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Introduction

The Knowle, Dorridge and Bentley Heath Neighbourhood Plan (NP) was ‘made’ (i.e. adopted) in April
2019. There is a commitment in the NP to undertake regular monitoring in order to test the
effectiveness of its policies and to identify any necessary amendments.

This is the third monitoring report. It covers the period April 2024 to March 2026.

Background

The Neighbourhood Forum was established in 2015 for the purpose of preparing a Neighbourhood
Plan for the Knowle, Dorridge and Bentley Heath Neighbourhood Area (KDBH). The population is
some 20,000. The NP was approved with a 34% turnout and 96% support at referendum.

The Forum became a registered charity in July 2020 with a focus on securing implementation of the
Neighbourhood Plan for the benefit of our Neighbourhood Area.

In November 2025 the Forum’s application for redesignation was approved by Solihull Council. The
designation lasts for 5 years. The Officer’s report to the Decision-Making Session stated: ‘The
Forum’s knowledge that has built up in developing the NP is now important in helping to secure its
successful implementation to achieve the community vision and influence future development in the
Neighbourhood Area.’

Also, in November 2025 Nigel Moore was appointed the Forum’s new Chair.

Purpose of the monitoring review

Paragraph 1.5 of the NP states that the purpose of the review is to:

e identify any material change in background conditions;

e assess the success of the NP in meeting the vision, objectives and target outcomes;

e establish whether implementation has given rise to any unintended consequences;

e determine whether the assumptions and objectives behind the policies are still relevant;

e identify the need to amend or delete any of the policies or to prepare supplementary
guidance.

Previous monitoring reports concluded that:

e the Forum team has put in place appropriate monitoring systems;

e thereis now greater awareness and consideration of NP policies by both Solihull Council
and developers. Whilst there has been some positive application of policies, the Council’s
interpretation of policies has not always aligned with that of the Forum;

e it would be premature to complete an update of the NP pending the outcome of the public
examination of the new Solihull Local Plan (Local Plan) as this may affect some NP policies;
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there has been considerable consistency in relation to the overall number of applications in
KDBH each year, the majority of which are for minor household improvements and are dealt
with by the Council under delegated authority;

the responses submitted by the Forum have been in respect of applications considered to
raise issues of area wide significance. Key policy considerations have related to impacts on
local shopping centres, inappropriate design or density, loss of trees and impacts on
Conservation Areas. Parking and transport policies are also regularly referenced.

A simplified report format was adopted last year, which has been maintained in this report.

Material changes in background conditions

This section considers changes in the regulatory planning system that are relevant to the NP.

National level changes:

Since April 2024, the UK planning system has undergone significant transformation, largely driven by

the December 2024 revisions to the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and an extensive,

ongoing consultation for a further overhaul of the framework.

Revised National Planning Policy Framework- December 2024.

The major changes to planning policy include:

=

N

w

. Mandatory Housing Targets and Need

Increased Targets: Local authority housing targets are once again mandatory, with the
national target increased to an ambition of 370,000 homes per year.

Standard Method: A revised two-step method for calculating housing need is in place,
creating higher targets for areas with the highest levels of unaffordability.

Land Supply: Local planning authorities are required to demonstrate a five-year housing land
supply again, with additional buffers enforced for under-delivery.

. Green Belt and "Grey Belt"

"Grey Belt" Prioritisation: Authorities must identify and prioritise "Grey Belt" land
(previously developed land or other land in the Grey Belt that makes a limited contribution
to key Grey Belt purposes) to meet their housing targets.

Green Belt Release: Meeting housing need is now explicitly defined as an "exceptional
circumstance" to justify releasing Green Belt land. Local authorities failing to meet local
housing targets are now required to conduct Green Belt reviews.

Golden Rules for Green Belt Developments: New "Golden Rules" apply to Green Belt release,
ensuring schemes contain at least 50% affordable housing and deliver supporting public
infrastructure like GP surgeries, public open space and schools.

. Affordable Housing

Social Rent Prominence: Local planning authorities are encouraged to specifically assess and
cater to the need for Social Rent homes.

Mixed Tenure: Strengthened policy requirements to promote mixed-tenure developments
rather than prescriptive national ownership requirements.

. Plan-Making and Local Plans
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Cross-Boundary Cooperation: A stronger obligation on local authorities to work together to
address strategic housing and infrastructure issues, reducing the ability to defer difficult
decisions.

Further draft changes to the NPPF-December 2025.

In late 2025/early 2026, the government consulted on further changes to the NPPF. These include:

A new 30-month local plan process.

Default ‘yes’ and zoning — land is being divided into ‘growth’ (automatic consent) and
‘renewal’ (permission in principle zones) to streamline approval.

Brownfield first and support for higher densities in urban areas.

Train Stations: there is an increased presumption in favour of granting permission for
housing development that sits within a reasonable walking distance (typically 800m) of well-
connected railway stations, even outside settlement limits.

Neighbourhood plans- these continue to form part of the development plan but within a
wider context which is steered more towards strategic and sub regional planning. There is a
clearer emphasis on not repeating higher level policies and a focus on local matters such as
design, infrastructure, regeneration and environmental improvements. They can also
allocate housing sites to meet an identified need (as before).

A revised NPPF has not yet been published.

Implications of NPPF revisions for KDBH

Solihull MBC’s housing target has almost doubled. The target number of dwellings per
annum has risen from 816 to 1331, a 63% increase. KDBH will be expected to bear its ‘fair
share’ of additional housing.

KDBH is surrounded by Green Belt land. Solihull MBC is reviewing the Green Belt to identify
Grey Belt land.

Developers have seized the opportunity to submit planning applications on Green Belt land
around KDBH for housing to meet the new housing requirements. The lack of an up-to-date
Local Plan and Grey Belt rules have emboldened them. To date some 2000 houses are
proposed in KDBH alone. In addition, Aylesbury Road, Hockley Heath proposes a further 330
dwellings and Gentleshaw Lane Solihull have already been approved for 145 dwellings —
both of these developments will have a significant impact on KDBH.

Further details of the key applications are provided later in this report.

The proposed change in relation to development close to train stations could have
significant implications for KDBH in view of the train stations at Dorridge and Widney
Manor. (Whilst the latter is outside KDBH, further development around the station could
have implications for maintaining the gap between Solihull and KDBH).

A full review of the NP will need to take place after the Local Plan has been reviewed.

Local level changes:

Solihull Local Plan

(source- Solihull Council web site)
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As of early 2026, Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council is actively reviewing its Local Plan to cover
the period 2026—-2043, following the withdrawal of the previous draft in 2024. An "Issues and
Options" consultation was held from 30 January to 16 March 2026, focusing on updated housing
numbers (approximately 23,958 new homes needed) and "Grey Belt" land assessment.

Key Aspects of the Solihull Local Plan Review (2026-2043)

e Current Status: Following an advisory visit from the Planning Inspectorate and government
guidance to use the "legacy" planning system, the Council is progressing with the new Local
Plan.

e Consultation: The "Issues and Options" consultation (Jan-Mar 2026) addressed future
growth, housing, and infrastructure needs.

e Housing & Growth: The new Local Plan covers 2026—2043 with a proposed requirement for
over 23,000 new dwellings.

e Green Belt & "Grey Belt": The review assesses how Green Belt land performs and
investigates potential "Grey Belt" areas for development to meet housing demand.

e (Call for Sites: A Call for Sites was completed in January 2025, which saw roughly 300 sites
submitted by landowners.

e Next Steps: Comments from the early 2026 consultation will shape the next version of the
Local Plan, with a further, more detailed consultation scheduled for later stages, aiming for
adoption around 2028. The Forum understands that a formal consultation on the version of
the Local Plan that the Council will send to the Planning Inspectorate is likely to be held
later this year, possibly September 2026 with a view to submitting the new Local Plan to the
Inspectorate by the end of 2026.

Implications for KDBH

The Forum’s Planning Team has been closely following progress on the new Local Plan and has
submitted detailed responses to the Green Belt Assessment and the Issues and Options consultation.

The Call for Sites consultation prompted landowners and developers to submit over 50 sites around
KDBH for consideration as housing land.

At the beginning of the Council’s Green Belt Assessment, Forum team members attended a meeting
to discuss the review. The Forum subsequently submitted detailed comments on the proposed
assessment process.

The Forum also submitted detailed responses to the Issues and Options consultation. This led to the
Forum producing a 10 Point Plan submitted to Council officers and local Councillors aimed at
influencing the Local Plan.

The 10 Point Plan:

The review of the Local Plan Review is taking place in a very tight timescale. The Forum wants the 10
points identified below to be addressed as part of this review now — before it is too difficult to
change course:

Set a realistic ‘housing requirement’ figure.

Look to Birmingham for help on the supply of housing land.

Seek agreement on a contribution from Birmingham straightaway.
Identify the land that will meet the housing requirement.

PN PRE
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Ensure that necessary infrastructure is provided.

Safeguard our Green Belt.

Identify and protect strategic gaps around KDBH.

Protect the character and appearance of the three villages that make up our town.
. Make sure concept masterplans are in place for new housing sites.

10. Identify site for a sports hub.

© 0N O W

Supplementary Planning Documents (SPDs)

Public opens space SPD: In March 2026 the Council adopted new guidance outlining requirements
for the provision and maintenance of public open spaces in new developments. The Forum
responded to the consultations and supported the guidance.

A list of the Forum’s responses to planning policy consultations at national and local level is
attached at Appendix 1. Most are also available on the NF web site. The only response to these
submissions from the Council has been the promise of a meeting; at the time of writing the Forum is
still waiting (and chasing) for this to take place.

Review of planning applications by Forum

The Forum monitors how NP policies are being applied by reviewing decisions on planning
applications in order to assess the success of the NP in meeting its stated aims and identify any need
to amend policies.

The Forum has established a Planning Team which reviews all planning applications in KDBH using
data supplied by the Council. The weekly planning application list is available on the Forum’s web

site. The Forum only responds to applications which are considered to have area wide implications
for NP policies or where the Residents’ Associations or residents have requested our involvement.

This monitoring period has been excessively busy for the Forum’s Planning Team. In addition to
responding to the consultations on policy changes at national and local level, as referred to above,
the Planning Team has been responding to a flurry of speculative planning applications submitted by
landowners and developers seeking to capitalise on the government’s revised housing targets and
changes in Green Belt policy and the lack of a current Local Plan

In 2024, the Forum responded to 7 planning applications of which two related to the ‘Arden
Triangle’ site. These were applications by Inspired Villages at Stripes Hill and by Kler for 450 houses
on the southern part of the site.

In 2025, the Forum responded to 12 planning applications, with 17 actual detailed submissions. This
included a further 7 detailed responses relating to proposed developments on the Arden Triangle
site and 3 detailed responses relating to major speculative housing developments at Blue Lake Road,
Widney Manor Road and Gentleshaw Lane (outside KDBH).

In 2026 there have been 4 responses to date. These include speculative housing proposals at Widney
Manor Rd and at Aylesbury Rd in Hockley Heath (outside KDBH and comprising 330 houses, which
will have a direct impact on KDBH). Responses were also in preparation for Golden End Farm and 31-
33 Station Road at the end of the monitoring period. Further applications have also been made in
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relation to the Arden Triangle Site: Kler (amendments to the approved scheme) and Spitfire Homes
(the fourth /final parcel).

The Forum Planning Team has been approached by all the applicants of the large housing proposals
and has met them to better understand and discuss their proposals. The Forum has also met with
the proposed developers of land at Hampton Rd, Knowle; an application is expected on this site by
the summer.

In addition to the housing proposals, the Forum has commented on and supported several local
business-related applications in the village centres; and commented on the consultation for a major
logistics park of 980,000 square feet, just south of M42 Junction 4 (the application for which has just
been submitted).

All the applications to which the Forum has responded are shown in the schedule at Appendix 2. The
responses can also be found on the Forum’s web site.

An analysis of the Forum’s responses indicating the main NP policies referenced and the main
themes emerging is contained in Appendix 3. This shows that Policies H1 Housing on Allocated and
Larger sites, H2 Affordable Housing, H3 Housing Mix, D1 Design and NE1 Trees Hedgerows and
Woodland were most frequently referenced, similar to those referred to in previous monitoring
reports. Policies on Transport, Education and Community facilities were also referenced. The
success or otherwise of the Forum’s responses is considered in the following sections.

The overall position regarding housing proposals around KDBH was set out in the Forum’s May
Newsletter, this is also attached at Appendix 4.

The Forum has established a monitoring schedule of Infrastructure contributions (section 106
contributions) to be paid by housing developers and agreed by the Council in respect of any schemes
that receive planning approval. This is to help ensure that the delivery of necessary infrastructure,
particularly in relation to health, education, road and transport, and green infrastructure is delivered
on a timely basis. As part of this monitoring, the Forum met with representatives of local GP
surgeries and with the Integrated Care Board, to discuss the provision of health facilities related to
new development.

The Forum has had no involvement in appeals or enforcement action this year.

Assessment of monitoring outcomes:

Are the assumptions and objectives behind the NP still relevant?

Yes, the assumptions and objectives remain relevant. The desire to maintain village character,
improve design, protect and enhance the local green environment and maintain the vitality and
viability of the village centres remain at the heart of the NP. Indeed, in the face of such extensive
proposals for housing growth around KDBH, protecting these values is more important than ever as
local people fear that the character of the area and its infrastructure will be overwhelmed by the
excessive scale of development.

Is success being achieved in meeting the vision, objectives and target outcomes?
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Focus of the NP:

The NP is, by definition, focussed on local level planning matters rather than strategic planning
matters undertaken via the Local Plan. However, there are important aspects of the vison, objectives
and target outcomes that can be impacted by Borough wide policies. These are reflected in the two
main themes of the NP Vision Statement, namely; ‘to conserve KDBH as a unique place within
Solihull Borough encircled by unspoilt open countryside....." and having ‘a vibrant local economy....
providing an attractive and highly desirable residential area that supports the economic success of
local and regional economies, remaining separate from other settlements....".

The Challenge of Changes to National Planning Policy:

The recent changes to planning policy at national level have created massive challenges at the
strategic level both in relation to housing targets and employment requirements. These are likely to
affect KDBH depending on the distribution of housing and employment growth at the regional level
and how that is translated into development allocations via the Local Plan. The evident danger is the
threat of unplanned large- scale development around KDBH as currently proposed through the
speculative housing proposals. The Forum is worried that these will pre-empt the proper Local Plan
process with severe consequences for the countryside around KDBH and its separation from Solihull
and other settlements such as Hockley Heath. For this reason, the Forum has responded not only to
major applications around KDBH but also to those at Gentleshaw Lane Solihull and at Aylesbury Road
Hockley Heath where further housing threatens the separation of those settlements from KDBH.

Speculative Applications:

The outcome of the Local Plan and the larger speculative housing planning applications will not be
known for some time although the outline planning applications relating to housing at the Arden
Triangle site (which was a draft allocation in the now withdrawn Local Plan) and the speculative
planning application at Gentleshaw Lane have already been approved. A Submission version of the
new Local Plan is expected to be published in the Autumn which will indicate the Council’s preferred
distribution of growth and its’ impact on KDBH. It is not clear when the other large scale housing
applications will be determined.

General:

These major issues are of relevance to the success of the NP in terms of whether its vision,
objectives and targets can still be achieved in the face of large-scale development. The outcome will
not be clear until the next Monitoring report.

In the meantime, the Forum continues to work directly with developers and via representations to
the Council to ensure that detailed layout and design requirements, particularly as set out in the
policies referenced above are adhered to. These have met with mixed success. For example, there
has been success in working with Taylor Wimpey to retain more of the mature trees around their
site on the Arden Triangle. Planning applications at Greswolde House and Avenue Rd were refused in
line with the Forum’s objections.

Less successful have been the Forum’s attempts to promote lower densities, particularly on large

housing sites. Recent approvals by the Council on the Kler land and Inspired Villages have accepted
densities at around 40dph which is higher than is characteristic of Knowle. However, national
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policies promoting densification have over- ruled the Forum’s concerns about character and
appearance.

The Forum is continuing to monitor how well the NP’s policies are adhered to.

With regard to local employment and the health of the three KDBH village centres, these all appear
to be doing reasonably well in the face of difficult retail conditions. There are no empty units in
Dorridge village centre with new independents occupying previous vacant units. Bentley Heath has
also welcomed new independent retailers with currently no vacant units. Knowle centre has
benefitted from improvements to the retail units in St John’s Precinct but take-up has been slow but
others now appear to be being fitted out. Elsewhere on the High St there are only a few vacant
units, two of which were a restaurant and a hot food take-a-way.

Has implementation led to any unintended consequences?

None so far as we are aware in this monitoring period.

How successful is the NP and are any changes needed?
NP remains robust and relevant:

The Forum is satisfied that the NP, its objectives and policies remain robust and relevant. The key to
success, however, is to what extent developers and the Council take note of its policies, and how
they are addressed, that will determine the extent to which the objectives and target outcomes
underpinning the NP are achieved. Allied to this is the question of how legitimate and well-argued
points, raised by the Forum on behalf of residents, are dealt with.

With regard to small applications, the Forum can point to some success in securing revisions to
proposals prior to approval or to proposals being refused in line with the Forum’s objections.

As regards decisions to date on major planning applications, those relating to the Arden Triangle site
have now largely been determined at outline stage. The Forum was disappointed that greater notice
was not taken of some aspects of the Forum’s objections, particularly with regard to the failure to
secure an overall comprehensive masterplan for the whole site, leading to issues around the location
of the primary school and satisfactory access. Objections to the need for further extra care housing
for the elderly were not properly considered. Concerns about densities and building heights were
considered to be matters of detail to be determined at the ‘reserved matters’ application stage.

The application by the Council of the NP:

The Forum has reviewed the way the Council has considered its objections on major applications
that have been approved to date. This has shown that whilst the NP is sufficiently robust, there are
failings in its interpretation by the Council and in the process involved in determining applications.
For example:

e There have been instances where NP policy has been ignored / not referenced.

e There have been instances where NP policy has not been robustly analysed, leading to
generalised and unsupported conclusions.
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e There have been other instances where the Forum’s closely-argued representations have
not been properly considered.

e There have been instances where there has been a failure to address “in principle” concerns,
mistakenly arguing that the matters can be adequately dealt with at the detailed stage.

e There have been instances where, having seen the officers’ report, the Forum has made
additional representations, only to find that the points are not addressed at the meeting by
members / poorly analysed in the officers’ committee briefing note.

e There have been repeated promises of opportunities for further comment (such as in
relation to a proper site wide masterplan or at the reserved matters stage) only for those to
later be overlooked.

e There have been promises to meet in response to matters raised by the Forum- yet
meetings have not happened despite requests.

e Following submissions by the Forum on the Local Plan consultations and related matters
such as the Green Belt Review, there has been no feedback.

Disquiet by the Forum came to a head in December 2025. The failure of the Council to discuss
objections presented in person by the Forum into proposals by Taylor Wimpey was

one of several such occasions (see Appendix 5) and led to the making of a formal complaint
to the Chief Executive. The response that, “we must... respect members’ rights not to ask
about such matters” was particularly disappointing. A promised meeting to discuss the topic
is still awaited (6 months on).

Impact of NP in connection with the Current Speculative Applications:

With regard to the current large number of speculative development applications, the current focus
is on the strategic considerations of Green Belt, environmental impact and infrastructure capacity.
The Forum has submitted strong objections to both the principle of these housing allocations related
to protection of the Green Belt and prematurity in respect of prejudicing the outcome of the Local
Plan; and to the failure to comply with a number of NP policies. In addition to referencing NP policies
including H1, H3, D1, D2 and N1, as referred to above, the Forum is keen to ensure that Policy H2
Affordable housing is adhered to and is attached as a condition on outline planning approvals. This
policy provides for 25% of all new affordable housing to be occupied by households with a local
connection to KDBH. With large scale development expected in KDBH and levels of affordable
housing set at 40-50%, Policy H2 is regarded as important.

Whilst the verdict on success remains unclear, the NP nevertheless remains a highly useful tool in
ensuring that developers engage with the Forum prior to submitting their applications. This is an
opportunity for the Forum to make its comments clear at an early stage and whilst these are not

always heeded, it has resulted in some welcome amendments prior to submission.

Successes of the NP:

The Forum can also point to the success of the NP in relation to, for example:

e Acting as a vehicle for making local views known to landowners, developers and the Council;
and

e NCIL- the community enjoys enhanced Neighbourhood Community Infrastructure Levy
(NCIL) within the NP area as a consequence of having a ‘made’ NP. The levy available has
increased from 15% to 25%. The benefits gained by local infrastructure projects are
recorded in the Chair’'s AGM report. The prospect of large-scale housing developments will
deliver substantial additional NCIL to the benefit of the local community. The value of
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having an adopted NP is significant and substantial in this respect. The Forum is keen to
encourage and support local groups in bringing forward suitable projects.

Lessons learned over monitoring period and way forward

In terms of matters on which the Forum has been less successful, responses by intending developers
to the Forum’s participation in public consultations and pre-application meetings have not always
met the Forum’s expectations. In addition, attempts to reach out to local stakeholders, such as local
medical practices, have had limited success. However, as alluded to above, it is in dealings with the
Council that responses have been, on a number of occasions, particularly disappointing.

The Forum looks to the Council to consider carefully NP policies and other matters raised, ensuring
in particular that residual points are the subject of officer comment and member discussion before a
decision is made.

The Forum understands that the Council is under intense pressure to prepare a new Local Plan at the
same time as having to deal with unusually high numbers of large-scale planning applications.
However, having taken the time and effort to make constructive responses to all relevant Council
consultations, the Forum, as a statutory body, expects better communication from the Council
including in relation to the application of Plan policies and following through on promised meetings.

Having reviewed its actions, and the Council’s responses, the Forum will take the following steps:

e Be more focussed and persuasive in responses and representations.

e Work more pro-actively with local Councillors to raise matters of specific concern with
responsible members or officers and, where appropriate, with the Local MP

e Work to promote the 10 Point Plan to influence the new Local Plan.

e Press to reinstate three-monthly liaison meetings with relevant officers.

e Consider the introduction of new policies or the tightening of existing policies upon review
of the NP.

e (Call for ad hoc meetings with members or officers to address matters of emerging
importance.

KDBH NP Minor Update

The Forum appreciates that the NP is in need of a review.

During 2024, good progress was made on a review and limited update of the Neighbourhood Plan to
take account of various changes and amendments required since the original plan was approved
some six years ago. The Forum was preparing to go out to the formal consultation with residents
under the Regulation 14 stage but the pausing and subsequent withdrawal of the Local Plan and the
new NPPF put that work into abeyance. In January 2026, mindful that the age of the NP, the Forum
undertook a minor review of its policies. Various revisions have been suggested but these are mainly
minor corrections and updated references. It was concluded by the Forum that with the minor
proposed changes the NP’s policies remains up to date and relevant. This document was submitted
to the Council in January 2026 and a response is awaited. No examination or referendum will be
necessary. A copy of the Update can be viewed on the Forum’s web site.
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A more detailed review will take place after the Local Plan has been adopted.

Community Actions

In the course of preparing the Neighbourhood Plan, local residents and businesses raised a range of
issues that are not related to land use or new development. Where these were important local
matters that require action — for example in relation to traffic management, green spaces,
communications infrastructure and community facilities — they were included as “Community
Actions” in Appendix 4 of the Neighbourhood Plan (see the link below). Unlike the policies in the
Neighbourhood Plan, these actions do not have statutory weight. However, they are matters that
the Neighbourhood Forum has been pursuing since the Neighbourhood Plan was approved.

An audit of the actions was carried out in March 2026. A link to the updated table of Community
Actions summarising the current situation can be found on the website: https://www.kdbh-
np.org/planning/community-actions this is based on the original table in Appendix 4 in the
Neighbourhood Plan. The Forum will, in the future, continue to pursue these Community Actions
where appropriate.

Other matters

The Forum has been active in a wide range of activities aimed at keeping local residents aware of the
Forum, the NP and the extent of planning activities in KDBH. These are covered in the Chair’s annual
report but in summary include: the launch of a new web site, a monthly newsletter, attendance at
local events such as the Jubilee celebrations, news flashes via social media, responding to developer
pre-application consultations, attending Council meetings, including speaking at Planning Committee
when necessary, responding to residents’ queries and concerns and meeting with informal resident
groups, speaking at meetings of the DDRA, Knowle Society and Hockley Heath Parish Council and
undertaking various surveys.

12
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APPENDIX 1: LIST OF FORUM RESPONSES TO PLANNING POLICY CONSULTATIONS APRIL 2024 -
MARCH 2026
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NPPF Review -September 2024

NPPF Reforms consultation March 2026

Solihull’s Housing Allocation Scheme (Draft) 2024

Solihull Council Call for Sites - January 2025

Solihull Council Green Belt Assessment- Forum response to Council stakeholder
presentation and request for comments on methodology- Spring 2025

Solihull Council Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation — March 2026
Solihull Council Rural Settlement Hierarchy Assessment- August 2025

Solihull Council Draft Public Open Space SPD- December 2025
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APPENDIX 2: PLANNING APPLICATION RESPONSES APRIL 2024 TO MARCH 2026
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Response Date

Application Number

operty / Site Address

Short-form Application Description

Residential Units / Dwellings

KDBH NP Policies Expressly Cited

22/07/2024 PL/2024/00617/PPFL

03/08/2024 PL/2024/01210/PPFL

02/09/2024 PL/2024/01597/PPFL

11/09/2024 PL/2024/01563/PPFL;

PL/2024/01564/LBC

06/01/2025 PL/2024/02891/PPFL

01/02/2025 PL/2023/00222/MAJFDW

15/02/2025 PL/2025/00107/PPFL

15/02/2025 PL/2025/00079/PPFL

25/02/2025 PL/2025/00182/PPFL

25/02/2025 PL/2025/00155/PPOL

28/03/2025 PL/2023/02294/PPOL

11/04/2025 PL/2023/02294/PPOL

18/05/2025 PL/2023/02294/PPOL

10/06/2025 PL/2025/00888/PPOL

16/06/2025 PL/2023/00222/MAJFDW

23/07/2025 PL/2025/01194/PPOL

13/09/2025 PL/2025/01574/PPFL

13/09/2025 PL/2024/02891/PPFL

17/09/2025 PL/2025/00155/PPOL

20/10/2025 PL/2025/01660/PPOL

17/11/2025 PL/2025/01903/PPOL

25/02/2026 PL/2026/00149/PPOL

25/02/2026 PL/2026/00193/PPFL

27/02/2026 W/25/1709

20/03/2026 PL/2024/01597/PPFL

1 Avenue Close, Dorridge, Solihull B93 8LB

Land to the rear of 28 Four Ashes Road, Dorridge,
Solihull

Peartree Farm, 2141 Warwick Road, Knowle, Solihull
B93 OEF

1701 High Street, Knowle, Solihull B93 OLN

Greswolde House, 197A Station Road, Knowle, Solihull
B93 0PU

Stripes Hill House, Warwick Road (Arden Triangle) -
Inspired Villages

The Red Lion, 1672 High Street, Knowle, Solihull B93
oLy

Silhillians Sports and Conference Centre, Warwick
Road, Knowle, Solihull B93 9LW

Box Trees Farm, 2153 Stratford Road, Hockley Heath,
Solihull B94 6EA

Land West of Warwick Road (Arden Triangle)- Taylor

Wimpey

Land South of Knowle (Arden Triangle) - Kler Group

Land South of Knowle (Arden Triangle) - Kler Group

Land South of Knowle (Arden Triangle) - Kler Group

Land at Browns Lane, Bentley Heath

Stripes Hill House, Warwick Road (Arden Triangle) -

Inspired Villages

Land off Gentleshaw Lane, Solihull

The Crib, Gate Lane, Dorridge, Solihull B93 8NJ

Greswolde House, 197 Station Road, Knowle

Land West of Warwick Road (Arden Triangle) - Taylor

Wimpey

Land at 1761 Warwick Road, Knowle

Land at Blue Lake Road, Dorridge / Knowle

Land at Widney Manor Road / Browns Lane, Bentley

Heath, Solihull

Land West of Warwick Road, Knowle, Solihull - Spitfire
Homes

Land South of Aylesbury Road, Lapworth

Peartree Farm, 2141 Warwick Road, Knowle

Demolition of dwelling and garage and erection of one building containing 5
apartments, with new access, parking and landscaping.

Demolition of existing barn and stables and erection of a single storey self-build
dwelling.

Demolition of existing buildings and replacement with five dwellings, together with
relocation of existing field access.

Extension of existing store and construction of a 1 bedroom single storey house;
related listed building consent.

Demolition of office buildings and erection of 7 dwellings.

Extra care accommodation / retirement village proposal.

Refurbishment of the public house.

Construction of a new artificial hockey turf pitch with fencing and LED lighting;
upgrade of existing car park with hard standing surfacing.

Demolition of existing buildings, access alterations, landscaping and erection of 13 new
build dwellings and Class E commercial units.

Outline application, all matters reserved except access, for up to 200 dwellings with
access from Warwick Road.

and new vehicular

Outline planning application for access, with all other matters reserved, for up to 450
houses, primary school land, infrastructure, open space and associated works.

Outstanding key questions on outline application for up to 450 houses, primary school
land, infrastructure, open space and associated works.

Final comments on outline application for up to 450 houses, primary school land,
infrastructure, open space and associated works.

Outline planning application for the erection of 8 houses with access.

Additional repi on extra care ion /

proposal.

village

Outline planning permission for up to 145 dwellings with blue/green infrastructure,
landscape buffering, open space and associated works; all matters reserved except
access.

Full application for the development of one dwelling and associated works.

Further response to officer report on proposal for demolition of office buildings and
erection of 7 dwellings.

Further response to revised plans for outline application for up to 200 dwellings.

Outline application, all matters reserved except primary access, for demolition of
existing business buildings and development of up to 22 dwellings with drainage, open
space and ancillary infrastructure.

Outline application, all matters reserved except access, for up to 350 dwellings
including 50% affordable housing, access from Blue Lake Road and associated
infrastructure/works.

Outline planning permission, all matters reserved except access, for residential
dwellings including affordable housing, public open space and sports pitches/ancillary
facilities.

Full planning application for erection of 25 dwellings, access off Warwick Road,
pedestrian links, parking, landscaping, ecological enhancements, SuDS and associated
infrastructure; demolition of existing dwellings at 1928 Oak Farm.

Outline planning application for up to 330 residential dwellings, public open space,
landscaping, sustainable drainage and associated infrastructure; all matters reserved
except access from Aylesbury Road.

Further response to amended plans for demolition of existing buildings and
replacement with five dwellings.

5 apartments

1 dwelling

5 dwellings

1 dwelling

7 dwellings

up to 168 dwellings

Not applicable

Not applicable

13 dwellings

Up to 200 dwellings

Up to 450 houses

Up to 450 houses

Up to 450 houses

8 houses

Number of units not stated in

response text

Up to 145 dwellings

1 dwelling

7 dwellings

Up to 200 dwellings

Up to 22 dwellings

Up to 350 dwellings

Number not stated in
application heading; response
refers to a site for 285 homes

25 dwellings

Up to 330 dwellings

5 dwellings

NEL

NE1

D2, E1, E2, VC2

None expressly cited

H1, D1

None expressly cited

ECFS

H1, NE1, ECF2

ECF2, T3, T4, H1, D1, NE1

H1, ECF2, D1, NE1

H1, ECF2, T2, T3, T4,T5, D1, VC1, NE1

VC1, H1, H3, NE1

None expressly cited

None expressly cited

D1, D3

D1, VC1, NE1

None expressly cited in further response

VC1, VCS, H1, H3, D1, NE1, T2, T3, TS

H1,VC1, D1, T2, TS, H3, H2, ECF4

None expressly cited

None expressly cited in further response

Refused

o/s

Approved

Refused

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Refused

Approved

o/s

o/s

o/s

o/s
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Application of Neighbourhood Plan Policies: April 2024 to March 2026

Most frequently referenced NP policies:

Policy

H1

H2

H3

D1

NE1

ECF2

ECF4

13-
T5

Theme

Housing on Allocated
and Larger Sites

Affordable Housing

Housing Mix

Character and
Appearance

Trees, Hedgerows and
Woodland

Formal Education —
Location of New
Schools

New Housing and
Investment in
Community Facilities

Walking, Cycling and
Road Infrastructure

Monitoring Observation

Frequently referenced in representations on strategic
housing proposals, particularly in relation to site design,
layout, integration with existing settlements and supporting
infrastructure.

Applied to proposals involving significant residential
development, with particular emphasis on meeting local
housing needs and affordable housing provision.

Regularly referenced in relation to the provision of a
balanced housing mix reflecting local demographic needs.

One of the most consistently applied policies throughout
the monitoring period, used to assess scale, density, layout,
design quality and compatibility with local character.

Frequently cited where development proposals affected
landscape features, mature trees, hedgerows and
biodiversity assets.

Referenced in relation to major development proposals
where education infrastructure formed part of the
development strategy.

Applied where large-scale housing growth raised concerns
regarding pressure on healthcare, leisure and community
infrastructure.

Referenced where proposals generated concerns regarding
pedestrian connectivity, active travel provision, traffic
generation and highway capacity.

Note: green highlights the most referenced policies, with blue those referenced occasionally.

Themes Emerging

1

Housing

Housing policies H1, H2 and H3 were among the most frequently referenced policies during
the monitoring period.

The Forum consistently sought to ensure that:

housing growth reflected local needs;
appropriate affordable housing provision was delivered;



e abalanced housing mix was provided;
e development integrated successfully with existing communities; and
e supporting infrastructure accompanied major housing growth.

The increasing number of strategic housing applications during 2025 and 2026 resulted in
greater reliance on these policies.

2 Character and Design
Policy D1 featured prominently across both major and minor applications.
The Forum consistently emphasised:

e protection of local distinctiveness;

e appropriate scale and density;

e building design and materials;

e relationship with surrounding development;
e preservation of village character; and

e high-quality placemaking.

The continued use of D1 across a wide range of applications suggests that it remains one of
the most relevant policies within the Neighbourhood Plan.

3 Environment and Landscape
Policy NE1 was regularly cited in relation to:

e retention of mature trees;

e protection of hedgerows and woodland;
e landscape character;

e ecological impacts; and

o biodiversity considerations.

Environmental protection remained a recurring theme throughout the monitoring period,
particularly in relation to larger greenfield and edge-of-settlement developments.

4 Infrastructure and Community Facilities

Policies ECF2 and ECF4 became increasingly significant as larger strategic housing proposals
came forward.

Representations frequently highlighted:

e school capacity;

e healthcare provision;

e community facilities;

e recreational infrastructure; and

e cumulative impacts arising from multiple development proposals.



This reflects the growing importance of infrastructure planning as housing growth pressures
increase across the Neighbourhood Area.

5 Transport and Connectivity
Transport policies were referenced where proposals raised concerns regarding:

e pedestrian connectivity;

e access to public rights of way;
e cycling infrastructure;

o traffic generation;

e road safety; and

e highway capacity.

These issues became particularly prominent in representations relating to major residential
developments.

Consistency of Policy Application

A review of the Forum's representations indicates a generally consistent approach to the
application of NP policies throughout the monitoring period.

In particular:

e D1 was regularly referenced in relation to design, density and local character
considerations.

e H1-H3 were frequently used when commenting on residential proposals, particularly
larger housing schemes.

e NE1 was commonly cited where proposals had the potential to affect trees,
hedgerows, landscape character or biodiversity assets.

e ECF2 and ECF4 featured increasingly in representations relating to major housing
developments and associated infrastructure requirements.

o Transport policies were referred to where proposals raised issues concerning
accessibility, connectivity, highway safety or traffic impacts.

Overall, the representations demonstrate that the Forum has consistently used the NP as a
framework for assessing planning applications and formulating its comments on
development proposals. The policies most frequently referenced reflect the principal issues
arising within KDBH during the monitoring period, namely housing growth, local character,
environmental protection, infrastructure provision and transport impacts.

Above shows how the NP has informed the Forum's consideration of planning applications.
The issue for the Forum is how the Council has applied/interpreted/given weight to the NP
Policies in determining planning applications, which we have already commented on in the
main part of this report.



APPENDIX 4: SUMMARY OF MAJOR RESIDENTIAL PLANNING APPLICATIONS AROUND KDBH - MAY

2026
Address Developer Application Full or Description | Application | Comments
reference outline Status
1 Arden Triangle | Inspired 2023/00222 Full 48 extra Approved Stripes Hill
Villages care units
2 Arden Triangle | Inspired 2023/00222 Outline Further 122 | Approved
Villages extra care
units
3 Arden Triangle | Kler Group 2023/02294 Outline 450 units Approved
4 Arden Triangle | Taylor Wimpey 2025/00155 Outline 200 units Approved!
5 Arden Triangle | Spitfire Homes 2026/00193 Full 25 units Pending Gardner land
6 Hampton Road | Bloor Homes 200 units? Awaited
7 Former Knowle Care Ltd | 2020/01993 Outline 85 units in Approved Based on
Wyndley APP/ extra care appeal
Garden Centre Q4625/W/21/3285 development proposal but
site 876 options
known to be
under
consideration
8 Blue Lake Bloor Homes 2025/01903 Outline 350 units Pending
Road
9 Golden End Richborough Outline 300 units Pending
Farms and Golden End
Farms
10 Blacksmith’s Bordeaux 2025/01660 Outline 22 units Pending
Fold, 1761 Estates
Warwick Rd, K
11 Widney Manor | UKLD (Bentley 2026/00149 Outline 285 units Pending
Road / Smiths Heath) Limited
Lane
2,087 units

1 Approved subject to completion of a Section 106 planning obligation

2 Based on pre-application discussions with the Forum

GEG/June 2026
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APPENDIX 5: Council decisions prompting complaint to Chief Executive

different (optimum)
distribution of land uses

Occasion Topic Forum’s concern Nature of Outcome
representations

Cabinet, Arden Triangle Need for detailed In-person presentation No discussion of

December 2024 Land use masterplan masterplan and Forum’s comments. No

change to arrangement
of land uses. Detailed
masterplan not secured
(on-going problem

Planning Committee,
February 2025

Planning application by
Inspired Villages

Absence of local need
for extra-care units.
Related absence of very
special circumstances

Detailed and specific

evidence on local need.

In-person attendance

No discussion of
Forum’s comments.
Application approved

Planning Committee,
May 2025

Planning application by
Kler Group

Unsuitable location of
school site with related
access issues

In person attendance
including use of topic-
specific plans

No discussion of
Forum’s comments.
Application approved

Planning Committee,
December 2025

Planning application by
Taylor Wimpey

Failure to meet
Council’s own open
space standards. Loss of
valuable trees

In person attendance

No discussion of
Forum’s comments.
Application approved.
Formal complaint
rejected

GEG/June 2026
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