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Please provide details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound. Please be as specific as possible:
Knowle, Dorridge and Bentley Heath (KDBH) is a neighbourhood area represented by a
neighbourhood forum.  There is a neighbourhood plan that was “made” in April 2019.  This
representation (objection) has been made by the Planning Team of the KDBH
Neighbourhood Forum on behalf of the Forum as a whole and those who live, work and
carry out business in KDBH.
 The villages of Knowle, Dorridge and Bentley Heath have been classified, collectively, as
a town in Solihull Council’s residential hierarchy.  The town is on the southeastern fringe of
the Borough of Solihull towards the border with Warwickshire.  The built-up area of KDBH
is completely surrounded by Green Belt.  To the east, this includes the Meriden gap (an
‘area of fundamental importance’ in terms of the separation of settlements[1]); to the west,
there is a gap between the built-up area of Solihull and the borders of KDBH, also identified
as an area of fundamental importance.
 The introduction of the latest version of the standard method has had a profound effect on
planning in Solihull and in KDBH.  The annualised housing requirement for Solihull has
risen from 816 dwellings a year to 1,331 dwellings a year, an increase of 63%.  As a direct
consequence of this revision, residential planning applications have markedly increased. 
Given that there is little non-Green Belt land available for development in the Borough, and
in KDBH in particular, the pressure on the Green Belt has become intolerable.  At the time
of writing, residential development in KDBH, in the pipeline, amounts to some 2,000
homes, all speculative.  This represents approximately 20% of the existing housing stock
of the town.  In addition to the loss of Green Belt land, it is leading to unacceptable
pressure on infrastructure and services.
At the same time, the housing requirement for Birmingham has significantly reduced.  In
these circumstances, and in line with Paragraph 69 of the National Planning Policy
Framework, December 2024,[2] it is to be expected that Birmingham would be able to offer
to accommodate a share of Solihull’s housing requirement.[3]  This is the expectation of
the Forum; but it has not happened in practice.  The Birmingham Local Plan (“the Plan”)
fails to make provision for neighbouring areas (Solihull).  The approach is to meet
Birmingham’s own housing needs, “…rather than meet the needs of the Housing Market
Area ahead of the development of [the] West Midlands Spatial Development Strategy…”.[4]
 In addition, the Plan seriously under-estimates the number of homes that could be



provided, notably on non-Green Belt land.[5]  As a direct result of this stance, boroughs
such as Solihull are experiencing on-going pressure to approve housing developments and
allocate housing sites on Green Belt land.
 Under Policy PG1 of the Plan, Overall Levels of Growth, the level of development to be
seen by 2044 amounts to 87,700 additional homes.  There is no specific breakdown of
how that figure is to be met.  However, the Regulation 19 response, on housing, by CPRE
Warwickshire, (September 2026), includes an analysis of the circumstances and of the
main components of supply.
 The evidence of CPRE Warwickshire indicates that, from consideration of the existing
surplus, windfalls and the lapse rate, at least 20,000 dwellings could be released and make
a contribution to the housing needs across the wider housing market area.  This is without
taking into account the potential contribution from the City Council’s programme of
restoring empty homes or the possibility of increased densities, particularly on city centre
sites.
 Rather than prepare its own evidence, the Forum has reviewed and is happy to support
the evidence and conclusions of CPRE Warwickshire.  A contribution towards the wider
West Midlands housing market area, including Solihull, amounting to at least 20,000
dwellings, could and should be made under the terms of the Plan.  Policy PG1 needs to be
amended to identify Birmingham’s housing supply surplus and to confirm that this is
available to help to meet neighbouring planning authorities’ local housing needs; also state
that delivery may increase this level of available surplus.  Mechanisms by which this will
be achieved should be identified.
 It is recognised that, in an ideal world, the West Midland Spatial Development Strategy
(SDS) would be in place, providing the context for the emerging Birmingham and Solihull
Local Plans.  However, this is not the case.  Both the Birmingham and the Solihull Local
Plan will be examined ahead of the SDS.  To relegate decisions about the housing needs
of the wider market area to the up-coming SDS is a totally unacceptable solution.
Such decisions have very important implications and need to be taken now.  If not, there
will be intolerable pressure to approve speculative Green Belt applications on an ad hoc
basis.  By the time the Government’s plan-led system is in place in the West Midlands, it
will be too late to prevent unnecessary loss of precious Green Belt.  The “great
importance” that the Government attaches to Green Belts[6] would be seriously
undermined.
 
In the interests of sound planning, there is a need to anticipate some fundamental
considerations.  These include the obvious pressure on Solihull’s Green Belt, where the
Council is struggling to meet its own housing need, in circumstances where there is surplus
availability, in Birmingham, on non-Green Belt land.
 The Forum’s overall conclusion is that the Birmingham Local Plan is unsound:
 ·         It is not positively prepared.  It does not provide a strategy which, as a
minimum, seeks to meet the area’s objectively assessed needs; nor is it informed by
agreements with other authorities, so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is
accommodated where it is practical to do so and is consistent with achieving sustainable
development.
 ·         It is not justified.  By failing to plan for the needs of the wider market area, it is
not an appropriate strategy, a strategy that takes into account reasonable alternatives and
is based on proportionate evidence.
 ·         It is not effective.  In particular, it is not based on effective joint working on
cross-boundary strategic matters.  Key matters have not been dealt with but have been
deferred.
 ·         It is not consistent with national policy.  For example, Paragraph 69 of the
NPPF, December 2024, states that, “Strategic policy-making authorities should establish a
housing requirement figure for their whole area, which shows the extent to which their



identified housing need (and any needs that cannot be met within neighbouring areas) can
be met over the plan period.”
 

[1] Solihull Green Belt Assessment, 02 July 2026, Ove Arup for Solihull MBC

[2] The December 2024 version of the NPPF has been referenced in this representation
given that examination of the Plan is proceeding under the legacy arrangements.

[3] By way of contrast, Solihull Council, in its 2022 Local Plan (since withdrawn), was to
have contributed to Birmingham’s significant shortfall that stemmed from application of the
previous standard method.

[4] Plan, Para 4.4

[5] Para 4.14 of the Plan states that, “All of the Council’s Development Needs can be met
from site allocations and commitments on brownfield land.”

[6] Para 142, NPPF, December 2024

Please set out the modification(s) you consider necessary to make the
Local Plan legally compliant and sound, in respect of any legal
compliance or soundness matters you have identified. Please state why
each modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It
possible, please state suggested revised wording of any policy or text.
Please see representations above

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you
consider it necessary to participate in Examination hearing session(s)?
Yes - I do wish to participate in the hearing sessions

Please state why you consider it necessary to participate in the hearing
sessions:
The Forum is seeking a modification.  The Forum wishes to be heard.  This is a matter of
fundamental importance that has far-reaching consequences.  The Forum can give
first-hand evidence of those consequences.

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local
Plan, please explain in the box below:
Please see representations above.




