Informal Crossing Point on Kixley Lane 
to Facilitate Access to Primary School 

More attractive and safe conditions but no effect 
on traffic levels 

Kenilworth Road Quiet Lane Status More attractive and safe conditions but no effect 
on traffic levels 

Cycle Route to Solihull The cycle route is to be provided by SMBC, not as 
part of the Golden End Farms development  

Arden Triangle Proposed Active Travel 
Routes/Connections 

These measures are to be provided by the 
developers of the Arden Triangle, not as a result of 
the Golden End Farms development 

Canal Circular Recreational Route There would be an active travel benefit but this 
would be unconnected to any model shift during 
the morning peak hour 

Wayfinder Signage This would be of assistance to residents but would 
not result in any actual model shift during the 
morning peak hour 

Internal Site Opportunities Routes within the site and external linkages will 
facilitate access to local amenities but would not 
result in any actual model shift during the morning 
peak hour 

Westbound Kenilworth Road Bus Stop 
Improvement 

Bus stop improvements will make related trips 
marginally more comfortable but would not result 
in any actual model shift during the morning peak 
hour 

  
The sustainable travel measures are actually very limited.  By and large, they 
exploit provision that will be made by others, benefiting from the proximity of 
such facilities and the site’s inherent accessibility.  The application proposals do 
not include measures that will lead to actual modal shift during the morning 
peak hour. 
 
Travel Plan Initiatives 
 
The effect of travel plan initiatives, as referenced in the Transport Assessment, is 
considered in the table below. 
 
The Forum notes that Travel Plans are the norm in developments of the size of 
the Golden End Farms proposal.  Therefore, the effect of the proposed Travel 



Plan will already be reflected in the industry standard rates that have been used 
(TRICS database) and traffic flows would not have been exaggerated in any way. 
 
 

Measure Effect on morning peak hour traffic 
Hard measures  
Active travel infrastructure / traffic 
calming close to the site 

Will promote walking, wheeling and cycling access 
to and through the site 

Improvements to the westbound bus 
stop on Kenilworth Road 

Will make related trips marginally more 
comfortable but would not result in any actual 
model shift during the morning peak hour 

Soft measures  
Promotion and Awareness Raising Will highlight travel opportunities 
Travel Welcome Pack Will highlight travel opportunities 
Sustainable Travel Newsletters and 
General Travel Plan Awareness 

Will highlight and maintain awareness of travel 
opportunities 

Walking and Cycling Will highlight and maintain awareness of travel 
opportunities 

Car Sharing Participation Will inform residents of the car-sharing option 
Reducing the Need to Travel Will inform residents of opportunities to negate the 

need to travel 
Sustainable Living Initiatives Will encourage residents to follow a more 

sustainable way of life 
 
Some of the identified measures are a duplication of those already identified as 
sustainable travel measures.  The focus is on making residents aware of 
opportunities for non-car travel.  The degree of success will be directly related to 
the effectiveness of an appointed Travel Plan Coordinator.  The Forum does not 
consider that travel in the morning peak hour will be meaningfully reduced. 
 
Traffic Growth 
 
The TEMPro computer model, the traffic growth assumptions from which have 
been carried forward into the present exercise, factors-in national projections of 
housing growth, spatially distributed to regions and smaller zones. 
 
It is argued by the applicant that the applications which are being taken as 
committed development will already have been taken into account in the growth 
projections; they are part and parcel of the assumed growth at the local level.  
Thus, there will be an element of double-counting. 
 
There are a number of associated points. 
 
First, it is not known what housing growth projections have been fed into the 
model and how accurate or inaccurate those projections are likely to be. 
 
Secondly, the figures involved would be very small in any event.  In the morning 
peak hour, for the years 2025-2036, the Transport Assessment assumes a rate 
of growth of 1.03477.  If there were double-counting, it would not have a 
significant effect upon the growth rate. 
 
Thirdly, the level of planning submissions and developer interest in Knowle in the 
last couple years is evidence of high levels of local growth.  Projections of 



housing growth, in the model, are likely to be way below the actual growth.  As 
such, there would be an under-estimation of the levels of traffic growth as used 
in the Transport Assessment.



 


