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

Land North of Kineton Lane Hockley Heath Solihull

PL/2026/01046/PPOL Outline planning permission (all matters reserved except for site
accesses) for employment development (Use Classes E(g)(iii), B2 and B8) with ancillary
offices and associated earthworks, infrastructure, open space, landscaping and drainage.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

e Thereis nojustification for the loss of Green Belt. The site is not grey belt. The
development would be “inappropriate”. The harm to the Green Belt, and other harm
caused by the development, would not be outweighed by other considerations.

e The assessment of the need for the proposed development, and of alternative sites, is
flawed. The applicant has not demonstrated that the site represents a sound choice for
the proposed development.

e The M42 at Junction 4 is already highly congested and an accident blackspot. Itisnota
sensible location for large volumes of additional traffic, including HGVs. The applicant
has failed to demonstrate that the traffic effects would not be severe. That all issues can
be solved by a modest adjustment in the timing of the traffic signals is scarcely credible.

e Atthis location, the development will be almost entirely car borne. Itis nota
sustainable form of development. Accessibility by public transport, and to amenities,
has been exaggerated.

e The proposal would represent an incongruous and intrusive development, totally out of
keeping with the area’s open and rural setting and its function in separating Solihull from
KDBH.

INTRODUCTION

The Knowle, Dorridge and Bentley Heath (KDBH) Neighbourhood Forum (the Forum) has
reviewed this application in the light of its proximity to the Neighbourhood Plan (NP) area.
Although the site lies outside the KDBH area boundary, apart from a sliver of land to the east of
Stratford Road, the proposed development will have significant adverse effects on the Green
Belt which separates KDBH from Solihull and on its infrastructure.

The consultation period affords only a limited time to review over 200 documents on the
Council’s planning portal. The Forum therefore reserves the right to provide additional

comments as necessary.

The Forum objects to this application for the reasons set out below and requests that it is
refused.

GREEN BELT MATTERS
Grey belt

The applicant argues that the site is grey belt and that, as such, the development is “not
inappropriate”. The Forum disagrees for the following reasons.
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For the site to be regarded as grey belt, a number of tests need to be satisfied. These are
considered below.

That the site does not contribute strongly to key Green Belt purposes
One of the key purposes is “to prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another”

On a preliminary note, the applicant argues that KDBH should not be regarded as a town (or a
large built-up area) and that the usage in the development plan should prevail. The Forum says
that the conclusions of the Rural Settlement Hierarchy Assessment are a material consideration
of overriding importance and that, as concluded, KDBH (with a population of some 20,000)
should be regarded as a town.

For a site to be regarded as strongly contributing to the purpose of preventing neighbouring
towns from merging into one another, three tests must be satisfied:

- thesiteis likely to be free of existing development;
- the site forms part of a substantial gap between towns; and
- the development would be likely to result in the loss of visual separation between towns.

The Forum considers that:

- this agricultural land can be regarded as free of existing development;

- the site can be regarded as part of a substantial gap between towns —about 1km. The
importance of this gap has been confirmed by a Planning Inspector at a previous
appeal;’ and

- development would be likely to result in the loss of visual separation between towns
(Solihull and KDBH) - the applicant’s plan showing the Zone of Theoretical Visibility
shows areas between the site and KDBH from which the site could be seen. KDBH
could also be seen from some of the same areas and there would be a loss of visual
separation.

The Forum concludes that the site strongly contributes to the purpose of preventing
neighbouring towns from merging into one another and that the site is not grey belt.

" This gap was considered by the Planning Inspector during the appeals into two Motorway Service Area
(MSA) proposals at Junction 4 and between Junctions 5 and 6 of the M42. The planning application by
Applegreen and subsequent appeal in 2021 is not referenced in the applicants Planning Statement but is
relevant. That site was on the eastern side of the Stratford Road and accessed by Gate Lane- almost
opposite the application site. The Inspector concluded with regard to the gap that, ‘The motorway
provides a clear boundary to the urban area from the open countryside beyond to the east, albeit
that a narrow strip of undeveloped land stands between’(para 14). He went on to conclude that ‘the
gap between Solihull and the nearest settlement of Dorridge, along with Bentley Heath and Knowle,
is relatively small and consequently particularly sensitive to development which might reduce the
open undeveloped land between these settlements. The appeal proposal would do just that by
breaching the existing boundary of the urban area of Solihull and introducing development into the
undeveloped gap to the east of the motorway’ (Para 15) (APP/Q4625/21/3273047 and
APP/Q4625/W/21/3275290. These conclusions remain valid.
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Other tests

Even if the site were to be regarded as grey belt, all the tests in Paragraph 155 of the NPPF need
to be satisfied. The Forum argues that the following tests are not satisfied:

- the development would utilise grey belt land and would not fundamentally undermine
the purposes (taken together) of the remaining Green Belt across the area of the plan;

- there is a demonstrable unmet need for the type of development proposed; and

- the development would be in a sustainable location.

Each of these tests is considered in turn below.
Undermine the purposes (taken together) of the remaining Green Belt

The applicant draws on the Greater Birmingham HMA Strategic Growth Study (2018) to
conclude that the development would not fundamentally undermine the purposes (taken
together) of the remaining Green Belt across the area of the plan. The Forum does not agree.

Four key Green Belt purposes are considered below.

Checking unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas: In a general sense, the site (and the M42)
restrict the growth of Solihull towards KDBH. If the site were developed, this would constitute
the unplanned spread of Solihull and the further extension of the built up area, as confirmed by
the MSA appeal Inspector referenced above.

Preventing neighbouring towns from merging into one another: As stated above, the site
performs strongly in regard to this purpose.

Assisting in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment: The application site is part of an
extensive wedge of countryside that lies southeast of the M42, between Solihull and the fringes
of KDBH. There is a strong sense of entering this countryside when travelling south along
Stratford Road, south of M42 Junction 4, or when passing along Stratford Road in a northerly
direction. Development of the site would not assist in safeguarding this stretch of countryside
from further encroachment.

Assisting in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land:
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. Indeed, a market driven approach does not respect
local authority boundaries. If derelict and other urban land is available elsewhere within the
search area, demands upon Solihull and upon the Green Belt can be minimised.

The application site has an important part to play in regard to all the above purposes. 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. In this regard, the Call for
Sites exercise is indicative of the level of development pressure in the local area. Similar
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pressures exist elsewhere. The functioning of the Green Belt across Solihull would be seriously
undermined if the application site were released for development.

Unmet need for the type of development proposed

Meeting the need for strategic industrial and logistics floorspace should be addressed through
the regional spatial strategy and not through opportunist, speculative development. In addition,
as concluded below, there are other sites where any need could be met.

Development would be in a sustainable location

The sustainability credentials of the site are overstated - see separate assessment.

Conclusion - grey belt

The Forum concludes that the application site is not grey belt. As such, the proposed
development should be regarded as inappropriate.

Very special circumstances

As an alternative line of argument, the applicant states that very special circumstances apply in
the case of the proposed development.

As a demonstration of very special circumstances, the applicant has identified the following
points:

- meeting a demonstrable unmet need for strategic and local employment floorspace in a
well-connected and desirable location;

- absence of alternative sites to meet this need;

- significant economic and social benefits; and

- environmental and sustainability benefits.

Each of these points is considered in turn below.

Unmet need for strategic and local employment floorspace in a well-connected and desirable
location

As stated above, meeting the need for strategic industrial and logistics floorspace should be
addressed through the regional spatial strategy and not through opportunist, speculative
development. In addition, as concluded below, there are other sites where any need could be
met.

Absence of alternative sites to meet the need

The study of alternative sites covers a limited geographical area. It does not cover wider sites or
locations that would meet a strategic demand.

Significant economic and social benefits
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It is accepted that some economic benefits would stem from the development. However, the
benefits in relation to serving areas of higher deprivation seem overstated. The map (Fig 8.1 of
the Planning Statement) showing the site in relation to areas of social deprivation, suggests that
most areas are towards the periphery of the 10-mile zone. Similarly, Map 8.2 does not show that
the A7 and A8 circular bus routes provide a good public transport link to the deprived areas. In
any event, similar or better benefits would accrue from any development of a similar size and
nature, including at non-Green Belt sites or sites developed in accordance with the
development plan. In other words, the circumstances are not very special at all.

Environmental and sustainability benefits
The alleged sustainability benefits have been discussed elsewhere. The Forum does not agree
that the site occupies a particularly sustainable location. Certainly, there is nothing very special

about the site’s location in sustainability terms.

As to environmental benefits, six particular points have been mentioned by the applicant:

achievement of BREEAM Excellent;

- low carbon design;

- contributions towards the objectives of the Local Nature Recovery Strategy;

- the provision of publicly accessible open space;

- theretention and enhancement of public rights of way and additional footpaths; and
- delivery of at least 10% Biodiversity Net Gain.

None of these benefits are very special:

- ltisto be expected that any similar development would achieve BREEAM Excellent.

- Itisto be expected that any similar development would be of low carbon design.

- ltisto be expected that any similar development would take account of any local nature
recovery strategy. Provision of publicly accessible open space, whilst welcome, is hot a
necessity (unless essential for Biodiversity Net Gain). Such benefits cannot be used to
counter the harm by definition.

- Theretention and enhancement of public rights of way and additional footpaths, whilst
welcome, is not a necessity (unless provided to meet the requirements of the
development plan). Such benefits cannot be used to counter the harm by definition.

- Delivery of at least 10% Biodiversity Net Gain is a statutory requirement.

Conclusions - very special circumstances
None of the points advanced by the applicant constitute very special circumstances.
Overall conclusions - Green Belt

The development would be inappropriate development, harmful to the Green Belt, and should
not be approved.

NEED AND ALTERNATIVE SITES ASSESSMENT

Introduction
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The applicant is critical of the methodology and conclusions of recent economic studies. These
include the Solihull 2020 Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA)
and the West Midlands Strategic Employment Sites Study 2023/2024 (WMSESS). Itis stated
that a different, market signals approach is required to estimate the future industrial and
logistics land demand. In addition, in terms of alternative sites, it is concluded that there are no
more suitable and / or available sites within the Search Area to accommodate this identified
need.

Nevertheless, in terms of the WMSESS, it is recognised that the Study represents a useful and
informative study that contributes to understanding the region’s strategic land needs.

The Forum would make the following observations on the applicant’s approach:
Limitations of the market signals approach:

e The market signals approach is focussed on commercial demand. It does not take full
account of wider planning considerations.

e One of the key purposes of the WMSESS study was to inform local plan preparation (at a
time when sub-regional planning was not advanced). The allocation of sites through the
development plan system must be the correct approach for such an important and
impactful development.

e Meeting the need for strategic industrial and logistics floorspace should be addressed
through the regional spatial strategy and not through opportunist, speculative
development.

Flawed Methodology

For a number of reasons, the methodology adopted for the Alternative Sites Assessment (ASA)
is fundamentally flawed.

Whilst applicants are entitled to develop an assessment methodology, it should be objective,
transparent and proportionate. In this case, the methodology appears to favour the application
site, by giving significant weight to commercial and operational considerations whilst giving little
or no weight to several planning considerations that are central to determining strategic Green
Belt proposals (see the Forum’s comments above). As a consequence, the assessment cannot
demonstrate that the application site is the least harmful or most appropriate location from a
planning perspective. Rather, it demonstrates only that it performs well against criteria selected
by the applicant.

Geographic area: The study of alternative sites covers a limited geographical area. It does not
cover wider sites or locations that would meet a strategic demand. The market does not
respect or confine itself to limited areas and there is no suggestion in the WMSESS that every
“Area of Opportunity” should accommodate a strategic development. The WMSESS identified
“Areas of Opportunity” are intended as broad guides to suitable growth locations for plan
making, rather than as definitive search areas for development proposals. Whilst the ASA
explains why the applicant considers Area 6 is an appropriate location, it does not say why the
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other Areas of Opportunity can properly be excluded from consideration, if the development is
intended to meet strategic opportunity employment needs across the West Midlands region. At
least the area of search should be extended to include other locations around the “Birmingham
motorway box” and along the M42 corridor.

It is worth noting that previous strategic studies for major employment developments on the
M42 corridor (business parks and motorway service areas) have resulted in over provision of
land and the unnecessary, or premature, loss of Green Belt land.?

Reliance on allocations: In its Needs Assessment (Para 9.1.2), the applicants states that three
sources of supply have been considered. These are:

e |and with planning permission, being sites with planning permission for Eg(iii), B2 or B8
development;

e Adopted allocations for Eg(iii), B2 or B8 development; and

e Former Proposed draft allocations for Eg(iii), B2 or B8 development.

This is an extremely narrow and flawed approach. Itignores, for example, developments that
are the subject of outstanding planning applications for Eg(iii), B2 or B8 development; also, sites
in the wider area that are the subject of promising submissions through the Call for Sites
exercises in both Solihull and North Warwickshire.

Several alternative sites are discounted because the applicant considers that they are not
immediately available. However, these conclusions appear largely to reflect professional
judgement rather than objective evidence and without comparable assumptions and levels of
evidence being applied across all sites, and this subjectivity materially influences the outcome
of the ASA. The cited existing uses, remediation requirements or lease arrangements do not
necessarily prevent redevelopment within the relevant plan period.

Access to labour markets: For sites to be included within the assessment, convenient access
for workers must be within a 25-minute drive time of 353,000 working age people (Alternative
Sites Assessment, Para 5.12). If a site lies outside more than a 30-minute drive, it is discounted.
However, considerable emphasis is placed on access by public transport (see Transport section
below). Access to many parts of Solihull and Birmingham would necessitate multiple journeys
by bus and by bus and train which would take longer than 30 minutes.

Proximity to Junctions: The WMSESS adopts a strategic criterion that is defined as “close to a
junction with the motorway network (ideally within 3 -5km).” The ASA sets a requirement of
3km. There is no justification for omitting sites beyond 3km.

2The M42 corridor has been the subject of major employment studies and proposals since its
construction. First, studies indicated the need for large scale Business Parks along its route, culminating
in the allocation at of Blythe Valley Business Park (BVP). Phase 2 of BVP was not developed due to lack of
demand and it was shelved in favour of housing. Secondly, a need for a motorway service area was
identified along this stretch of the M42 prompting a further major planning inquiry into two applications,
one of which (Applegreen) was located at Junction 4. It did not receive planning permission but the
alternative at Catherine de Barnes was approved. It has still not been built.
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Accessibility to public transport: One of the stages in the applicant’s assessment process is
to consider accessibility to sustainable modes of transport. The National Design Guide is
quoted which states 800m is the generally considered distance for walking to amenities. The
Transport Assessment uses 2km. There is an obvious inconsistency in this regard.

Further assessment of Green Belt: The applicant concludes that all the alternative sites are in
Green Belt and “Accordingly, there are no sequentially preferable sites in terms of non-Green
Belt options.” (Alternative Sites Assessment, Para 4.18). There is no further assessment of
Green Belt in the methodology. Scant regard is paid to previously developed land or to grey belt
which is a serious omission as such sites would be sequentially preferable to other Green Belt
alternatives.

This omission is particularly significant because of the applicant’s arguments that the site
comprises "grey belt". If so, it should equally have been applied to the assessment of alternative
Green Belt sites. The ASA expressly acknowledges that it has not differentiated between Green
Belt and grey belt alternatives because no such assessment exists. Consequently, the exercise
cannot conclude that the application site is the sequentially preferable Green Belt location.

Alternative Sites — Options Overlooked

Several options sites have been overlooked. A decision on some is to be expected prior to
determination on the Indurent application. It would be premature to determine the current
application in advance of planning decisions or allocations through the emerging Solihull Local
Plan and North Warwickshire Local Plan.

Call for Sites options: There are several promising sites within the Property Market Area (as
identified by the applicant) that would be accessible to Solihull residents and that occupy a
location that would meet wider strategic needs.

Three such sites, nominated for employment development, are located within North
Warwickshire district, northeast and southeast of M42 Junction 10, southeast of Tamworth.
They are non-Green Belt sites that total almost 36 ha.

Land in this location has the benefit of support from Policy PL6 of the North Warwickshire Local
Plan. This states that, subject to criteria identified in the policy:

Significant weight will be given in decision taking to supporting economic growth and
productivity, particularly where evidence demonstrates an immediate need for
employment land, or a certain type of employment land, within Area A on Figure 4.10 of
the West Midlands Strategic Employment Sites Study of September 2015 (or successor
study) which cannot be met via forecast supply or allocations.

Sites the subject of outstanding decisions: In addition to the Call for Sites options, there are
three applications for industrial and logistics development within the Property Market Area on
which a decision is awaited from either the local planning authority or the Secretary of State.

The first is on land to the northeast of M42 Junction 10. Although a previous appealincluding
this land was dismissed, the current application aims to overcome earlier objections. Under
application reference PAP/2024/0024, 100,000 sq m of floorspace for E(g)(iii), B2 or B8
developmentis planned on a site of 32.36 ha.
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Secondly, a decision is awaited on an appeal to be determined by the Secretary of State
(APP/R3705/W/25/6002069) for 65,032 sg m of employment and logistics floorspace on a site of
22.5 ha on land north and south of Junction 9 of the M42, adjacent to Lichfield Road.

Thirdly, an appeal into employment and logistics development of 290,000 sq m on a site of 135
ha to the west of Junction 9 on the M42 and the M6 Toll Road is the subject of a current inquiry
(6005613 and 6005614).

Further options: In addition to the above, yet further options have not been addressed by the
applicant:

e Only sites where the promoter has stated a preferred use for employment have been
included. Others should not have been omitted as the preferred use is not
necessarily the only acceptable use to a promoter.

e Furtherinvestigation should be made into the “Solihull Gateway/Jn5/6, M42” former
promoted site and also into the former Indurent site reference CFS/24/302, both of
which have been discounted without adequate explanation.

e |fthe need for B2/B8 uses is now so urgent, consideration should be given to
whether existing proposals, such as the nature of employment use at Arden Cross,
should be reconsidered.

o \Weaknesses in the assessment process have led to the rejection of other potential
sites. A particular example is the Motorcycle Museum and Arden Brickworks site
which is dismissed on the grounds of lack of immediate availability but no
consideration is given to the fact that it is previously developed land and should be a
sequentially preferable alternative.

Prematurity

The applicant seeks to establish this site as the preferred strategic employment location ahead
of the adoption of the emerging Solihull Local Plan and whilst neighbouring authorities are
actively considering strategic employment allocations through their own plan-making
processes.

Site selection for development of this scale should properly be undertaken through the
development plan process, informed by Strategic Environmental Assessment, Sustainability
Appraisal and public consultation, rather than through the determination of a speculative
planning application supported by a developer-prepared site selection exercise.

Overall Conclusions on Site Assessment

Flaws in the site selection methodology and the consequent rejection or non-consideration of
potential alternative sites invalidate the applicant’s conclusions on site assessment. It cannot
be concluded that the application site is the only suitable site and in any event such conclusion
is premature.
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TRANSPORT
Introduction

The application is accompanied by a detailed Transport Assessment (TA), analysing the
operation of Junction 4 of the M42 motorway. Proximity to Junction 4 with access onto the
Midlands motorway network is a major factor in selecting this site for development.

The TA concludes that the site is accessible by bus, cycling and walking; has amenities nearby
for workers; and that the risk of collisions is low and the impacts of the proposed 1 million sq ft
of employment floorspace would not be severe. All thatis required are minor adjustments to
the signal timings on the junction for it to work within capacity.

To anyone familiar with this junction and this section of the M42, these conclusions are not
credible. There will inevitably be adverse impacts on congestion and the implications for local
road infrastructure will be unacceptable.

The Forum’s concerns regarding the TA are discussed below.
TRICS Database and Generated Traffic

The Transport Assessment shows that, in the am peak period, some 383 vehicles are expected
to arrive at the site over a three-hour time frame. This figure may be contrasted with the
estimated employment total, given in the Planning Statement as 1,770. Itis not stated whether
all these employees would be site-based. However, this would represent a worst case.

Comparison of the figures suggests that a very large proportion of the employees would have to
be non-drivers. This is a situation that is scarcely credible, particularly bearing in mind the
relatively poor bus service in the local area (see below).

Committed and cumulative development

There is a lack of explanation concerning schemes that have been identified as committed
developments. The TA only considers 3 planning decisions in assessing the cumulative impacts
of development. This fails to properly address the wider traffic and transport implications of
housing and employment proposals which will impact on the local road network including the
M42 and its junctions. The employment commitments at Arden Cross and Damson Parkway
are taken into consideration in the ASA so they should also be taken as commitments in the TA.

Within the wider area, there are a number of major development proposals which will have
significant implications for traffic generation on the M42. Some lie just outside the 3 km
selected assessment area. These have been ignored. They include Arden Cross, based around
the NEC and HS2; and proposed significant housing growth, including speculative planning
applications for over 2,000 houses in KDBH alone including Golden End Farms (pending — up to
300 homes), Blacksmith’s Fold (pending — 22 homes), Spitfire Home (pending — 25 homes) and
Widney Manor Road (pending — up to 285 homes).
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In the Hockley Heath area, the proposed development west of Stratford Road has been
included. Others have not. These include the approved scheme at School Lane (99 homes) and
the proposed development at Aylesbury Road (up to 330 homes).

In addition, the potential impacts of large-scale employment and logistics developments
elsewhere, particularly in North Warwickshire, need to be taken into account as they will add to
existing congestion on the M42 around Solihull.

Conditions on the M42 and at Junction 4

A significant issue is the extent to which the typical peak hour conditions on the M42 have been
taken into account in the TA and what implications would there be for the operation of the
Junction 4 gyratory when the motorway is slow moving or at a standstill. If thisis not adequately
taken into account, the validity of all the technical assessment would be invalidated.

This section of the M42 between the M40 interchange to the south and the M6 and M1 to the
north is one of the busiest and most congested in the region. Junction 4 already serves Blythe
Valley Business Park, Monkspath business park, the former Fore business park, a Tesco
supermarket and Notcutts garden centre to the west with Shirley Town centre and Sears Retail
Park / Solihull Retail Park beyond. Further north on the motorway is the proposed MSA,
Birmingham airport, the NEC and the proposed Arden Cross development around the HS2
Interchange. This section of motorway is already a known accident blackspot with frequent
slow moving or stagnant traffic, particularly at peak times.

As all the HGV traffic and the majority of the other vehicular traffic from the development would
use the junction to access the motorway or the A34 westwards, it is inevitable that delays and
congestion will arise at peak times and other times when the motorway is slow or at a standstill.

See attached schedule, taken from Al searches, confirming existing conditions on the M42.
Effect on Junction 4

From the evidence provided in the main Transport Assessment, it is not possible to discern
whether the turning counts and surveys of queue lengths were taken at a time when the
motorway was free-flowing or congested, or whether hard-shoulder running was in
operation. All of these factors can affect the operation of the junction.

Itis apparent that arms of the junction are close to capacity at times; also, queue lengths are
unacceptable. If the motorway traffic is slow moving, or at a standstill, then traffic navigating
the motorway junction will be delayed entering or exiting the motorway. Altering signal timings
by seconds will not mitigate this if the motorway is congested. When this happens, traffic will
seek alternative routes adding pressure to the local highway network.

Given the local circumstances, it is difficult to believe that the effects of development traffic
can be offset with some minor tinkering of the traffic lights. The Forum requires clarification
that traffic conditions on the M42 and their implications for the operation of this junction have
been adequately taken into account. The junction simply will not work as modelled unless
motorway conditions are fully considered.

Highway safety and collision assessment
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Table 5-5 shows that the proposed development is forecast to generate 262 and 249 total
vehicle trips in just one of the three am and pm peak hours (08:00-09:00 hrs and 17:00-18:00
hours). Over the course of the peak hours (between 7am to 10am and 16.00 to 19.00 hours),
these numbers are significantly higher - 729 and 659 respectively. The trip distribution assumes
that 86 % of development traffic will navigate the junction (25% M42 S, 31% M42 N and 30% to
A34). Of these, all the HGV movements are assumed to use the junction. 39 and 32 HGV
movements are forecast during the peak hour of 8-9am. Over the three hour peak periods,
some 114 HGVs will use the junction in the am peak and 110 in the pm peak. One HGV is
therefore expected to use the junction approximately every 1.5 to 2 minutes. These movements
will not be evenly spread and any delay, for example at signals or through congestion on the
M42, will add to the number of HGVs navigating the gyratory at any one time.

This junction was significantly altered to accommodate traffic to and from BVP. Itis already
confusing to navigate. The Forum considers that 20 collisions at, and near, Junction 4 reflects
the challenging layout. It does not agree that the risk is “very low” and that the development is
unlikely to affect highway safety.

Such increases in vehicle numbers, especially HGVs, during the peak periods will inevitably
make navigation of this gyratory more difficult, particularly if signage and traffic lights are
obscured. This will make a confusing junction more hazardous.

Overall conclusion on Transport

The lack of consistency, or explanation, undermines the credibility of the TA exercise. The
proper vehicle for considering the traffic and transport implications of such major growth
proposals is the Mayoral Spatial Strategy and the Solihull Local Plan.

SUSTAINABILITY

Much is made of the sustainability of the site. Just because it lies close to a motorway junction
does not mean that it is a highly sustainable location. The sustainability credentials of this site
have been overstated.

Overall Sustainability

The proposed development is inherently road based and will generate a substantial amount of
road traffic. Atruly sustainable industrial and logistics development would be rail based and
located near a major rail interchange.

Accessibility by cars and HGVs

The TA demonstrates that the development will generate large volumes of traffic by car and
HGVs, adding to congestion problems on the motorway and hindering access to the site,
especially at peak times.

Accessibility by public transport

The TA states (Para 3.5.7) that the proposed location is served by up to 5 buses per hour. This is
correct but should be treated with caution in considering the site’s accessibility. The A7 and A8
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circular routes are half hourly. The A8 is an indirect route into Solihull town centre via Hockley
Heath, Dorridge and Knowle. It takes about half an hour to reach the town centre. It reaches
Dorridge in 15 minutes when a further mode change journey into Solihull or Birmingham could
be taken.

The A7 runs half hourly in the opposite direction via Shirley, taking just over half an hour to reach
Solihull town centre. The X20 route runs less frequently and does not currently stop at Blythe
Valley during the day. This could provide a more frequent route to Solihull town centre.

The Planning Statement makes much of the contribution that this development will make to
improving areas of high deprivation. However, the public transport routes serving this location
are relatively limited and not direct. They mostly involve passing through Solihull town centre.
This would require multiple mode change journeys if residents from the identified areas of
multiple deprivation are to access the jobs.

Accessibility by cycling and walking

Improvements are proposed but only those routes accessing the site from the Blythe Valley area
are likely to be attractive to users. Routes using the Stratford Road from the west are hazardous
and noisy whilst those from the east from Gate Lane or Box Trees Road are on narrow rural
lanes. Neitheris an appealing prospect for regular use.

Access to amenities

Accessibility to amenities should also be treated with caution. Off-site amenities are potentially
available but are highly unlikely to be used. The Shell garage has a Waitrose concession butis a
typically limited petrol filling station offer. The facilities at Notcutts and Tesco are far more
extensive but access on foot would involve distances that are well in excess of the usually
accepted walking distance to amenities of 800m. Indeed, the ASA adopts 800m as the
appropriate distance to measure accessibility. The longer routes to Tesco and Notcutts would
necessitate crossing either the M42 and/or the A34 which would be noisy and inconvenient.

Mitigation

The range of proposed environmental mitigation and “benefits” are noted but the massive scale
of development involving the loss of agricultural land, loss of existing open landscape and
substantial built impacts is significant and harmful.

Overall conclusion on sustainability

This location will be almost entirely a car borne development. Itis not a sustainable form of
development.

LANDSCAPE AND DESIGN
These matters are reserved but the Land Use and Building Heights Parameter Plan seeks to

establish the scale and maximum height of buildings. The maximum height would be 19m and
the maximum internal floorspace would be 980,000 sq ft within 6 building zones.
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As stated in the Green Belt considerations above, this development would breach the long-
established edge of built development provided by the M42. It forms a clear and firm edge
which prevents urban sprawl and separates Solihull from KDBH which maintains a rural setting.

The proposed development would be of such a scale and massing that would inevitably be a
major incursion into the landscape on the rural east side of the motorway. The proposed
landscape and design measures cannot satisfactorily mitigate the impacts of extensive cut and
fill, loss of trees and hedgerows and sheer scale of the development. It will remain an intrusive
blot on the rural landscape that forms an important part of the setting of KDBH.

Overall conclusion on landscape and design
The proposal would represent an incongruous and intrusive development, totally out of keeping

with the area’s open and rural setting and its function in separating Solihull from KDBH.

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

Dated: 30 June 2026
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Schedule: Issues on M42 around Solihull - taken from Al searches

1. Junction 3a on the M42 (the Umberslade Interchange) connects directly to the M40, serving
as a notorious accident hotspot in the West Midlands. The high volume of local traffic
merging to enter or exit Solihull, combined with fast-moving motorway transitions,
frequently causes multi-vehicle collisions and severe congestion.

Key Traffic & Safety Characteristics:

e TheIntersection: At Junction 3a, traffic flowing between the M42 and the M40 must
rapidly adjust speeds and cross over, creating conflict points where local Solihull traffic
enters the flow.

o Safety Concerns: The merging dynamics—compounded by commuters navigating
toward the A34 (Shirley/Dorridge) or A41 (Solihull Bypass) near Junctions 4 and 5—lead
to frequent rear-end collisions and lane blockages.

2. The stretch of the M42 between the M40 (J3A) and the M6 (J7) is one of the busiest routes in
the West Midlands, acting as a major corridor for commuters, airport traffic, and freight.

Common Causes of Congestion:

Accident Blackspots: Junctions 7 and 7A (the looping interchange with the M6) and the
merge near Junction 3A (M40) frequently experience collisions due to high traffic
volumes and fast-moving vehicles weaving between lanes.

High Traffic Volume: As a critical bypass around east Birmingham, this section
regularly hits capacity during morning (7:00 AM - 9:00 AM) and evening (4:30 PM - 6:30
PM) rush hours.

Roadworks & Maintenance: Major upgrade projects and safety barrier repairs often
lead to periodic lane restrictions or overnight closures, notably between J4 and J3.

3. Accident Hotspots in M42

A part of the large collection of motorways in the centre of the city, the M42 connects to the M6,
M40 and the M5. With such a heavy flow of traffic, unfortunately accidents can happen. Plan
your journey with the RAC Route Planner, receiving M42 travel updates, to avoid any possible
delays. You can also be aware of common accident blackspots on the M42.

Junction 3A

e The network of roads where the M42 meets the M40 has caused some problems. This
could be because of fast moving traffic keeping up with flow moving from one motorway
to the other. It’s important you stick to the speed limit when navigating through this
junction.
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Junctions 7 and 7A

e Thebig7and 7A looping interchange onto the M6 has been a reported as an accident
blackspot. From looking at the complex nature of the junction, you can clearly see why
it has caused some problems. Make sure you know where you’re going and stick to your
lane.

Between junction 4 and 5

¢ Whenyou’re southbound around Birmingham along the M42, be mindful between
Junction 5 and 4. This has been known to be an accident blackspot. With drivers making
their connection in and out of Solihull, the rise in traffic around these two junctions is
significant so do leave enough space between yourself and the car in front of you.

4. Drivers have rated the M42 as the worst motorway in England, citing issues including
speed limits, roadworks and potholes.

The 40-mile stretch of motorway, which connects places like Birmingham, Nottingham,
Solihull, Tamworth and Redditch, was ranked last in a survey of 9,166 road users carried out by
watchdog Transport Focus.

The road was given an overall satisfaction rating of 56% and also ranked lowest in drivers'
opinions on journey times.

Driver reviews and official assessments frequently cite the M42 near Junction 4
(Shirley/Dorridge) as a heavily congested area. It is widely recognized as a frustrating commuter
route and incident blackspot, largely due to the convergence of local Solihull traffic and high-
speed merges.

5. Key Commuter Reviews & Consensus

¢ Congestion and Bottlenecks: Driver surveys often rank the M42 as one of the most
frustrating motorways in England, with commuters citing chronic rush-hour congestion.

e Accident Blackspots: The southbound stretch between Junction 5 and Junction 4 is
recognized as an accident blackspot, with jack-knifed lorries and collisions frequently
causing significant delays.

e Variable Speed Limits: Motorists frequently express frustration on local forums about
the smart motorway's variable speed limits, noting that speed drops often occur when
there appears to be no visible reason for them.

Local Traffic Spillovers: The junction itself experiences heavy queues during peak times as
commuters filter on and off the A34, leading to localized sloM42 Junction 4 (Monkspath
Interchange) connects the M42 to the A34 (Stratford Road/Birmingham Road) and A3400,
serving Solihull and south-west Birmingham. The junction frequently operates at or near
capacity during peak commuting hours, causing significant congestion on the A34
approaches and localized queues on the motorway slip roads.

6. M42 Junction 4 (Monkspath Interchange) connects the M42 to the A34 (Stratford
Road/Birmingham Road) and A3400, serving Solihull and south-west Birmingham. The



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

junction frequently operates at or near capacity during peak commuting hours, causing
significant congestion on the A34 approaches and localized queues on the motorway slip
roads.

Strategic Issues

e Volume: The A34 corridor experiences high traffic volumes as a major arterial route into
Birmingham, leading to recurring capacity issues at the junction roundabouts.

o Bottlenecks: Local planning authorities and transport bodies note that the junction is
heavily sensitive to additional traffic. Proposals (such as adding new Motorway Service
Areas nearby) have previously raised concerns about exceeding Junction 4’s safe
operating capacity without major redesigns.



