Regulation 19 Responses — Document Order

Support Object Total

Foreword 8 49 57
Introduction 2 8 10
Our Borough 1 1 2
Challenges 18 15 33
Vision 6 9 15
Spatial Strategy 8 39 47
Sustainable Economic Growth 2 5 7
Policy P1 UK Central Solihull Hub Area 9 19 28
Policy P1A Blythe Valley Business Park 2 4 6
Policy P2 Maintain Strong, Competitive To... 1 13 14
Policy P3 Provision of Land for General Bu... 1 16 17
Providing Homes for All 0 5 5
Policy P4A Meeting Housing Needs-Affor... 6 33 39
Policy P4B- Meeting Housing Needs- Rur... 2 5 7
Policy P4C- Meeting Housing Needs - Mar... 6 21 27
Policy PAD-Meeting Housing Needs- Self... 4 23 27
Policy PAE- Meeting Housing Needs- Hou... 11 47 58
Policy P5- Provision of Land for Housing 81 208 217
Policy P6- Provision of Accommodation f... 2 1 3
Improving Accessibility & Encouraging Su... 3 8 11
Policy P7 Accessibility and Ease of Access 3 15 18
Policy P8 Managing Travel Demand and Re... 4 8 12
Policy P8A Rapid Transit 2 0 2
Protecting and Enhancing our Environment 3 6 9
Policy P9 Mitigating and Adapting to Clima... 6 20 26
Policy P10 Natural Environment 6 13 19
Policy P11 Water and Flood Risk Managem... 3 9 12
Policy P12 Resource Management 5 39 44
POLICY P13 Minerals 6 8 14
Policy P14 Amenity 2 7 9
Policy P14A Digital Infrastructure and Tele... 0 5 5
Promoting Quality of Place 0 0 0
Policy P15 Securing Design Quality 6 13 19
Policy P16 Conservation of Heritage Asset... 2 7 9
Policy P17 Countryside and Green Belt 2 47 49
Policy P17A Green Belt Compensation 2 24 26
Health & Supporting Local Communities 0 0 0
Policy P18 Health and Wellbeing 4 17 21
Policy P19 Range and Quality of Local Ser... 1 3 4
Policy P20 Provision for Open Space, Child... 6 12 18
Delivery & Monitoring 0 1 1
Policy P21 Developer Contributions and Inf... 2 9 12
Balsall Common 6 68 74
Policy BC1 - Barratt's Farm, Balsall Common 4 46 50
Policy BC2 - Frog Lane, Balsall Common 0 18 18
Policy BC4 - Pheasant Oak Farm, 0 15 15
Policy BCS - Trevallion Stud, 0 22 22
Policy BC6 - Lavender Hall Farm 0 10 10
Policy BC3 - Kenilworth Road/Windmill Lane 1 202 203
Blythe 2 92 94
Policy BE1—Westof Dickens Heath  NPEET 6 148 154
Policy BL2 - South of Dog Kennel Lane e 4 97 101
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Policy BL3 - Whitlock's End Farm 2 42 44
Hampton-in-Arden 1 7 8
Policy HA1 - Meriden Road, Hampton in Ar. 1 9 10
Policy HA2 - Oak Farm, Catherine-de-Barnes 1 11 12
Hockley Heath 3 17 20
Policy HH1 - Land South of School Road, H... 4 18 22
Knowle, Dorridge & Bentley Heath 10 33 43
Policy KN1 - Hampton Road, Knowle 4 36 40
Policy KN2: South of Knowle (Arden Trian... 43 54 97
Meriden 0 11 11
Policy ME1 - West of Meriden (Between Bir... 2 6 8
North of the Borough 0 4 4
Solihull Town Centre & Mature Suburbs The Area Now 0 8 8
Policy SO1 - East of Solihull 29 41 70
Policy S02 - Moat Lane Depot 1 10 11
Policy UK1 - HS2 Interchange 2 15 17
Policy UK2 - Land at Damson Parkway Abbreviations 6 79 85
Schedule of Allocations 1 0 1
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Foreword

10648 Object

Respondent: Mrs Clare Davison
Summary:
Publicity for the consultation has been inadequate-I found out about it because | happened to walk past an A4 piece of
paper stapled to a lamppost on a walk around my local area. As you rightly state, the plan is one of the mostimportant
proposals for the people of Solihull. More effort to obtain the views of residents should have been made. The plans will
negatively impact the local environment, wildlife, house prices, infrastructure, traffic flow and the ability for people in
Solihull to enjoy and benefit from green spaces.

Change suggested by respondent:
Advertise the consultation to the people of Solihull - ensure that all residents in areas surrounding proposed development
sites are made aware of proposals and given the opportunity to respond. Rethink the links being made between HS2 and
housing need in Solihull. Protect our green spaces, remaining ancient woodland and green beltland by not allowing itto
be built on. Do not overdevelop existing villages with defined borders making them into large concrete extensions of
Solihull. Protect the quality of life of the people who live in Solihull now.

Legally No
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with No
duty:
Attachments: None
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All representations : Solihull Local Plan (Draft Submission) 2020

10650 Object

Respondent: Mr Mark Davies

Summary:
and our existing dentist, which we pay for, is at capacity. Appointments have to be made months in advance. Our local
doctors surgery, it appears, is closing by stealth. Getting a doctors appointment is extremely difficult and cannot cope
with the number of residents as itis.

There will be a lack of general leisure facilities for the new residents.

Traffic - The proposed plans will add to traffic chaos during construction and once the development is finished and then
for residents.

Change suggested by respondent:
A smaller number of units allocated to the Shirley area.

An urgent review of the use of greenfield sites.

An urgent review of the provision of new schools.

An urgent review of medical facilities for the new houses, e.g. doctors and dentists.

These additional houses necessitate the need for additional leisure facilities, e.g. a swimming pool, health club etc along
the lines of Tudor Grange leisure centre.

An urgent review of traffic provision for the new site and parking provisions. As a resident of a new development, a lack
of visitor parking poses problems on the estate for many properties.

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: Yes

Comply with Yes
duty:
Attachments: None
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All representations : Solihull Local Plan (Draft Submission) 2020

10661 Object

Respondent: Mr Steve Hall

Summary:
Too much housing is being allocated to this ward (Blythe).

Flooding is increasingly an issue, especially since Cheswick Place has been completed.

We need to maintain the Green Belt between Shirley and Cheswick Green.

Change suggested by respondent:
We had 1000 houses in the original village. After Cheswick Place and Blythe Valley are completed we will have approx.
2300 houses. If the Dog Kennel Lane development is approved there will be an increase of a further 1000 dwellings
without any apparentimprovements to the local infrastructure. The likelihood is that flooding will increase and eventually
the gap between Shirley and Cheswick Green will eventually disappear.

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: Yes

Comply with Yes
duty:
Attachments: None

10670 Object

Respondent: Solihull Windows

Summary:
I was under the impression that we were supposed to be providing more affordable housing in the area so that the young
people don't have to leave as they are being priced out of the area. Instead all we are getting is EXCESS retirement
planning in Shirley. Already it is hard to get appointments with Doctors. What will it be like when all the proposed
retirement developments are full. Although the fact that retirement developments already constructed aren't full MUST
tell you that there is not a requirement for these. Old people don't want to leave their houses!!!!

Change suggested by respondent:
Reduce the retirement planning for this area and introduce more affordable HOUSES for young people so that we can
regenerate the area. Nooneinthe UK actively WANTS to live in a flat!! We need to be in a multi-generational area- notan
area for old rich people.

Legally No
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with No
duty:
Attachments: None
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All representations : Solihull Local Plan (Draft Submission) 2020

10694 Object

Respondent: Mrs Helen Bruckshaw

Summary:
The Forward mentions peoples wellbeing - having so many new homes in Shirley (between Bills Lane and Tanworth
Lane) is not taking into consideration the wellbeing of existing or new residents. Itis disproportionate for that area to
have so many homes -congested roads, pollution, loss of green space etc will have a negative effect on wellbeing.

Change suggested by respondent:
The new properties should be shared out around the borough, itis disproportionate for the size and population of Shirley
to have so many newhomes.

Legally No
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with No
duty:
Attachments: None

10717 Object

Respondent: Mr John Lloyd

Summary:
- Lack of consultation by Solihull MBC with local residents
- Planned developments will result in overcrowding in an already densely populated area
- There will be increased air, noise and collateral pollution from traffic, houses and people at a time when the world is
trying to reduce pollution
- The will be no enhancements to infrastructure nor provision for medical services, schools etc
- We are already over-burdened with supermarkets, superstores and garages and Shirley will become grid-locked as more
and more people visit these sites

Change suggested by respondent:
- Cancel all future housing development in Shirley
- Enhance transport facilities and and increase road capacity in the area so as to reduce traffic congestion and pollution
(e.g. around Dickens Heath)
- Preventall further development of retail outlets in Shirley (e.g. the catastrophic Marks & Spencer's development) so as
to reduce pollution and encourage local businesses
- Provide enhanced facilities to meet social demand (e.g. medical and educational)
- The centre of Solihullis dying due to the reckless development of retail outlets on the Stratford Road. This mustbe
stopped
- Utilise 'brown-field' sites in central areas so as to redevelop retail outlets that are destined to close (e.g. M&S and
Rackhams)

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with No
duty:
Attachments: None
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10780 Object

Respondent: Richard Cobb Planning

Summary:
The Local Plan has been prepared without consideration of the wider needs of the community in terms of appropriate
allocation of land for sustainable employment provision closer to growth communities, provision of adequate land in
appropriate locations for religious, cultural and social facilities, adequate positive protection for significant listed
buildings and provision of country parks to redress the balance of loss of Green Belt land for housing and employment.

Change suggested by respondent:
Provision of employment land should be made in Knowle and Balsall Common, sites should be allocated in the urban
area for expanding religious, social and cultural facilities, and Country Park should be allocated on land around the
Berkswell Windmill and around the fringe of Solihull Town Centre at the Berry Hall estate or Council and at Widney Manor
Road.

Legally No
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with No
duty:
Attachments: None

10971 Object

Respondent: Mr Neill Jongman

Summary:
I believe that the plans are being pushed through with haste, undercover of a global pandemic. | believe that the Shirley
region has an unfair number of the allocation of houses. There is also a considerable number of retirement properties. |
would like a priority to be placed on affordable houses - so the young people of the area can continue to live where they
grew up. An increasing elderly population can put pressure on local services. There are also major environmental
concerns with these plans.
I worry that the major beneficiary of this plan appears to be the developers.

Change suggested by respondent:
I would like to see these proposals incorporated into the plan.
The Regeneration of ChelmsleyWood
Making good use of the HS2 interchange site for housing
Prioritise the Solihull Town Centre Masterplan.

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with No
duty:
Attachments: None
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All representations : Solihull Local Plan (Draft Submission) 2020

10978 Object

Respondent: Mrs Debbie Hatfield
Summary:
| cannot see any duty to co-operate with other areas. All the promises of protecting the Greenbelt and the Meriden Gap
have been broken. Balsall Common will be destroyed by this plan. We are already dealing with the awful consequences to

the environment of HS2. Our greenery and wildlife are disappearing before our eyes.

Over 31% of the new homes will be builtin Balsall Common - totally disproportionate. New developments are better
served by areas which are not reliant on vehicles. Over 84% of residents in Balsall Common have to drive outside of the
area for work.

Change suggested by respondent:
| do not believe that all of the brownfield options have been utilised. The area at the HS2 Interchange station is capable of
taking far more than the 500 homes suggested. We know that more housing is required, but we are taking way more
than our fair share. Why is site BC1 in the Meriden Gap so desirable? The site has a multitude of landowners, all with
their own agenda, whereas Grange Farm only has one owner - namely L & Q (owners of Gallagher Estates). Sadly, |
personally feel that Solihull have only discounted this site as Gallagher originally took the Council to court over the 2013
plan. This site could probably be also developed earlier than BC1 as it is not in such close proximity to HS2

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with No
duty:
Attachments: None

11086 Object

Respondent: Warwickshire Wildlife Trust

Summary:
Proposals Map -
We would also request that Nature Reserves and Potential Local Wildlife Sites are included on the proposals map.

Change suggested by respondent:
the Warwickshire Wildlife Trust would also request that Nature Reserves and Potential Local Wildlife Sites are included
on the Policies Map.

Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:
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11127 Support

Respondent: Natural England

Summary:
We welcome reference to the importance of and need for quality ‘blue and green infrastructure’ up front. Now more than
ever, in light of climate change targets and the aspirations of Defras 25 Year Environment Plan (25YEP), the need for
improved biodiversity protection and enhancement needs to take its place at the heart of a strategic plan and indeed,
embedded throughout relevant themes to secure its delivery.

Change suggested by respondent:
Legally Notspecified

compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:

13709 Support

Respondent: Environment Agency

Summary:
Sustainability Appraisal -
The EAhavereviewed the Sustainability Appraisal undertaken by aecom (October2020) and have no concerns we wish
to raise.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Notspecified
compliant:

Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:
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13745 Object

Respondent: Knowle, Dorridge & Bentley Heath Neighbourhood Forum

Summary:
Relates to Masterplan Document - The status of the masterplan document is ambiguous. It should be made clear that the
concept masterplans are an integral part of the Local Plan and that adherence to key principles will be required; also, that
only minor changes are envisaged in the future.
Essential matters and key principles of development should be clearly stated requirements and distinguished from any
material that might beillustrative.
Densities differ between what is contained in the MP document and table at para 240 of the LP.

Change suggested by respondent:
Modifications as proposed in the representations for the Concept Masterplan document which include:
- Clarification that the document forms an integral part of the Local Plan, are not illustrative and subject to only minor
change.

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:

13749 Object

Respondent: Heyford Developments Ltd
Agent: Barton Willmore

Summary:
Under all of the Options in the Sustainability Appraisal where the UK Central Hub is identified as part of the supply itis for
1,500 dwellings. This is not consistent with the draft plan which identifies the capacity for 2,240 dwellings.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:
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13762 Object

Respondent: Heyford Developments Ltd

Agent: Barton Willmore
Summary:
We object to the approach for the new Sports Hubs which are required in five locations across the Borough to deal with
replacement/new provision. Itis not clear whether the land is available to deliver these hubs, or the cost and timing of
when they will be delivered.

Change suggested by respondent:
I The draft Plan should state what mitigation is required and how it can be delivered, with support from the evidence base.

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:

13802 Support

Respondent: Dickens Heath Parish Council

Summary:
Dickens Heath Parish Council has established a positive and ongoing dialogue with Solihull Planners throughout the
process and participated throughout in the consultation process & is comfortable with the level of consultation that has
taken place.
DHPC does not raise objection to the legality, soundness or the details arising from the duty to co-operate within the
Housing Market Area.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:
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13806 Object

Respondent: William Davis Ltd

Agent: Define Planning & Design
Summary:
The plan does not allow for a simple and enforceable interpretation, contrary to Paragraph 16d of the National Planning
Policy Framework. Longer policies should be separated by topic to ensure they are nottoo lengthy. For example Policy P5
relates to several key issues within one policy which is not suitable- numerous policies would be more effective.

Change suggested by respondent:
Areview of the policies and supporting text should be carried out, with specific consideration of the policies’
interpretation for development managementpurposes.

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:

13840 Object

Respondent: Kler Group

Agent: Cerda Planning Ltd

Summary:
Thereis a contradictionin terms in paragraph 243. ‘Piecemeal’ means piece by piece, one piece atatime. However, itis
important is that there is a unifying approach to the bringing forward of an allocation and that one piece does not
prejudice the delivery of anotherpiece.
The Council recognises that an allocation can come forward in phases indicating an acceptance to a piece by piece
approach (whichis better characterised as a coordinated phased approach); itis the coordination of the bringing forward
of pieces which is critical to the successful delivery of an allocation.
In this context, concept master plans are only one way in which an allocation can be brought forward piece by piece
provided that there is a demonstration that they will not prejudice the delivery of the remainder.

Change suggested by respondent:
Paragraph 243 should remove reference to the word ‘piecemeal’.
The paragraph should also be modified to make clear that concept master plans are only one way in which the Council’s
objectives in relation to a joint and coordinated approach on the delivery of an allocation can be realised.

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:
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13880 Object

Respondent: Councillor A Hodgson

Summary:
I My final concern is that there are mainly inaccuracies within the issued Local Plan.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:
Attachments: None

13935 Object

Respondent: Councillor T Hodgson

Summary:
Consultation process:
- Plan rushed through
- Inadequate timescale for public consultation, especially in view of the Covid-19 pandemic, e.g. Traditional outreach
methods, like public meetings, notpossible.
- Opposition councillors unanimously backed extensions to consultation, but all requests at Full Councilon 08.10.20 and
06.12.20 denied.
- Residents reported numerous difficulties in accessing online forms, many been excluded from consultation, in particular
the digitally excluded.
- Documents in support of Plan were uploaded after 30th October, some alterations in final week of consultation, should
have extended timescales to accommodatethis.
- Disproportionate number of documents were uploaded in October, thereby a limited window to review documents.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:
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13945 Object

Respondent: Councillor T Hodgson

Summary:
Conclusion:
- Like all Opposition Councillors, | voted against this plan when it came to the Full Council meeting on 6 October 2020.
- Consider Plan does not meet the needs of the wholeBorough
- Plan sacrifices Green Belt, which could be avoided
- Disproportionate housing numbers in Shirley/Blythe and Balsall Common area; insufficient homes elsewhere
- Inadequate infrastructure to supportgrowth
- Objections raised by residents, opposition Councillors, Parish Councillors and other third partiesignored
- Consultation notinclusive.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:

13966 Object

Respondent: Friends of the Earth (Cities for People)
Summary:
Climate Change Agenda
- Welcome that Solihull MBC has declared a climate emergency on 8th October 2019, and committed its support for UK’s
100 Net Zero Local Leadership Club.
- Since Climate Change declaration, how many planning applications have been passed which do not show enough

ambition? Conditions should be used to enable more progress across Borough on climate change action.

- Numerous statements in plan on reducing and minimising carbon emissions, however huge growth planned will
increase emissions significantly.

- Many of the infrastructure projects will use huge amount of concrete. How are these emissions assigned within
Borough’s plans and climate objectives?

- What are climate implications of airport operations?

- How does local plan fit with Climate Emergency Statement of Intent of 19th October 20197

- NPPF could and should go further in addressing climate change.

- Has SMBC considered adopting the UN Sustainable Development goals as part of its local plan?

Change suggested by respondent:
Legally Not specified

compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:
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13971 Object

Respondent: Friends of the Earth (Cities for People)

Summary:
Concept Masterplans:
- ConceptMasterplans appearlargelytohave been provided by developers. Some, particularly thoseinless accessible
location, designed on traditional cul-de-sac, car orientated basis.
- Design features should embed sustainable travel and favour reduction in CO2 emissions. Needs to be inindividual [site]
policies, especially if Planning White Paper proposals are carried forward, which will reduce opportunities for input post
Plan adoption.
- Limited services on edge of settlements. Will new services be provided on sites?

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:

13976 Support

Respondent: Transport for the West Midlands

Summary:
- Transport for West Midlands (TfWM) — the transport arm of the West Midlands Combined Authority (WMCA) is in
supportofthe Solihull Local Plan (Publication Stage) overall. We feelengagementhas been undertakenand overall the
plan is in alignment with our overall transport policies.
- TTWM do not object to the Solihull local plan and are very supportive of the plans vision and key objectives.
- TFTWM would like to work closely with SMBC and developers as site progress through planning system.
- However, we feel there are areas where minor modifications could be made, to strengthen the active travel and
sustainable transfer offer, to ensure the plan is sound and fully compliant with our wider policy objectives as a Combined
Authority.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: Yes

Comply with Yes
duty:

Attachments:
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14140 Object

Respondent: Transport for the West Midlands

Summary:
Policies Map -
- Safeguarding Tf\WMs future transport aspirations is vital to expand the regional public transport network.
- TTWM asks that Sprint and Metro routes references in Policy P8 be fully safeguarded and referenced in the proposed
Policies Map.

Change suggested by respondent:
I Proposed Rapid Transit Routes, as highlighted in Policy P8A, should be referenced and safeguarded in the Policies Map.

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Yes
duty:

Attachments:

14218 Object

Respondent: L&Q Estates (Formerly Gallagher Estates)

Agent: Pegasus Group
Summary:
The Local Plan Overall Approach Topic Paper does not contain Statements of Common Ground orinformation on any
agreement reached with partner local authorities or key stakeholders.

Solihull has offered 2,000 homes to the wider HMA but has provided no evidence. The figure should be atleast 11,500
additional homes.

There is no evidence to show that the Area of Search for South of Birmingham Airport/NEC (Site 21), to be taken forward
forfuture assessmentas a New Settlement, is being explored and progressed. Reasonable alternatives mustbe explored
otherwise unsustainable patterns of growth will be created.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:
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14262 Object

Respondent: Councillor M McLoughlin

Summary:
The Local Plan consultation process has been highly problematic and should have been extended. Ithas been rushed
which has resulted in errors and issues.
» There were grounds for extending the duration of consultation beyond the minimum 6-week period, like other local
authorities.
* COVID19 has caused disruptions to the circulation of local newspapers which is the primary means of communication
on planning matters.
» Many of the supporting documents were uploaded immediately prior to consultation or afterwards which is not best
practice.
* There were errors in the evidence base documentation such as the date of reports and broken links and missing files.
» The administration claimed that “there’s nothing new here” in the Plan which is misleading and jeopardises residents
having their say.
» Many respondents have had difficulties using the consultation portal.
* It is poor procedure that the automated response from psp@solihull.gov.uk stated that if respondents didn’t reference
page and paragraph numbers their responses would bediscarded.
» The dates of when files were uploaded have not been provided which has hampered the ability to respond meaningfully.
* No date of publication was agreed by Full Council or Cabinet after the decision to approve publication.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:

14273 Object

Respondent: Councillor M McLoughlin
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Summary:
No sources or dates are stated for the data in the infographic on pg.2

Itis incorrect to state ‘It wouldn’t be a local plan if it didn’t have difficult decisions to make’ as the plan doesn’t make
decisions, elected members do.

The plan does not significantly boost the supply of homes for all, it does disproportionately for some, but not for others.
The plan is incompatible with the Climate Emergency and the pledges that the Council has made.

Itis untrue to state there were no other options than the loss of Green Beltland. Some alternatives suggested have not
been included ordiscarded.

Materials and construction methods account, disproportionately, for CO2 emissions of housing over the first 50 years of
their use. There are no policy requirements on the climate impact of housing, meaning the Council will be unable to
refuse applications that cause considerable harm to the environment.

Solihull Council’s target to be ‘net carbon zero’ is 2030. This is the West Midlands Combined Authority target.

Land at Arden Cross is not being maximised for housing, with some benefits not being realised and greater car
dependency.

Change suggested by respondent:
Legally Notspecified

compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:

16 /1372



All representations : Solihull Local Plan (Draft Submission) 2020

14286 Object

Respondent: L&Q Estates (Formerly Gallagher Estates)

Agent: Pegasus Group

Summary:
Duty to Cooperate Comments - No information on any agreement reached on key strategic matters with partnerlocal
authorities or key stakeholders. No Statements of Common Ground are evident. No evidence of why the figure of 2000
has been arrived at.
Statements of Common Ground should be readily available showing that partner authorities are in agreement with any
approach being undertaken. The apparent lack of these at this present time is a majorissue and implies that there is no
agreement. The approach taken by Solihull appears to contradict the approach taken by other LPAs within the HMA who
have advanced local plan reviews. This needs to be explored in detail as there are majorimplications for the plan’s legal
compliance otherwise.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with No
duty:

Attachments:

14340 Object

Respondent: Mark Taft
Summary:

I * There seems to be no sustainable assessments contained in the plan.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:
Attachments: None
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14346 Object

Respondent: Paula Pountney

Summary:
* | do not consider 6 weeks consultation to have been enough time for the public to have had time to adequately study the
plan and it has very unfairly been pushed through under the cover of the pandemic. It's almost like a smokescreen and
other Councils have given people much longer to state their opinions and this can only be detrimental to Shirley!
* It’s really difficult to comprehend why the Developers have so much power over Councils to force development on the
Green Belt? Shirley has 3 Green Party Councillors acting on our behalf that are opposed to so much development,
particularly onthe Green Beltin Shirley. Surely, in ademocracy they should have a greatdeal of influence, after being
voted for by the people of Shirley? How can Solihull Council impose this plan and believe itis fair and equitable to the
already wonderful town of Shirley?

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:
Attachments: None

14359 Object

Respondent: Geoffrey Ward

Summary:
I would like you to understand that the consultation time offered by the council for the local population to acquire, digest,
read, comprehend and react to the Local Plan is far too short. The entire plan contains over 10,500 pages with 30% being
added on October 30th, the first day of the consultation period. To be given only six weeks to formulate a response is far
too short atime.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:
Attachments: None
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14465 Object

Respondent: Councillor M McLoughlin

Summary:
Spelling/Grammar Errors-
- Repetition at para 10 as it states- ‘capitalise on maximising’.
- Spelling error at para 18- should be brought notbought.
- Spelling error at pg.16 bullet point 3 — should be from not for.
- Para 44 (first sentence) does not make grammatical sense. Changing “will” to “aims to be” would be appropriate.
- For clarity Para 71 should refer to ‘Information Communication Technology’ not ‘ICT’.
- Policy P2 Criteria 3 iii — change ‘forecast’ to ‘forecasted’.
- Policy P2 Criteria 3 iv- change ‘mode’ to ‘modal’.
- Policy P2 Criteria 3 v- change ‘street’ to ‘streets’.
- Policy P2 Criteria 3 v- commas required ‘attractive active frontages which encourage vibrant and active street life and
create’.
- Policy P2 Criteria 3 vi- change ‘creating legible’ to ‘creating a legible’.
- Policy P2 Criteria 10- remove erroneous ‘f.
- Para 116 bullet point 2- change ‘competitive socialising’ to ‘Leisure and entertainment’.
- Policy P3 Criteria 3- missing bracket. Additional bracket to be added after the addition of "where appropriate, waste
management".
- Policy P10 Criteria 14- errant full stop.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:

14499 Object

Respondent: Rosconn Strategic Land

Agent: DS Planning
Summary:
With this uncertainty and wide variation in figures and even accepting that Solihull is confirming that a contribution will
be made to the shortfall there appears to be no confirming documentary evidence that Solihull’s figures have been agreed
by the HMA authorities and that Solihull has met its duty to cooperate either in its evidence base or confirmed within the
DSP

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Notspecified
compliant:

Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:
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14549 Object

Respondent: St Philips Land
Agent: Lichfields
Summary:
HMA/DtC:
Itis understood the Council intends to contribute 2,105 dwellings to meet unmet housing from the Greater Birmingham

and Black Country Housing Market Area; however, this is not set outin a Statement of Common Ground (SoCGQG). Inthe
absence of SOCG, St Philips considers that an increase to the proposed housing requirement is necessary to ensure
additional flexibility in the event that constituent HMA authorities suggest a need for an increased contribution to the
shortfall.

Change suggested by respondent:
Legally Notspecified

compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:

14610 Object

Respondent: Kimberley Orme

Summary:
+ Unfair timing of this consultation, taking place during COVID 19 when the districtis in Tier 3 local down, resulting in
issues attending meetings to discuss such matters

Change suggested by respondent:
Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:
Attachments: None
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14625 Object

Respondent: Sheila Cooper

Summary:

| believe the decision not to extend was unsound.
Flawed methodology and inaccurate data.

Change suggested by respondent:
The Council should revisit the entire Plan and resubmit it for further consultation.
The ONS Regulator is in the process of undertaking a review of the data/algorithm used to calculate projected housing

need.
Legally No
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with No
duty:

Attachments:
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14649 Object

Respondent: Rainier Developments Limited (Stratford Road Hockley Heath)

Agent: Marrons Planning
Summary:
Sustainability Appraisal:
The SA has not fairly considered reasonable alternatives in respect of levels of housing growth. The level of growth was
pre-determined prior to undertaking the SA this year, and has therefore not been informed by the SA in accordance with
the Framework.

Option 2 (15,000 dwellings) is the Plan’s preferred approach in light of the SA, and yet higher levels of growth perform
equally as well. The only tangible difference between Option 3 (16,000 dwellings) and Option 2 is that Option 3 has a
negative effect in relation to resource efficiency (resulting from greater generation of waste) whereas Option 2 is
regarded as neutral

Option 4 (19,000 dwellings) is a sizeable jump from Option 3 without any explanation in the SA as to why it was selected
over lesser options. Only considering two spatial options for this higher level of growth clearly has the potential to skew
the conclusions of the SA.

It is acknowledged that the SA has to be manageable, and cannot consider endless alternatives and permutations.
However, given the importance of testing higher levels of housing growth in light of the scale of unmet need arising from
the neighbouring authority, the SA should have undertaken a finer grain analysis of options at levels of growth above
16,000 dwellings utilising its own evidence base of available and suitable sites.

The SA does therefore not provide a sound evidence base for not pursuing higher levels of housing growth in order to
meet the housing requirement

Inrelation to the specific assessment of Site 417 (AECOM59a West of Stratford Road, Hockley Heath), there are a
number of effects identified that can easily be mitigated and avoided. The SA has indicated a number of significant
negative effects for some of the proposed allocations (not least UK Central), but that on-site mitigation has been taken
into consideration in the selection of the allocations.

Change suggested by respondent:
The SA should be updated to re-consider higher levels of housing growth using a more refined approach.
The Site 417 (AECOM59a West of Stratford Road, Hockley Heath) should be amended to reflect the updated position.

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Yes
duty:

Attachments:
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14666 Object

Respondent: Heyford Developments Ltd (Dorridge Site)

Agent: Barton Willmore

Summary:
Somessites have notbeen considered withinthe SA as reasonable alternatives without explanation. Inthe Supplementary
Consultation (2019) ‘amber site’ A1 was consulted upon as part of the consideration for further site options (identified in
step 1 of the site selection process as ‘likely allocation’). However, the Site Assessment document (site reference 345)
states that the SA does not assess the site. Therefore, the SA could not have informed the overall conclusions of the Site
Assessment process (which for this site concludes it is ‘red’ — no allocation).
AtSection 7.2 the SA provides ‘outline reasons’ for the selection of proposed housing sites at the planlevel, however the
SA does not provide any outline reasons for individual sites in terms of why they have or have not been selected for
allocation. This is not fully in accordance with the Strategic Environmental Assessment Regulation h) which requires an
‘outline of the reasons for selecting the alternatives dealt with’.

Change suggested by respondent:
Legally Notspecified

compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:

14667 Object

Respondent: Heyford Developments Ltd (Dorridge Site)
Agent: Barton Willmore

Summary:
Five new Sports Hubs are required across the Borough to deal with replacement/ new provision. The Planis unclearon
the precise location and deliverability of this mitigation, and itis unclear whether the land is available to deliver these
hubs, or the cost and timing of when they will be delivered. It is implied that in some instances very special
circumstances will be required at the application stage. We object to this approach. The draft SLP should clearly state
what mitigation is required and how it can be delivered, with support from the evidence base —for instance transport,
Green Belt, landscape, viability. It cannot be considered an afterthought.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:
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14688 Object

Respondent: Rainier Developments Limited (School Road Hockley Heath)

Agent: Marrons Planning

Summary:
The SA has not fairly considered reasonable alternatives in respect of levels of housing growth. The level of growth was
pre-determined prior to undertaking the SA this year and has therefore not been informed by the SA in accordance with
the Framework.
Option 2 (15,000 dwellings) is the Plan’s preferred approach in light of the SA, and yet higher levels of growth perform
equally as well. The only tangible difference between Option 3 (16,000 dwellings) and Option 2 is that Option 3has a
negative effect in relation to resource efficiency (resulting from greater generation of waste) whereas Option 2 is
regarded as neutral
Option 4 (19,000 dwellings) is a sizeable jump from Option 3 without any explanation in the SA as to why it was selected
over lesser options. Only considering two spatial options for this higher level of growth clearly has the potential to skew
the conclusions of the SA.
It is acknowledged that the SA has to be manageable, and cannot consider endless alternatives and permutations.
However, given the importance of testing higher levels of housing growth in light of the scale of unmet need arising from
the neighbouring authority, the SA should have undertaken a finer grain analysis of options at levels of growth above
16,000 dwellings utilising its own evidence base of available and suitable sites.
The SA does therefore not provide a sound evidence base for not pursuing higher levels of housing growth in order to
meet the housing requirement
Itis noted that Site 416 (Land north of School Road, Hockley Heath) has not been assessed within the SA even though
the site was submitted to the Councilin 2018. However, the Site Assessment makes reference to the SA of AECOM 59
(the adjoining site), there are a number of effects identified that can easily be mitigated and avoided

Change suggested by respondent:

The SA should be updated to re-consider higher levels of housing growth using a more refined approach.
The Land north of Stratford Road, Hockley Heath should be assessed within an updated SA.

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Yes
duty:

Attachments:
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14694 Object

Respondent: Rainier Developments Limited (School Road Hockley Heath)

Agent: Marrons Planning

Summary:
Unmet needs: The Plan does not fully address unmet housing needs and the housing requirement should be increased
accordingly. The Plan does not fully address unmet housing needs and the housing requirement should be increased
accordingly. Paragraph 227 of the Plan advises that Birmingham has unmet needs (37,900 homes), and paragraph 228
advises that the Plan is proposing a contribution of 2,105 homes towards unmet needs. However, there is no evidence
that this level of contribution is agreed with Birmingham or other neighbouring authorities, or that the unmet needs that
remain are to be addressed elsewhere. There is no evidence as to why the contribution is only 2,105 homes.
In addition to Birmingham’s needs, itis also noted the Black County Authorities estimate unmet housing needs of 29,260
homes and up to 570ha of employment land to 2038, and have written to the Council notifying them. The Council has
suggested their unmet needs can be dealt with as part of the next review of the Local Plan. However, that is not evidence
of effective joint working, but rather deferring its consideration which is evidence of an unsound Plan in being contrary to
paragraph 35 c) of theFramework.

Change suggested by respondent:
The housing requirement should be amended to take account of the likely realistic date of adoption; a more sustainable
balance between the jobs uplift and commuting patterns; unmet housing needs; and an affordability uplift. The housing
requirement should also be expressed as a minimum figure. The exact figure will need to be informed by further
assessment by the Council.
The housing supply should be justified with evidence, and assumptions in relation to windfalls should be reviewed and
amended. The housing supply should contain a buffer of 10% over the housing requirement to ensure delivery and that
housing needs can be met should some sources of supply slip.
There is an insufficient portfolio of sites, in particular small sites, that can deliver quickly ensuring a five year housing
land supply is achieved upon adoption. National planning guidance advises where a stepped trajectory is used local
authorities could identify a priority of sites that could come forward earlier in the plan period in order to ensure housing
needs are met. This emphasises the imperative to release further small sites within Solihull that can deliver quickly.
Policy P5 and the table of allocated sites should be amended to include land west of Stratford Road, Hockley Heath.

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Yes
duty:

Attachments:
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14714 Object

Respondent: Mr lan Williams

Summary:

Community Involvement - The process of community involvementis notin general accordance with the SCI. Despite
requests, Site 127 has notbeen reassessed, if so it would demonstrate that errors were made in the firstassessment
and that the site issuitable.

Consultation on the submission plan was notlong enough, particularly given the introduction of new evidence and the
impact of covid restrictions.

Paragraph 52 SCI-Inrespect of the responses to the 2019 Consultation, Cabinet Member only received a summary of all
the comments received during the consultation.

Paragraph 53 SCI —This was not complied with in relation to the publication of the submission version of the plan. In
particular, prior to submission, there is no opportunity to explain how the consultation had been used to shape the final
submission plan.

The FTA does not address the disadvantageous impact of a minimum 6 week consultation period on protected
characteristics during a global pandemic with severe restrictions.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally No
compliant:
Sound: No
Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:
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14769 Object

Respondent: Rainier Developments Ltd - Land at Widney Manor Road

Agent: Marrons Planning
Summary:
The SA has not fairly considered reasonable alternatives in respect of levels of housing growth. The level of growth was
pre-determined prior to undertaking the SA this year, and has therefore not been informed by the SA in accordance with
the Framework.
Very little difference between Options 2 and 3 and the SA conclusions are inconsistent.
The SA demonstrates that a higher level of housing growth than 15,000 dwellings can be
accommodated sustainably.
Option 4 (19,000 dwellings) is a sizeable jump from Option 3 without any explanation in the SA as to why it was selected
over lesser options.
The SA does not provide a sound evidence base for not pursuing higher levels of housing growth in order to meet the
housing requirement.

Change suggested by respondent:
I The SA should be updated to re-consider higher levels of housing growth using a more refined approach.

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Yes
duty:

Attachments:

14802 Object

Respondent: South Solihull Community Group

Summary:
Objects to the response time: would question the plans soundness and legality to whether the plan has been positively
prepared andjustified (being an appropriate strategy based on proportionate evidence), Is effective (deliverable overthe
plan period), and is consistent with national policy - Plan unsustainable due to the disproportionate amount of greenbelt
land used - built up areas not prioritised enough - Lack drop in/ face to face sessions.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally No
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with No
duty:
Attachments: None
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14862 Support

Respondent: Solihull Ratepayers Association

Summary:
Feel the Solihull Planning Process by way of providing public community information in considerable detail over the
extended Review Period together with the informal non-statutory and statutory consultations has been to a high standard
- welcomes amendments made at different stages of the plan -

Change suggested by respondent:
one outstanding key area of concern by the association relates to the omission to
provide for a Traveller Stop-Over Site within the Local Plan Review

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: Yes

Comply with Yes
duty:

Attachments:

14873 Object

Respondent: L&Q Estates
Agent: Pegasus Group

Summary:
Solihull has offered up a figure of around 2,000 homes but has provided no links to the evidence nor any rationale behind
this offer.
This is welcomed as a starting point, but as the attached Paper (Pegasus Group Housing and Economic Growth Paper
Appendix 2) demonstrates, the figure should be far higher than this, with atleast 11,500 additional homes being provided
for to address the shortfall.
Statements of Common Ground should be readily available showing that partner authorities are in agreement with any
approach being undertaken. The apparent lack of these at this present time is a major issue and implies that there is no
agreement. The approach taken by Solihull also appears to contradict the approach taken by other LPAs within the HMA
who have advanced local plan reviews

Change suggested by respondent:
Land at Berkswell Road, Meriden should be considered as a reasonable alternative
to delivering increased growth though a new settlement, as part of a
comprehensive programme of exploring a range of additional, smaller sites which
would be deliverable during the plan period.

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:
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14885 Support

Respondent: Canal & River Trust

Summary:
I I can confirm that the Trust does not have any further comments to make on the Plan.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:
Attachments: None

14895 Object

Respondent: Cheswick Green Parish Council

Summary:
Timing of Consultation:
Council should have held back plan til more certainty in planning system, as Bromsgrove have done.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally No
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with No
duty:

Attachments:

14896 Object

Respondent: Cheswick Green Parish Council

Summary:

Accessibility of consultation:
- Not accessible to residents unaccustomed to online services or without internet access.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally No
compliant:

Sound: No

Comply with No
duty:

Attachments:

29 /1372



All representations : Solihull Local Plan (Draft Submission) 2020

14917 Object

Respondent: Department for Education

Summary:
Evidence Base: Draft Infrastructure Delivery Plan:
- Welcome reference (p.77) to DfE’s Education Contributions Guidance.
- Need to ensure close working with neighbouring local authorities as high number of primary and secondary aged pupils
outside of Borough attend Solihullschools.
- Would be useful to produce a Planning for Schools topic/background paper, expanding on evidence in Council’s IDP and
School Organisation Plan, setting out clearly how forecast housing growth at allocated sites has been translated (via an
evidence-based pupil yield calculation) into an identified need for specific numbers of school places and new schools
over the plan period.
- DfE recommends SoCG with neighbouring authorities on cross-boundary movement of school pupils between Solihull
borough and adjoining areas.

Change suggested by respondent:
Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:
Attachments: None
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14948 Object

Respondent: The Home Builders Federation Midland Region

Summary:
SPDs:
- Numberof policies referto SPDs and otherguidance (see separate representations):
o P4A (2), P4E (4), P9 (1), P15 (5), P18 (10).
o Such references are inappropriate and non-compliant with the Regulations.
o Regulations are clear that development management policies should be set out in Local Plan policies. Council’s
approach of requiring compliance withadopted SPDsis giving Development Management Plan Document (DPD) status
to documents which are not part of the Local Plan, and have not been subject to the same process of preparation,
consultation and examination.
o For policy to be effective should be clearly written and unambiguous, set out in sufficient detail, so itis evidenthow a
decisionmaker should react to development proposals and not reliant on other criteria or guidance set outin a separate
SPD.
o NPPF and PPG confirm scope and nature of SPDs and that they should not introduce new planning policies nor add
unnecessary financial burdens on development.

Change suggested by respondent:
Amend relevantpoliciestoremoveinappropriate references to SPDs. Reference to guidance providedin SPDs could be
inserted into supporting text.

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:
Attachments: None

14962 Object

Respondent: CPRE Warwickshire Branch

Summary:
Sustainability Appraisal
- November 2015 Interim SA found that large scale expansion of rural settlements was one of worst performing options.
- Major adverse impacts in terms of resource efficiency, and moderate adverse effects with regard to reducing need to
travel and impact onlandscape.
- Initial findings were ignored by Council, which opted for large housing allocations in rural villages over sustainable
urban extensions.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:
Attachments: None
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14965 Object

Respondent: CPRE Warwickshire Branch
Summary:
PRISM Transport modelling:
- Report acknowledges that PRISM transport assessment is a strategic network tool, focuses on 11 key strategic network
routes, with limited validity on minor roads. This brings into question validity of site assessments, as these could be
considered to be served by inadequate minor road network.

Change suggested by respondent:
I Carry out appropriate transport modelling.

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:
Attachments: None

14976 Object

Respondent: Mrs Jean Walters
Summary:
Sustainability Appraisal:
Sustainability Appraisal excludes a number of smaller sites, Strategy continues to focus on large scale Green Belt
release. Smaller sites could contribute to housing growth in a more sensitive way with less overallimpact on Green Belt,
local character, and are moredeliverable.

Change suggested by respondent:
I SA to review smaller sites

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:
Attachments: None
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15081 Object

Respondent: Highways England

Summary:
Transport Evidence comments from Highways England:
Strategic Road Network (SRN) within Solihull comprises M42 and M6 motorways, and the A45, A452 and A446 trunk
road.
Regard to Para. 16 of DfT Circular 02/2013, NPPF and other relevant policies.
Identified following areas where clarity and further information is required to continue our appraisal of the DSP:
Meeting Housing Need
- Reviewed GBBCHMA Housing Need and Supply Statement published in September 2020, note that greater deficit in
delivery of housing than expected in HMA after2031.
- Ifhousing numbers should increase as a result of consultation process or Examination, then need to fully assessed and
modelled, to identify impact on SRN and whether any more additional mitigation will be required.
Transport Evidence base:
- Identified prioritised list of items where we require further information or clarification to help complete our review of
Local Plan documents:
o Clarity on development quantum proposed/assumed at UK1 and UK2
o Flow information from PRISM assessments for base, 2026 and 2036 scenarios; can be used for LinSig models
o Base turning counts for SRN junctions if available
o Clarity on whether modelling work includes proposed improvements at M42 J6, and any improvements associated with
HS2 (M6 J4)
o Table of flows with associated plots to show amount of development traffic plus overall traffic expected on M42 and
A45 (SLP and DLP scenarios). In addition, V/C plots requested.
o Further analysis required to understand whether DSP traffic rat-runs away or displaces any non-development SRN
traffic along the M42 and M6.
- Discussed matters atmeeting on 7th December—we will continue towork proactively with SMBC on these matters.

Change suggested by respondent:
Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:
Attachments: None
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15087 Support

Respondent: Highways England

Summary:
Highways England is committed to continue to work with the Council in a collaborative and constructive manner to
support the progression of the Local Plan. As part of this approach we will work with you to develop a Statement of
Common Ground between ourselves.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:
Attachments: None

15111 Object

Respondent: Taylor Wimpey
Agent: Lichfields
Summary:

Concept Masterplans - General comment:

Fairand reasonable that concept masterplans provided to give Council confidence on capacity and delivery of sites.
Status of CMPs in Plan, and weight to be accorded to them, is uncertain.

Textin Concept Masterplans introduction 'indicative broad level masterplans' vary with textin DSP Para. 404. 'Council
will require developers to generally accord with principles in CMP.'

Imperative that weight of CMP is clear at development management stage to make Plan sound.

Change suggested by respondent:
To ensure that the Local Plan is ‘effective’ clarity is required on the weight to be given to the Concept Masterplans. Ifitis
made clear that these are just the starting point for future applications and that changes can be made, then that would be
acceptable. Alternatively, the Concept Masterplans need to be modified prior to the Plan being adopted.
Paragraph 243 — this should be amended as follows:
It will be expected that where there are multiple ownerships involved and to avoid piecemeal development, future
planning applications should, where possible/relevant, demonstrate that the development will not prejudice what can be
delivered on any remaining parts of the site. This needn’t necessarily preclude a phased approach where one parcel of
land or part of the site may be available for developmentin advance of another. It will, however, provide reassurance that
one phase of development does not prejudice a future phase, nor place undue viability pressures on a later phase to
complete necessary infrastructure to serve the whole development.

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:
Attachments: None
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15132 Object

Respondent: Woods Farm (Christmas Trees)

Agent: Twelve Twenty One Planning Services
Summary:
Policies Map:
This policy is not supported and objected to in very strong terms in the context of the proposed boundary to the Green
Belt around site BL3.

Green Beltboundaries should endure for more than one plan period and should provide sufficient flexibility to enable the
Council to meet its housing requirements in the short term should sites be delayed or not brought forward for some
reason. In this regard, the Council hasn’t attempted to identify “reserve sites” that serve no long term Green Belt function
and which could be brought forward for development should that be necessary to meet housing or other needs.

Itis proposed that land adjoining site BL3 at Whitlocks End Farm should be excluded from the Green Beltin the same
manner and in accordance with the submitted Vision Document (attached).

This Vision Document demonstrates the development that accords with the Council’s objectives of maintaining a 300
metre separation between South Shirley and Dickens Heath and also follows existing hedgerows which form strong and
natural boundaries. It also maintains the separation to Majors Green to the west established by the existing railway
embankment.

The Vision Document also demonstrates how the proposed allocation BL3 can be implemented yet allows for a natural
extension to accommodate further development, particularly to the east, as a natural rounding off of development up to
the proposed new public openspace.

Redrawing the Green Belt boundary to comply with this Vision Document will not only facilitate further development, if
required, of up to 750 dwellings in total but it will also provide a natural edge to Shirley which accords with the five
purposes of Green Belts as set out in Paragraph 134 of the NPPF.

Change suggested by respondent:
Redraw Green Beltboundary for Site BL3 so that land adjoining site BL3 at Whitlocks End Farm should be excluded from
the Green Belt in the same manner and in accordance with the submitted Vision Document (attached).

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with No
duty:
Attachments: None
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15137 Object

Respondent: Redrow Homes Ltd
Agent: RPS Group

Summary:
No statements of common ground have been prepared at the publication stage. Itis unclear if effective and joint working
has been undertaken, particularly in respect of unmet housing needs from the HMA. There is a significant gap in the
Council’s evidence base on meeting its legal obligations under the Duty.

The housing need across the HMA beyond 2031 has been overlooked. There could be an emerging unmet need for some
39,605 dwellings for the period 2031 to 2036.

Solihullmust engage on how to address the significant shortfall in housing needs of the Black Country. Delaying further
consideration does not meet the legal test under the 2011 Act.

Change suggested by respondent:
Legally Notspecified

compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:

Introduction

10911 Support

Respondent: Richard Cobb Planning

Summary:
I support the principles of the Locall Plan in broad terms but do not consider that it addresses all the neccasessy issues
in an objective and sensible way nor does it reflect the propery make up balanced comminities.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:
Attachments: None

36 /1372



All representations : Solihull Local Plan (Draft Submission) 2020

10988 Object

Respondent: CPRE Warwickshire Branch
Summary:
I The Planis not sound because NPPF 2018 provisions setoutin para 11 (b) (i) and (ii) have not been applied inits

preparation.

Change suggested by respondent:
Apply the provisions of NPPF 2018 para 11 titled 'The presumption in favour of sustainable development. Delete the
allocations that are proposed what what is now Green Belt and the proposals to change the boundaries of the Green Belt
to remove land fromit.

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with No
duty:
Attachments: None

11128 Support

Respondent: Natural England

Summary:
(p-5) NE wholly welcomes the reference to the Meriden Gap atpara 11 and its ‘strategicimportance’ in separating Solihull
and Birmingham from Coventry. The Meriden Gap is also an important N-S ecological corridor recognised by Natural
England and we would resist development within the area which compromised this function. This evidence will be drawn
out via the emerging LNRS / wider NRN .

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:
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13736 Object

Respondent: Knowle, Dorridge & Bentley Heath Neighbourhood Forum

Summary:
The Introduction needs to be modified to indicate that, following adoption of the Local Plan, neighbourhood plans will still
be part of the development plan. In addition, neighbourhood plan policies that provide a more appropriate local
expression should be identified in the related settlement chapter / allocation policy and not left to the decision maker.

Change suggested by respondent:
Amend para 20 as suggested in the submission attachment which confirms that neighbourhood plans that are ‘made’
are still part of the development for the Borough.
Amend para 21 as suggested in the submission attachment which states that Neighbourhood plan policies that provide
amore appropriate local expression should be specifically identified in the related settlement chapter/ allocation policy.

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:

13856 Object

Respondent: Barratt David Wilson Homes
Agent: Barton Willmore Planning

Summary:
Paragraph 18 states that the site allocations from the Solihull Local Plan, 2013 will be brought forward. The automatic
allocation of these sites which have been allocated for a number of years, without any justification as to their
deliverability, is an incorrect approach.
Paragraph 21 refers to neighbourhood plans and the importance SMBC places on these. Paragraph 30 of the NPPF
states the most recently adopted policies will take precedence. SMBC may wish to make it clear that the LPR will take
precedence upon adoption over any currently adopted Neighbourhood Plans.

Change suggested by respondent:
Existing allocations should be tested for deliverability prior to re-allocation
The hierarchy of neighbourhood plans should be made clear in paragraph 21

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No
Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:
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13895 Object

Respondent: IM Land

Agent: Barton Willmore Planning
Summary:
The introduction should reference the diverse needs of the population within Paragraph 8 in order to ensure sustainable
development.
Reallocation of sites in Solihull Local Plan (December 2013) without any justification as to their deliverability, is an
incorrect approach.

With regard to Neighbourhood Plans, the NPPF sets out that the most recently adopted Policies will take precedence. The
LPR will take precedence upon adoption.

Change suggested by respondent:
Existing allocations should be tested for deliverability prior to re-allocation.
The hierarchy of neighbourhood plans should be made clear.

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:
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14274 Object

Respondent: Councillor M McLoughlin

Summary:
The Plan does notdeliver on the purpose of Sustainable Development, as defined by the 1987 Bruntland Commission
Report for the United Nations.

This iteration of the plan, in part due to the process the Council has followed, is open to legal challenge like the 2013 legal
challenge.

The plan does not accommodate the necessary level of housing for the HS2 Site.
Contrary topara 10, land around the NEC is not well served by local connections/public transport.
Not all aspects of the Climate Change Declaration that can be addressed are being addressed.

No adaptation to the consultation period has been made to account for COVID-19 jeopardising the successful adoption
of the plan.

Inrelation to para 15- more people are working from home and homes are becoming commercial locations which the
plan does not accountfor.

Change suggested by respondent:
Legally Notspecified

compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:

14452 Object

Respondent: Jon Ashley

Summary:
Says there is always a choice over [with regards to use of greenspace]
Covid is not considered except in name.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally No
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:
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14715 Object

Respondent: Mr lan Williams

Summary:
The Introduction needs to be modified to indicate that, following adoption of the Local Plan, neighbourhood plans will still
be part of the development plan. In addition, neighbourhood plan policies that provide a more appropriate local
expression should be identified in the related settlement chapter / allocationpolicy.

Change suggested by respondent:
Amend Para 20 as follows:
“There are now three neighbourhood development plans that have been ‘made’ and are part of the development plan for
the Borough. Others that come forward will need to reflect the strategic policies of this plan”.
Amend Para 21 as follows:
“The Council places great importance on neighbourhood plans and recognises the substantial efforts that communities
have made in bringing forward plans. In the context that this plan provides a number of policies that include Borough
wide standards or expectations, there may be occasions when existing neighbourhood plans (particularly if they are up to
date and reflect current evidence) provide a more appropriate local expression of a standard or expectation that should
be taken into account and given due weight. These policies are identified in the related settlement chapter or allocation
policy.”

Legally No
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:

15032 Object

Respondent: Barratt David Wilson Homes

Agent: Barton Willmore Planning
Summary:

Para. 21— Council may wish to update this section to reflect NPPF Para. 30 which sets out that most recently adopted
policies will take precedence, therefore LPR will take precedence over currently adopted Neighbourhood Plans.

Change suggested by respondent:
I The hierarchy of neighbourhood plans should be made clear.

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:
Attachments: None
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Our Borough
10946 Object

Respondent: Mrs Hazel Allen

Summary:
The council have never explained what the benefits are, if any to local residents.
No consultation with residents.
Possible traffic jams, which we suffer now with the Land Rover development.
It appears that all we are going to get is more pollution and traffic jams.
It is apparent that Solihull Council believe this move to be a benefit to the residents.
The council have shown no consideration to the residents who live in the immediate area and who could possibly see
their properties depreciate in value. Every where in the vicinity will become an even greater bottleneck .

Change suggested by respondent:
Leave the waste disposal site where it is situated now.
Stop ruining the countryside.

Legally No
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with No
duty:
Attachments: None

11129 Object

Respondent: Natural England

Summary:
RECOMMENDATION:
Overview of the Borough (p.8)
NE are disappointed to see no reference to natural assets in the description of the borough.

Change suggested by respondent:
I NE recommends reference to natural assets in the description of the Borough.

Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:
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14275 Support

Respondent: Councillor M McLoughlin

Summary:
I It is unclear what is meant by the term “aspirational housing” at para 23.

Change suggested by respondent:
Legally Notspecified

compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:

Challenges
10815 Object

Respondent: Mr Stephen Harrison

Summary:
Site BL1isin a very high performing green belt area. The sustainability appraisal does not take this into account.
Brownfield sites are not being developed ahead of the green belt which government policy is there to protect.
Why do we need to relocate sports clubs that are well established?
There is substantial wildlife and ancient woodland, this should be protected and not destroyed when there are areas for
development that do not involve the demise of life and natural Beauty.
Green belt should mean just that. If we keep moving the goalposts, where will it end?

Change suggested by respondent:
The planin general for Solihull must be reviewed as a whole, itis important to understand that the world is changing and
the answers to providing home quotas cannot be simply solved by building over green belt, supposedly protected land.
Other sites must be considered, ‘brown field sites’ - areas that are in need of regeneration and improvements.
There must be areas that are better served by existing traffic networks , schools and vital facilities.
There are areas that are notin flood planes and that do not require vastinfrastructure and sustainable drainage to make
them viable.

Legally No
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with No
duty:
Attachments: None
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10912 Object

Respondent: Richard Cobb Planning

Summary:
Local Plan does not properly recognise the strategically important Meriden Gap in the way that new housing allocations
have been substantially located in that segment of the Borough. This is an important area of open countryside possibly
destined to be a National Park area which should be generally protected from substantial development other than to
meet the needs of the communities within it.
While there may be some meritin the Arden Cross development for economic reasons that should not be the thin end of
a wedge to encourage release of so much additional land in the Green Belt.

Change suggested by respondent:
The Local Plan should be prefaced by a Statement about the recognition of the Meriden Gap as a strategically important
area that required continued protection from unnecessary development

Legally No
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with No
duty:
Attachments: None

10914 Object

Respondent: Richard Cobb Planning

Summary:
Under Challenge J the Local Plan should also include the need to allocate land to accommodate facilities for the spiritual
needs of the Community. Many expanding religious groups are desperate to find suitable sites that can accommodate
their needs to serve their congregation and the wider community which they also serve in support of Solihull Council.

Landis not allocated or available in the Local Plan as most land is allocated for housing without proper thought as to
what makes up a balanced community.

Change suggested by respondent:
I The Local Plan should make provision for land for expanding religious, social and cultural facilities

Legally No
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with No
duty:
Attachments: None
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10916 Object

Respondent: Richard Cobb Planning

Summary:
The Local Plan fails properly to consider sites for employment uses in expanding settlements of Balsall Common and
Knowle. The emphasis of the Local Planis largely only on Land Rover needs, some high tech development within Arden
Cross . No provision is made for local employment uses which at a modest scale could be accommodated in those
growth settlements. While some residents will have to travel distances by car to get to centres of employment, the
provision of at least some land in those settlements would serve the needs of those who cannot or will not want to travel.

Change suggested by respondent:
I The Council should allocate sites around Balsall Common and in the Arden Triangle for employment uses.

Legally No
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with No
duty:
Attachments: None

10992 Object

Respondent: CPRE Warwickshire Branch

Summary:
Challenge B is falsely stated. The Council has not applied, and has chosen not to make use of, the National Planning
Policy Framework policy on sustainable development. This means that policies should provide for assessed needs for
housing and other uses unless policies that protect areas of particularimportance provide strong reasons for restricting
the scale of development. The areas of particularimportance in Solihull’'s case are the areas of Green Belt. Green Belt
designation covers all of Solihull’s countryside and is justification for not meeting the assessed need for housing. The
Plan is notsound.

Change suggested by respondent:
Revise Challenge B wording to make clear that the NPPF 2018 policy "The presumption in favour of sustainable
development' (para 11 (b) (i) and (ii) applies. And that the Council will not be altering Green Belt boundarires of allocating
new housing sites on land that is now Green Belt.

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with No
duty:
Attachments: None
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11026 Object

Respondent: Inspired Villages

Summary:
Challenge B (p13-14) 1stbullet seeks “to ensure” the full OAHN for the Borough is met, however the 6th bulletin referring
to housing for older people merely seeks to “wider the range of options”.

The Objective should similarly ensure the full needs for older persons housing need is met and this would then be

consistent with Policy P4E(1) with the expectation that “new housing developments” “meeting the identified needs of

older people”.

Change suggested by respondent:
Challenge B 6th bullet to be amended to ensure housing needs for older people is metin full. Change toread “To ensure
that the full housing needs for older people is met with a range of options including retirement housing, retirement
communities / extra care and care homes.'

Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:

11099 Object

Respondent: Central Schools Trust

Summary:
Plan correctly identifies the need for more school places and infrastructure for the new housing developments. However,
it is unsound because it fails to evidence a full range of options for school provision over the long-term so does not
demonstrate that it delivers best social value, not proven that that existing schools would be willing or able to increase
places until new infrastructure is built, chosen option will exacerbate structural issues with all of the current school
infrastructure serving the settlement and does not meet the objective of providing “sufficient and appropriate physical,
social and green infrastructure to support inclusive growth for new and existing communities”

Change suggested by respondent:
This is a once in a lifetime opportunity, to invest in schools’ provision for the whole settlement, to pay back the
community for the disruption from HS2 and accepting significant growth in housing in the settlement. The plan should
include an exercise to evaluate a full range of infrastructure options, (using a best practice approach e.g. HMT Better
Business Case approach) starting with all the relevant strategies and policies and evaluating the individual infrastructure
needs for the area and developing options for how those could be best delivered overall, e.g. looking at all gaps in
provision, for schools, local community centre and, sports facilities and play areas, as identified in the Solihull
Infrastructure Delivery Plan published alongside the local plan. We have previously (2016) set out an option that would
provide a strategic approach to infrastructure that we believe will deliver greater social value.

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Yes
duty:
Attachments: None
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11130 Support

Respondent: Natural England

Summary:
I Para. 38 - Challenges identified are generally supported.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:

11131 Support

Respondent: Natural England

Summary:
I Challenge K - NE support. No further comments.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:

11132 Support

Respondent: Natural England

Summary:
Challenge L (water quality etc) - Welcome the inclusion of a recognised need to protect the water quality of the River
Blythe (SSSI).

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:
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11133 Object

Respondent: Natural England

Summary:
RECOMMENDATION
Challenge N - Disappointed to see no mention of green infrastructure or habitat linkages. This is sizeable development
and the importance of securing quality green infrastructure for the needs of nature and people is vitally important. Would
recommend inclusion of need to plan for and secure such environmental connections alongside the built form. (Cross ref
p24 ‘Borough Vision — but not simply connect to wider Gl but also embed within).

Change suggested by respondent:
NE recommend:
Include reference to green infrastructure and habitat linkages, and cross reference with p.24 - Borough Vision.

Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:

11134 Support

Respondent: Natural England

Summary:

Challenge O (providing infrastructure) - Welcomed and supported. Clear delivery mechanism for Gl provision via the IDF
and annual IDS.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:
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11176 Object

Respondent: Environment Agency

Summary:
RECOMMENDATION
Challenge L - Improving water quality and flood risk.
We recommend this is amended to reflect the groundwater environment as we note there is no specific Challenge
relating to brownfield land and/or legacy waste / landfill sites (of which there are a couple in your site allocations).

Change suggested by respondent:
I Add reference to groundwater environment in Challenge L - Improving water quality and flood risk.

Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:

11257 Support

Respondent: Cushman &Wakefield on behalf of Strategic Land and Property Team of SMBC (actinginthe

Council’s capacity as land owner)
Agent: Cushman and Wakefield
Summary:

We agree with the key objective to ensure that the full objectively assessed housing need for the Borough is met for the
plan period, consistent with the achievement of sustainable development and the other objectives of the Plan.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: Yes

Comply with Yes
duty:

Attachments:
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11263 Support

Respondent: Cushman &Wakefield on behalf of Strategic Land and Property Team of SMBC (actinginthe

Council’s capacity as land owner)
Agent: Cushman and Wakefield
Summary:
We agree with the key objective to ensure that the full objectively assessed housing need for the Borough is met for the
I plan period, consistent with the achievement of sustainable development and the other objectives of the Plan.

Change suggested by respondent:
Legally Yes

compliant:
Sound: Yes

Comply with Yes
duty:

Attachments:
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13776 Object

Respondent: Ellandi LLP
Agent: Williams Gallagher Town Planning Solutions

Summary:
In summary, the focus of the spatial strategy is very much on the objectively assessed need for housing and major
economic (Use Classes E(B)/(G), B2 and B8) development schemes with less regard for the integral spatial planning
requirements for retail and leisure uses. The evidence underpinning the retail and leisure requirements of the Plan are out
of date and need to be updated and incorporated within the body of the Plan to inform site allocations.

Itwas recognised in the 2015 consultation that the Solihull Retail, Leisure and Office Study 2009 (refreshed 2011) is out
of date. There has been no update despite the significant structural changes affecting the Borough including
accommodating Birmingham housing overspill and the inclusion of Arden Cross. Without an up to date retail and leisure
evidence base, the full quantitative and qualitative needs for the Borough are unknown. Itis therefore not possible for the
Plan to identify how and when these needs will be met in full and whether these will be delivered sustainably. Thisis a
clear requirement of the NPPF

The plan does not identify the primary shopping areas in defined centres in line with the NPPF needed to inform
sequential and impact tests. The Council has not assessed whether a locally set threshold forimpact assessmentis
required but defers to the NPPF threshold of over 2,500 sgqm. Such a quantum of floorspace is of concern as retail
schemes of this size would impact significantly on more vulnerable centres such as Chelmsley Wood.

Policies on Blythe Valley and the HS2 interchange require clarity on the scale and type of retail that will be permissible as
uncertainty will put investment in centres at risk.

The term ‘commercial development’ and ‘employment uses’ is used throughout the emerging Local Plan and seems to be
used interchangeably to describe a number of different uses.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Yes
duty:
Attachments: None
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13798 Support

Respondent: Summix (FHS) Developments Ltd

Agent: Framptons Planning
Summary:
Support Challenge A - Mitigating and adapting to Climate Change and the associated objectives identified. Do not agree
with the final sentence of para 38 “The challenges are not set out in any priority order” - Challenge A should be the
highest priority.
Change suggested by respondent:
Legally No

compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with No
duty:

Attachments:

13896 Object

Respondent: IM Land

Agent: Barton Willmore Planning

Summary:
Challenge B —Bullet point 6 should be splitinto separate points with the housing needs for older people, including the
need for a range of typologies, as a separate bullet point. This is in order to not conflate two separate issues that the plan
will have to address.
Challenge E - Should reference meeting other types of development beyond just meeting housing needs.
Challenge J -should reference the requirementfor high quality housing and accommodation require for elderly people
within its objectives.

Change suggested by respondent:
I Reference to meeting the housing needs of older people should be made more explicit, and not conflated with other
issues.

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:
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14031 Support

Respondent: Caroline Elizabeth Clifton
Agent: Cushman and Wakefield

Summary:
I We agree with the key objective to ensure that the full objectively assessed housing need for the Borough is met for the

plan period, consistent with the achievement of sustainable development and the other objectives of the Plan.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: Yes

Comply with Yes
duty:

Attachments:

14032 Support

Respondent: John Ernest and Gillian Parker
Agent: Cushman and Wakefield

Summary:
I We agree with the key objective to ensure that the full objectively assessed housing need for the Borough is met for the

plan period, consistent with the achievement of sustainable development and the other objectives of the Plan.

Change suggested by respondent:
Legally Yes

compliant:
Sound: Yes

Comply with Yes
duty:

Attachments:
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14033 Support

Respondent: John Leslie Cox
Agent: Cushman and Wakefield

Summary:
I We agree with the key objective to ensure that the full objectively assessed housing need for the Borough is met for the

plan period, consistent with the achievement of sustainable development and the other objectives of the Plan.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: Yes

Comply with Yes
duty:

Attachments:

14034 Support

Respondent: John Parker
Agent: Cushman and Wakefield

Summary:
I We agree with the key objective to ensure that the full objectively assessed housing need for the Borough is met for the

plan period, consistent with the achievement of sustainable development and the other objectives of the Plan.

Change suggested by respondent:
Legally Yes

compliant:
Sound: Yes

Comply with Yes
duty:

Attachments:
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14035 Support

Respondent: John Patrick and Mary Patricia Maguire
Agent: Cushman and Wakefield

Summary:
I We agree with the key objective to ensure that the full objectively assessed housing need for the Borough is met for the

plan period, consistent with the achievement of sustainable development and the other objectives of the Plan.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: Yes

Comply with Yes
duty:

Attachments:

14036 Support

Respondent: Jonathan David and Simon Nicholas Hillcox
Agent: Cushman and Wakefield

Summary:
I We agree with the key objective to ensure that the full objectively assessed housing need for the Borough is met for the

plan period, consistent with the achievement of sustainable development and the other objectives of the Plan.

Change suggested by respondent:
Legally Yes

compliant:
Sound: Yes

Comply with Yes
duty:

Attachments:
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14037 Support

Respondent: Jonathan Patrick James and Barnaby Desmond Sheridan
Agent: Cushman and Wakefield

Summary:
I We agree with the key objective to ensure that the full objectively assessed housing need for the Borough is met for the

plan period, consistent with the achievement of sustainable development and the other objectives of the Plan.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: Yes

Comply with Yes
duty:

Attachments:

14038 Support

Respondent: Stephen Anthony and Annette Maria Scott
Agent: Cushman and Wakefield

Summary:
I We agree with the key objective to ensure that the full objectively assessed housing need for the Borough is met for the

plan period, consistent with the achievement of sustainable development and the other objectives of the Plan.

Change suggested by respondent:
Legally Yes

compliant:
Sound: Yes

Comply with Yes
duty:

Attachments:
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14051 Support

Respondent: Halford Holdings Limited
Agent: Cushman and Wakefield

Summary:
I We agree with the key objective to ensure that the full objectively assessed housing need for the Borough is met for the

plan period, consistent with the achievement of sustainable development and the other objectives of the Plan

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: Yes

Comply with Yes
duty:

Attachments:

14055 Support

Respondent: Spread Trustee Company Limited and BGL Reads Trust Company Limited
Agent: Cushman and Wakefield

Summary:
I We agree with the key objective to ensure that the full objectively assessed housing need for the Borough is met for the

plan period, consistent with the achievement of sustainable development and the other objectives of the Plan.

Change suggested by respondent:
Legally Yes

compliant:
Sound: Yes

Comply with Yes
duty:

Attachments:
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14073 Support

Respondent: Trustees of The Joseph Frederick Harold Wiseman Trust

Agent: Cushman and Wakefield
Summary:
We agree with the key objective to ensure that the full objectively assessed housing need for the Borough is met for the
I plan period, consistent with the achievement of sustainable development and the other objectives of the Plan.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: Yes

Comply with Yes
duty:

Attachments:

14101 Object

Respondent: Mr Andrew Freeman

Summary:
Consequential modification to Challenge |, Paragraph 38, resulting from objection to Policy P12, as managing an
equivalent tonnage to the waste arising in the Borough is not an appropriate aim

Change suggested by respondent:
Replace “Providing sufficient waste management facilities to meet an equivalent tonnage to the waste arising in the
Borough.” with “Providing waste management facilities of an appropriate tonnage to meet the needs of the Borough at
the right time and in the right place.”.

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:

14278 Object

Respondent: Councillor M McLoughlin
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Summary:
Inrelationto Challenge E- there is notequal regard given to the gaps between Shirley and the Blythe villages as others.
These are the most at risk of coalescence with Birmingham/Solihull.

Inrelation to Challenge B- there is currently an over provision of unaffordable housing for older people which has been
concentrated in Shirley. The plan does not address this.

Challenge C Objective bullet point 8- the Plan does not set out how this objective relating to the Commonwealth Games
and will be achieved/timescales.

Challenge D Objective bullet point 1- maximising capacity of the airport is inconsistent with the Climate Emergency
measures, objectives of SMBC, WestMidlands Combined Authorityand 2016 Paris Agreement. Theimpactof COVID-19
on the aviation industry and its growth is unclear.

Challenge H bullet point 2- car use is the only form of available transport for some parts of the Mature Suburbs. Urban
extension as a policy further compounds this problem, with issues of demand and connecting infrastructure.

Challenge H bullet point 13- the minimal approach to densities will lead to a minimal shift to sustainable travel which is
incompatible with both climate and transport objectives in the plan.

Challenge H Objection bullet point 7 - electric vehicles place the same infrastructure demands on the highway.

Challenge J bullet point 2- the wording implies that health is primarily driven by “lifestyle choices”, rather than other
factors such as income andemployment.

Challenge K bullet point 4- there needs to be a commitment to a net-gain of trees otherwise planting trees will notimpact
CO2.

Challenge L objective bullet point 2- the concentration of developmentin the Blythe/Shirley area will increase surface
water discharge intorivers.

Challenge O objective bullet point 2- there have been past deficiencies on communication. The objectives should state
working with “primary care providers” to ensure there is no worsening of an already stretched primary care provision.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:
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14954 Object

Respondent: CPRE Warwickshire Branch

Summary:
Challenge B:
- Clearthat Solihull cannot meet its housing requirement of 15,270 homes without significant adverse harm to Green Belt
and environment
- SMis not suitable basis for housing requirement and assumption is there are no constraints to meeting full requirement
- SM does not take into account in-and-out commuting of the Borough
- NPPF Para 11(b) should be invoked

Change suggested by respondent:
I NPPF Para 11(b) should be invoked concerning housing requirement.

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:
Attachments: None

14973 Object

Respondent: Mrs Jean Walters

Summary:
Challenge B:
- Apparentthat Solihull cannot deliver 15,270 homes without significant adverse harm to the Green Beltand the
environment.
- Standard Methodology is not a suitable basis for housing need as it assumes there is no constraint to meeting full
requirement.
- Commuting in and out of Borough has not been taken into account in Standard Methodology.

Change suggested by respondent:
I Therefore, the NPPF Para 11.b should be invoked which the Council has not done.

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:
Attachments: None
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Vision
10918 Object

Respondent: Richard Cobb Planning

Summary:
The Arden Eco Park site has not been properly considered in the Local Plan process but its direct relationship with HS2
and Arden Cross should afford it as both a site for employment uses and for an Energy from Waste facility to serve the
needs of Arden Cross and the rest of the UK Central strategic site in which the lies.

Change suggested by respondent:
I Allocate the Arden Eco Park site for employment uses and an Energy from Waste site.

Legally No
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with No
duty:
Attachments: None

10919 Object

Respondent: Richard Cobb Planning
Summary:

I The Local Plan does not properly address the need for provision of land for Local employment uses in Balsall Common
and Knowle.

Change suggested by respondent:
I Allocate land for employment uses on Balsall Common and Knowle

Legally No
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with No
duty:
Attachments: None
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11135 Support

Respondent: Natural England

Summary:
Council Plan 2020-25 (p.23) - We welcome the provision of the summary of the Council Plan (2020-2025). NE welcomes
the 3 core outcomes associated with the enhancing of Solihull’s environment: the recognition of the need to improve air
quality and the overall aspiration an enhanced, well connected natural environment with greater numbers of sustainable
travel.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:

11136 Support

Respondent: Natural England

Summary:
Borough Vision Overview (p.24) - NE welcomes the reference to the need for growth and economic connections
associated with HS2 Station Interchange, Birmingham Airport, NEC and JLR to connecttowidergreeninfrastructure.
Welcome and support protection of strategically important ‘Meriden Gap’ going forward
NE welcomes underpinning of Vision by the Council’s Climate Change Declaration 2019 —directly respondingto the
Governments Climate Emergency and aspiration to become zero carbon by 204 1. Also reference to WMCA target.

Change suggested by respondent:
Legally Notspecified

compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:
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13726 Object

Respondent: Heyford Developments Ltd
Agent: Barton Willmore

Summary:
Reference to ‘protection of the Green Belt’ in the Vision does not take into account the fact that there are exceptional

circumstances which justify the release of appropriate Green Belt sites. The current wording is therefore considered

unsound as it is not consistent with national planning policy.

Change suggested by respondent:
I The Vision should refer to ‘protection of the remaining Green Belt (which contains the strategically important Meriden

Gap) as necessary, alongside sustainablegrowth...’

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:

13787 Object

Respondent: Summix (FHS) Developments Ltd

Agent: Framptons Planning

Summary:
The Vision and objectives suggestavague approach toaccommodating Solihull’s housing needs. The current approach

is negative and should be more proactive, ensuring sustainable patterns of growth and capturing as much of the

economic benefit within the Boroughitself.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally No
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with No
duty:

Attachments:
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13857 Object

Respondent: Barratt David Wilson Homes

Agent: Barton Willmore Planning
Summary:
Given that paragraph 59 of the NPPF states that the Government’s objective is to significantly boost the supply of
housing, the wording relating to meeting the needs of the housing market area should be more positively worded.
Paragraph 50 sets out that SMBC are seeking to protect the integrity of the Green Belt. Wording should be included
setting out that lower performing parcels could be released to protect higher performing parcels while meeting identified
and evidenced needs.

Change suggested by respondent:
The vision should be more positively worded in order to significantly boost the supply of housing
The needtorelease lower performing green beltto meetidentified needs, and preserve higher performing parcels, should
be set out in paragraph50

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:

13897 Object

Respondent: IM Land

Agent: Barton Willmore Planning

Summary:
Meeting the housing needs of older people should be expressly included within the SMBC’s vision.
Given Paragraph 59 of the NPPF states thatthe Government’s objective is to significantly boost the supply of housing,
the wording relating to meeting the needs of the housing market area should be more positive.
Paragraph 50 sets out that SMBC are seeking to protect the integrity of the Green Belt. Wording should be included
setting out that lower performing parcels could be released to protect higher performing parcels while meeting identified
and evidenced needs.

Change suggested by respondent:
The vision should reference the need to provide housing for older people in line with the evidence base.
The vision should be more positively worded in order to significantly boost the supply of housing.
The needtorelease lower performing green beltto meetidentified needs, and preserve higher performing parcels, should
be setout.

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:
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13978 Support

Respondent: Transport for the West Midlands

Summary:
- Overall, TfTWM is very supportive of the document's vision and associated aims.
- Nodoubtthe proposed housing development sites across Solihulland UK Central will create extra pressure on demand
on the Key Route Network as well as on existing public transport. TTWM therefore welcomes acknowledgment of
Solihull’s transport challenges and in partnership, we will continue to develop solutions to these issues.
- Seek clarity on how such developments, and especially those proposed in the green belt, will be made accessible by
sustainable transport modes.
- Propose thattransport masterplanning will be imperative to achieving these goals, and should be done at the earliest
opportunity.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: Yes

Comply with Yes
duty:

Attachments:

14057 Support

Respondent: Taylor Wimpey

Agent: Turley

Summary:
Support the vision to provide a range of quality homes across the Borough by 2036 whilst also setting out the opportunity
to maximise the economic and social benefits of the High Speed 2 rail link and interchange both for the Borough and
wider area.
Vision could be strengthened by identifying the important link between the provision of new employment opportunities
and the requirementto deliver new homes within the Borough. The two are intrinsically linked and together will ensure a
prosperous future for SMBC. It is in this context that the DSP should be viewed.

Change suggested by respondent:
Vision could be strengthened by identifying the important link between the provision of new employment opportunities
and the requirement to deliver new homes within the Borough.

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: Yes

Comply with Yes
duty:

Attachments:
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14075 Object

Respondent: Arden Cross Consortium
Agent: Arden Cross Ltd
Summary:

The Vision and its supporting text makes reference to UK Central and is drafted positively in accordance with paragraph
15 of the NPPF. These principles are supported however this section could be improved by making the role and purpose
of UK Central and the Hub Area within it clearer as it represents such as important component of the plan. This should
reflect both the continued success of key economic assets and the additional growth that can be attracted by virtue of
the new allocations including Arden Cross, which will have a sub-regional role

Change suggested by respondent:
This section could be improved by making the role and purpose of UK Central and the Hub Area within it clearer as it
represents such as important component of the plan. This should reflect both the continued success of key economic
assets and the additional growth that can be attracted by virtue of the new allocations including Arden Cross, which will
have a sub-regional role

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: Yes

Comply with Yes
duty:
Attachments: None
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14281 Object

Respondent: Councillor M McLoughlin

Summary:
Para 42 of the plan does not recognise the importance of health for inclusive growth.

Borough Vision Overview —it is unclear how the HS2 Interchange will be integrated into green infrastructure.

Borough Vision Overview —concerns with overdevelopment of retirement living and care homes in Shirley impacting the
character and identity of the area.

In relation to para 48 there is a risk of the M42 corridor ‘overheating’ in terms of economic growth.

Atpara 48itis unclear what is meant by undermining the qualities that make the Borough attractive to people and
investment. Losing significant Green Beltland as proposed would undermine the qualities, therefore itis inconsistent.

Inrelation to para 49- the current consultation process does not provide confidence that local communities will have
greater involvement.

Para 50 references retaining the strategic Meriden Gap, however this is not fully explained as developmentis proposedin
the Gap.

Change suggested by respondent:
Legally Notspecified

compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:
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14623 Support

Respondent: Heyford Developments Ltd (Dorridge Site)
Agent: Barton Willmore
Summary:
Generally supportive of the Vision. However, note that the reference to ‘protection of the Green Belt’ does not necessarily
take into account the fact that there are exceptional circumstances with Solihull Borough which justify the release of
appropriate Green Belt sites. The current wording is considered unsound as itis not consistent with national planning
policy.
TheVisionemphasises the opportunity around HS2-related growth, particularly UK Central. However, thereisa
disconnect between these economic growth aspirations and the level of housing growth proposed. If this is not
addressed, the Vision will not be realised in the most sustainable manner.

Change suggested by respondent:
The Vision should refer to ‘protection of the remaining Green Belt (which contains the strategically important Meriden
Gap) as necessary, alongside sustainablegrowth..’
The level of housing growth is insufficient in terms of its contribution towards wider unmet needs and to deliver
balanced growth alongside UK Central. Without additional numbers the Vision will not be realised. As a minimum, the
growth level of 16,000 dwellings should be accommodated (requiring the use of ‘Amber Sites’ as part of the additional
supply), which is not considered to have any significant effects over the current preferred option of 15,000 dwellings
(Option 3a in the SA).

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:

14918 Support

Respondent: ZF Automotive UK Ltd
Agent: Turley

Summary:
- Support Vision to provide a range of quality homes across Borough by 2036 alongside maximising the economic and
social benefits of HS2.
- Could strengthen Vision by identifying link between new employment opportunities and requirementto deliver new
homes.

Change suggested by respondent:
I - Could strengthen Vision by identifying link between new employment opportunities and requirementto deliver new
homes.

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: Yes

Comply with Yes
duty:
Attachments: None
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15006 Object

Respondent: IM Land

Agent: Turley
Summary:
- Support Vision, namely to provide a range of quality homes across the Borough by 2036, whilst setting out opportunity
to maximise economic and social benefits of HS2 Interchange
- Vision fails to identify important link between new employment opportunities and requirement to deliver new homes
within Borough —therefore unbalanced and uncoordinated Plan.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with No
duty:
Attachments: None

15033 Object

Respondent: Barratt David Wilson Homes

Agent: Barton Willmore Planning
Summary:
- Wording relating to meeting housing needs of HMA should be more positively worded to reflect NPPF Para. 59
‘significantly boost housing supply’.
- Para. 50 should be reworded to state lower performing parcels of Green Belt could released to protect higher
performing parcels whilst meeting needs.

Change suggested by respondent:
- The vision should be more positively worded in order to significantly boost the supply of housing
- The needtorelease lower performing green beltto meetidentified needs, and preserve higher performing parcels,
should be setout

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:
Attachments: None
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Spatial Strategy
10660 Support

Respondent: Mr Steven Rushton

Summary:
More detail is required regarding Taylor Wimpy's proposed development around the listed Light Hall Farm (site BL2) to
ensure that the setting of this historic building and site has been given appropriate consideration.

Change suggested by respondent:
Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:
Attachments: None

10701 Object

Respondent: Mr Phil Barnett
Summary:
I Small sites chosen have little benefit to the community in return for the disruption and increase in traffic

Change suggested by respondent:
I Cancel sites with less than 100 houses or look to increase the sites to provide material levy to improve the community

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Yes
duty:
Attachments: None
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10784 Object

Respondent: PRW Strategic Advice
Summary:

The plan fails to consider the reasonable alternative strategy of focusing new development along the Birmingham -
Stratford rail corridor and the potential for it to accommodate an additional & strategically significant amount of
development in a sustainable way, particularly in the Tidbury Green, Wythall and Earlswood Area.

Change suggested by respondent:
The plan needs to recognise the potential for further development along the Birmingham - Stratford rail corridor and to
allocate additional land or provide a mechanism for releasing additional land for development along it, including land
Tidbury Green, Wythall and Earlswood Area.

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Yes
duty:

Attachments:

10838 Object

Respondent: Mrs Jennifer Fearn

Summary:
Section G.4 - Proposed development around the periphery of existing densely populated areas. Diminishing/ destroying
gaps between urban areas Shirley, South Birmingham, Wythall, Worcestershire. Diminishing gaps between settlements
Dickens Heath, Cheswick Green, Tidbury Green.

Change suggested by respondent:
Distribution of development needs reassessment. Dickens Heath densely populated. Council expressed concerns re:
mature areas in need of regeneration in Shirley ignored.

Legally No
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with No
duty:
Attachments: None
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10855 Object

Respondent: Mr S Dunleavy and family

Agent: Portland Planning Consultants

Summary:
The consultation draft fails to meet legal obligations under S39 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. It
fails to fulfil the obligation to articulate the Plan in the interests of sustainable development. Furthermore tests of
soundness, which are required to be pursued under Government policy are not fulfilled due to a failure to test all potential
development sites on a consistent basis, one with another to the extent that the choice of development sites is not
justified. Furthermore the articulation of choice fails to meet government policy and is consequently potentially unlawful
and unsound as aconsequence.

Change suggested by respondent:
I Review the site selection methodology to accord with the approach above

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Yes
duty:
Attachments: None

10994 Object

Respondent: CPRE Warwickshire Branch
Summary:

The Spatial Strategy is not sound. The Council has not applied, and has chosen notto make use of, the National Planning
Policy Framework policy on sustainable development. This means that policies should provide for assessed needs for
housing and other uses unless policies that protect areas of particularimportance provide strong reasons for restricting
the scale of development. The areas of particularimportance in Solihull’s case are the areas of Green Belt. Green Belt
designation covers all of Solihull’s countryside and is justification for not meeting the assessed need for housing. See
NPPF 2018, paragraph 11.

Change suggested by respondent:
Revise the Policy wording to make clear that the NPPF 2018 policy 'The presumption in favour of sustainable
development' (para 11 (b) (i) and (ii) applies. And that the Council will not be altering Green Belt boundaries of allocating
new housing sites on land that is now Green Belt.

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with No
duty:
Attachments: None
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11087 Object

Respondent: Warwickshire Wildlife Trust

Summary:
Warwickshire Wildlife Trust supports the work that has been into the plan up until this stage but has a number of
remaining concerns.
Overall WWT support the identification of LWS’s on the proposals map, however are extremely concerned about number
of site allocations which are designated Local Wildlife Sites, near to ancient woodland and in the green belt. It is
considered that these site allocations are not in line with the test of soundness. Reference is made to Sites BC1, BL1,
BVP, BBP, KN1, KN2, SO1, UK2.
Concernedwhetherthe SA, particularly environmental issues, has fully informed site selection and allocation, in
particular Sites BC3 andHA1.
Modifications proposed for Policy P10.
Submission refers to Para. 174 of the NPPF, Section 40 of the NERC Act and Defra's 25-year Environment Plan.

Change suggested by respondent:
I See separate representations.

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:

11103 Object

Respondent: Rainier Developments Limited

Agent: Marrons Planning
Summary:
The Plan should contain strategic policies which set out the overall strategy for development. The absence of a clear
Spatial Strategy and settlement hierarchy makes itimpossible to understand how the scale and pattern of development
is to be delivered within the Plan.

Change suggested by respondent:
The Spatial Strategy should be clearer as to the scale and pattern of development thatis intended to be delivered, and
how this has informed site selection.

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Yes
duty:

Attachments:
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11104 Object

Respondent: Rainier Developments Limited

Agent: Marrons Planning
Summary:
Options A to D propose growth around high frequency public transport corridors and hubs. The definition of 'high
frequency' in relation to rail stations is unnecessarily strict and not consistent with Paragraph 102 of the National
Planning Policy Framework.

Certain sites might fall within Options E to G as well as under Options Ato D. Itis unclear whether the three further
criteria introduced at paragraph 65 which inform the location of growth take precedence over Options A to G.

Change suggested by respondent:
I All rail stations should fall within the category of high frequency public transport corridors or hubs (Growth Option A).

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Yes
duty:

Attachments:

11105 Object

Respondent: Rainier Developments Limited

Agent: Marrons Planning
Summary:
The site selection methodology which is set out in the Topic Paper departs from national policy in relation to Green Belt.
It does notfirst consider previously developed land and land well served by public transport, and it makes no reference to
whether the loss of Green Belt can be offset through compensatory improvements to the remaining Green Belt. The
implications of the Spatial Strategy and site selection methodology are that Green Belt sites that perform well in relation
to national policy were notselected.

Site 404 (Land west of Rumbush Lane, Tidbury Green) is well served by public transport and offers compensatory
improvements to the environmental quality and accessibility of the remaining Green Belt. The Site Assessment
completely ignores the existence of Wythall Rail Station and Appeal Decision APP/Q4625/A/14/2220892. The
Accessibility Study has also incorrectly assessed the site. The site is a lower performing site in Green Belt terms and
should therefore be a Priority 5 site and an allocation.

Change suggested by respondent:
The Site Selection methodology should be amended to reflect Paragraph 138 of the Framework. The Site Selection
should include an allocation of land west of Rumbush Lane, Tidbury Green.

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Yes
duty:

Attachments:
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11137 Support

Respondent: Natural England

Summary:
I pp. 26-28 - NE has no concerns associated with the spatial strategy adopted and/or site selection process.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:

11150 Object

Respondent: IM Properties
Agent: Marrons Planning

Summary:
The Plan should contain strategic policies which set out the overall strategy for development. The absence of a clear

Spatial Strategy and settlement hierarchy makes itimpossible to understand how the scale and pattern of development

is to be delivered within the Plan.

Change suggested by respondent:
I The Spatial Strategy should be more clear as to the scale and pattern of development thatis intended to be delivered,

and how this has informed site selection.

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Yes
duty:

Attachments:
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11151 Object

Respondent: IM Properties
Agent: Marrons Planning
Summary:
Options A to D propose growth around Shirley Town Centre and the A34 corridor. The A34 Corridor runs from Junction 4
of the M42 to the northern boundary of the Borough.

Certain sites might fall within Options E to G as well as under Options Ato D. Itis unclear whether the three further
criteria introduced at paragraph 65 which inform the location of growth take precedence over Options A to G.

Change suggested by respondent:
I The Spatial Strategy should be set out as a strategic policy in the Plan.

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Yes
duty:

Attachments:

11152 Object

Respondent: IM Properties

Agent: Marrons Planning
Summary:
The site selection methodology which is set out in the Topic Paper departs from national policy in relation to Green Belt.
It does notfirst consider previously developed land and land well served by public transport, and it makes no reference to
whether the loss of Green Belt can be offset through compensatory improvements to the remaining Green Belt. The
implications of the Spatial Strategy and site selection methodology are that Green Belt sites that perform well in relation

to national policy were notselected.

Change suggested by respondent:
I The Site Selection methodology should be amended to reflect Paragraph 138 of the Framework.

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Yes
duty:

Attachments:
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13748 Object

Respondent: Heyford Developments Ltd

Agent: Barton Willmore
Summary:
The level of growth apportioned via the spatial strategy is unsound as it is not justified or consistent with national
planning policy. There is potential for further growth to be accommodated within the spatial strategy, including more
growth to Hampton in Arden.

There is scope for additional reasonable alternatives for growth options to be identified that lie within Option 3 (16,000
dwellings)and Option 4 (19,000 dwellings). These could be delivered via additional sustainably located Green Belt sites
in accordance with the spatial strategy. The Site Assessment methodology has unduly constrained the capacity for
further sustainable Green Beltrelease.

Itis unclear why the preferred option (Option 2a) has been selected over additional growth as the SA recognises that
Option 3 could be accommodated without generating further significant effects that would not arise under Option 2.

Change suggested by respondent:
Additional reasonable alternatives for higher levels of growth (particularly for options between 16,000 and 19,000
dwellings) should be tested.

The identification of additional Green Belt sites for consideration should be based upon a reappraisal of the Site
Selection process.

The potential for additional Green Beltrelease to deliverlevels of growth overand above 19,000 dwellings should be
considered, as an alternative to the larger scale expansions of Balsall Common and Land South of A45.

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:
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13750 Object

Respondent: Heyford Developments Ltd

Agent: Barton Willmore
Summary:
No settlement hierarchy is provided which sets out the sustainability credentials and growth potential of individual
settlements. This would focus growth on those settlements identified as appropriate for development and reflect the
range of facilities and servicesavailable.

Change suggested by respondent:
I A more clear and explicit settlement hierarchy should be added.

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:

13751 Object

Respondent: Heyford Developments Ltd
Agent: Barton Willmore

Summary:
The plan does not consider the longer-term permanence of the Green Belt boundaries beyond the plan period. It is
considered unrealistic to assume that further Green Belt release will not be necessary beyond the plan period.

Change suggested by respondent:
The Plan should identify safeguarded land in the context of ensuring longer-term development needs are met and that
the Green Belt boundaries will not need to be altered at the end of the plan period.

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:
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13873 Object

Respondent: Councillor A Hodgson

Summary:
- Distribution of proposed housing is biased towards two geographic areas, resulting in 31% of total being proposed in
Balsall Common area of Meriden Ward, and 39% within Shirley South/Blythe Ward Areas (if previous Site 11included).
Majority of land involved is within the Green Belt.
- Local Plan does not conform with NPPF as brownfield sites should be considered before Green Belt. Land at Arden
Cross and Solihull Town Centre should be considered ahead of Green Belt land.

Change suggested by respondent:
Legally Notspecified

compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:
Attachments: None

13888 Object

Respondent: Councillor T Hodgson

Summary:
- Housing growth not fairly distributed across the Borough
- 31% in Balsall Common and 39% in Blythe (inc. Site 11 from previous proposals)
- Other areas such as Dorridge will not meet their housing need.

Change suggested by respondent:
I Imbalance of housing distribution should be addressed by modification in the Local Plan.

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:
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13939 Object

Respondent: Councillor T Hodgson

Summary:
Green Belt
- Section 11 of NPPF states that strategic policies should prioritise brownfield land
- Vast majority of land put forward for allocation is in the Green Belt
- Flawed approach as Green Beltleast sustainable location, resulting in high car dependency with poor active travel links
and public transport
- Will worsen traffic congestion and air pollution, which are already poor in Shirley/Blythe
- Sites will not accord with policies P7 and P8
- Plan contradicts FAQs which states that sites will be in sustainable locations with good transport links
- Green Belt land important for CO2 sequestration
- Priority should be given to verticalisation in urban areas
- Plan will result in thousands of acres of Green Belt land being lost unnecessarily, whilst housing needs of many parts of
the Borough will not be met.

Change suggested by respondent:
I Housing sites should be modified.

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:
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13967 Object

Respondent: Friends of the Earth (Cities for People)

Summary:
Pattern and locations of development:
- Danger the plan is out of date before it is examined, due to impact of Covid-19 on planning.
- Primary aim should be urban regeneration and conversion of shopping centres for housing. Many car-dependent
shopping venues in Borough should be surplus to requirement. Could make way for high quality housing, which is
low/positive carbon.
- Standard methodology algorithm may change to encourage town centre development, see Robert Jenrick
announcement on 16th November 2020.
- Para. 63 —challenge statement that there are extremely limited options for land in urban area.
- Options E-G—Not homogeneous options. Need to travel and car reliance are likely to be higher, even taking account of
rail provision. Seems significant reliance on housing development at edge of settlements. Additional capacity could be
identified in urban area and mitigate the need for these sites. Could increase density, especially at UK Central.
- Also need to consider location of UK2, access and impact on traffic growth and CO2 emissions.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:

13999 Object

Respondent: Stephen Dunn
Agent: Sworders

Summary:
By allocating only two sites in Knowle, the spatial strategy is unsound because it does notinherently have any flexibility
to ensure the continued delivery of new homes in Knowle, if the delivery of either or both of the allocated sites is delayed.
The strategy should allocate further, smaller sites around Knowle, such as Land at Kenilworth Road; this site could be
delivered in a much shorter timeframe, it has no significant constraints, and it could come forward without the need for
significantinfrastructure provision. The site covers an area of 3.8 hectares; a plan is appended for ease of reference.

Change suggested by respondent:
In orderto make the Plan sound, the spatial strategy should be amended to allocate more sites for development around
Knowle, to increase the flexibility of the spatial strategy, to ensure that the strategy delivers a steady supply of housing.

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Yes
duty:

Attachments:
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14058 Support

Respondent: Taylor Wimpey

Agent: Turley

Summary:
Support and conforms with the NPPF .
The spatial strategy appears to be based on a settlement hierarchy. The site selection paper (October 2020) also refers
to a hierarchy. The plan would benefit from establishing a clear and prescriptive settlement hierarchy, informed by
qualitative evidence as to the sustainability of each settlement based on its provision of services and facilities etc. to
demonstrate that the spatial strategy is justified.
This approach would also assist in the overall development management and delivery of windfall sites during the plan
period, which are expected to deliver 2,800 new homes by 2036.

Change suggested by respondent:
The plan would benefit from establishing a clear and prescriptive settlement hierarchy, informed by qualitative evidence
as to the sustainability of each settlement based on its provision of services and facilities etc. to demonstrate that the
spatial strategy isjustified.

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: Yes

Comply with Yes
duty:

Attachments:

14079 Object

Respondent: Arden Cross Consortium
Agent: Arden Cross Ltd
Summary:

The spatial strategy plan at paragraph 70 of the Submission Draft illustrates Arden Cross intersected by HS2 within the
UKC Hub Area and removed from the Green Belt. This is welcomed and strongly supported by ACL.

The spatial strategy should distinguish more clearly between economic and housing growth and how both have been

accommodated. It should identify Growth Option E (UK Central Hub Area and HS2) as a core component of the spatial
strategy, as this is a strategic choice to capitalise on the arrival of HS2 and to support the key economic assets in this
area.

This would bring the spatial strategy more into line with paragraph 35(b) of the NPPF

Change suggested by respondent:
The spatial strategy should distinguish more clearly between economic and housing growth and how both have been
accommodated. It should identify Growth Option E (UK Central Hub Area and HS2) as a core component of the spatial
strategy, as this is a strategic choice to capitalise on the arrival of HS2 and to support the key economic assets in this
area.
This would bring the spatial strategy more into line with paragraph 35(b) of the NPPF

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: Yes

Comply with Yes
duty:
Attachments: None
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14283 Support

Respondent: Councillor M McLoughlin

Summary:
Para 55 does not explain the characteristics that make the Borough special and attractive to investment.

In relation to para 59- the extent to which other land is required for green belt release is unclear. Solihull does not put
great value in the Green Belt, other options exist for housing at Arden Cross, Solihull Town Centre and Chelmsley Wood

Town Centre.

The terminology used at para 64 should be ‘unbalanced dispersal’ rather than ‘balanced dispersal’ due to the
disproportionate amount of developmentbeing located in the Shirley/ Blythe area and Balsall Common/Berkswell

conurbation.

Para 66 bullet point 2- opportunities for achieving accessibility and delivering public transportimprovements are less

with urban extensions.

Para 70 Spatial Strategy - the locator is inaccurate as Dorridge is not identified for significant expansion

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:
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14450 Support

Respondent: Catesby Estates Limited
Agent: Terence O'Rourke
Summary:
The Spatial Strategy, which seeks to focus significant development in locations that are, or can be
made, accessible and sustainable is achievable. Giventhe Borough's characteristics, developmentonthe edge ofthe

urban area or in accessible locations within/on the edge of rural settlements is supported.

HS2 will ensure that the Borough and surrounding area are even more well-connected, making urban area of Solihull and
its surrounding villages even more sustainable. The challenge of maximising the economic and social benefits and
opportunities of High Speed 2 is key to the Borough'’s success, alongside protection

of natural assets and rural setting whist safeguarding high performing Green Belt areas

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: Yes

Comply with Yes
duty:

Attachments:

14468 Object

Respondent: Catesby Estates Limited
Agent: Terence O'Rourke
Summary:
Consideration of the Green Belt Assessment is flawed and inconsistently assessed in the Site Selection process.
Definition of parcels in the GBA include areas of different character within the same parcel. RP25 includes land north and
east of Meriden which perform differently. The area to the north performs less well against Purpose 1 to check
unrestricted sprawl as it is confined by A45 to the north, and should be lower performing.
Sites that perform similarly to allocated sites have been dismissed. RP29 and RP31 are similarly moderately performing,

but RP29 is assessed as a single site, whereas only small portions of RP31 are assessed, resulting in a very different
conclusion
A further review of Sites is required in the context of the overreliance on large sites and housing need.

Change suggested by respondent:
I The methodology / site identification contained within the Green Belt Assessment should be reviewed.

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Yes
duty:

Attachments:
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14525 Object

Respondent: Rainier Developments Ltd - Land South of Park Lane

Agent: Marrons Planning

Summary:
The absence of a clear Spatial Strategy and settlement hierarchy makes itimpossible to understand how the scale and
pattern of development is to be delivered within the Plan. This makes it difficult to understand how the sites selected
relate to the Strategy. No sites fall within Options A to D despite these being the 'starting position'. The Site Selection
methodology departs from national policy by not first considering previously developed land and land well served by
public transport, and not making reference to whether loss of Green Belt can be offset through compensatory
improvements.
Site 534 south of Kenilworth Road/Park Lane,
Balsall Commoniis in part previously developed arising from its use by HS2, is well served by public transport given its
proximity to Berkswell Rail Station, and offers compensatory improvements to environmental quality on the balance of
land thatcannot be developed. Site not assessed through Site Assessments despite only 2 constraintsin SHELAA. There
is a need for employment land and this area should be an option listed in paragraph 69

Change suggested by respondent:
The Spatial Strategy should be set out as a strategic policy in the Plan and be more clear as to the scale and pattern of
development that is intended to be delivered, and how this has informed site selection.
The Site Selection methodology should be amended to reflect NPPF Paragraph 138 and include an allocation of land
south of Kenilworth Road/Park Lane as an employment allocation

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Yes
duty:

Attachments:

14616 Object

Respondent: IM Land

Agent: Stansgate Planning LLP
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Summary:
The strategy lacks focus and is a random combination of locations based on multiple growth options rather than a
coherent strategy; many sites are large or complex
and need new infrastructure or relocation of existing uses that makes them slow to deliver;
smaller sites in sustainable villages can redress an over reliance on large or complex sites
and will deliverthe housing requirement. There is greater potential in the villages within the
Borough than currently recognised, particularly in respect of Meriden, whichis in a highly
accessible location with a good level of services including a primary school that can easily
be extended to accommodate increased capacity.
The spatial strategy in the DSLP appears to be a combination of every option set out in the Scoping consultation rather
than a focus on any specific elements such as high frequency public transport corridors and the expansion of
sustainable settlements. As a result, the strategy lacks focus and has become
a collection of approaches driven largely now by where land is available.
Arange of types of sites and locations are needed to allow the best chance of the housing requirement being met. The
proposed allocations do provide a range from the urban area, edge of urban area, UKC and village sites, butmany are
large scale and will need new infrastructure to allow site delivery or have existing uses such as business or sports that
need relocating. Smaller scale greenfield sites should be identified to ensure the delivery of housing in the shortterm to
avoid any
shortfall in housing land supply. Only 2,135
of the total allocation of 7,700 are sites that can be easily delivered, which equates to just 27%.
2.5Thereis greater potential in the villages for unconstrained sites than currently acknowledged
by the Local Plan Strategy. For example, land north of Main Road Meriden

Change suggested by respondent:
Additional smaller sites in sustainable villages should be allocated to redress an over reliance on large or complex sites
and will deliver the housingrequirement;
* Itshould recognise there is greater potential in sustainable villages, particularly in Meriden which is a highly accessible
location with a good level of services including a primary school that can easily be extended to increase capacity;
» Growth Option A - High Frequency Transport Corridors should recognise the opportunity offered by the high frequency
X1 bus service through Meriden which provides the opportunity to for additional growth in the settlement;
» Growth Option F - Limited Expansion of Villages should recognize that Meriden has greater capacity for new
development, particularly to the east where itis unconstrained and where Green Beltis moderately performing. Site 556
overall is highly
sustainable and accessible;

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:
Attachments: None
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14624 Support

Respondent: Heyford Developments Ltd (Dorridge Site)
Agent: Barton Willmore

Summary:
Supportive of the principles of the spatial strategy. ‘Exceptional circumstances’ exist to justify the release of Green Belt
viathe ‘balanced dispersal’ strategy. However, there is potential for further growth to be accommodated and the level of
growth apportioned to settlements is not justified.
SA should test additional options. No justification for preferred level of growth, when a higher level of growth could be
accommodated with similarimpacts.
The extent to which the spatial strategy is being applied consistently is questionable. There is potential for further growth
to be accommodated in rural settlements identified as suitable for development.
A clear and explicit settlement hierarchy should be added to reflect the Council’s approach.
Unrealisticto assume thatfurther Green Beltrelease will not be necessary beyond the plan period. Safeguarded land
should be identified in accordance with the spatial strategy.

Change suggested by respondent:
The draft SLP should test additional reasonable alternatives for higher levels of growth (particularly for options between
16,000 and 19,000 dwellings) whichincludes the use of additional Green Belt site releases in accordance with the spatial
strategy (over and above the currentidentified ‘Limited Green Belt Release’). The identification of additional Green Belt
sites for consideration should be based upon a reappraisal of the Site Selection process. The potential for additional
Green Beltrelease in accordance with the spatial strategy to deliver levels of growth over and above 19,000 dwellings
should also be considered, as an alternative to the larger scale expansions of Balsall Common and Land South of A45
currently tested.
The draft SLP should include an explicit settlement hierarchy within the policy to guide the direction of this additional
growth, focusing on those settlements identified as appropriate for development via the spatial strategy approach to
date. This should reflect the range of facilities and services available with higher priority given to those settlements with
sustainable transport links, particularly railway stations.
The draft SLP should identify safeguarded land in accordance with the spatial strategy to ensure longer term
development needs are met.

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:
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14628 Object

Respondent: Heyford Developments Ltd (Dorridge Site)

Agent: Barton Willmore

Summary:
Site Selection approach not fully justified. Concerns with the application of the methodology in terms of its transparency
and consistency. Some Green Belt sites rejected unjustifiably and capacity for further Green Beltrelease in accordance
with the spatial strategy has been unduly constrained.
Not clear from the site assessment commentary on what grounds a site has been rejected.
Inconsistencies between the different evidence base documents used to inform the Site Selection process e.g. the SA
and accessibility study. Site Assessment commentary does not appear to reflect the most up to date SA commentary i.e.
in terms of the number of effects and whether these are positive or negative.
Inconsistencies between why some sites allocated others not. E.g. site Policy KN 1 notes Grimshaw Hall as a constraint.
The site assessment makes no reference to it under constraints.

Change suggested by respondent:
The draft SLP Site Selection process should be reviewed for consistency and transparency to provide a justified evidence
base for the draft SLP. We consider this would give rise to the conclusion that further Green Belt sites are suitable for
allocation in accordance with the spatial strategy.
The draft SLP Site Selection process should be more fully justified by consistently considering the potential for mitigation
measures in the assessment of sites, potentially enabling the identification of further Green Belt sites that are suitable
for allocation in accordance with the spatial strategy.

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:

14647 Object

Respondent: IM Land

Agent: Stansgate Planning LLP
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Summary:
Comments on Draft topic paper on overall approach

There is no explanation why only rail and not bus is included as high frequency travel corridors in rural areas within
Option A and no explanation why certain villages are categorized as limited or significant expansion within Options F and
G.

Growth Option A—High Frequency Public Transport Corridors misses an opportunity as it refers solely to rail in the rural
areas. Meriden has a high frequency bus service, as well as alocal service, between Coventry and Birmingham. Itisan
express service with limited stops, it runs approximately every 20 minutes almost 24 hours a day, 7 days a week and
there is a bus stop within 100m walking distance of the site proposed north of Main Road. The bus runs via the NEC and
airport and will pass the HS2 interchange station presenting many employment opportunities.

Meriden is a settlement that has a

good level of services and facilities and is highly accessible. Growth Option F allows for the

settlement to take proportionate growth and IM Land consider itis suitable and capable of accommodating a higher level
of growth than the 100 houses proposed.

The Topic Paper concludes in respect of Meriden village, a medium to high accessibility rating and land to the east
moderately performing in Green Beltterms butitis only included for limited expansion. The land promoted north of Main
Road lies to the east so is not covered by mineral safeguarding constraint.

There is however no explanation in the Topic Paper or in the Topic Paper 4 of the previous consultation plan how the
rural settlements have been splitinto two groups between Growth Options F and G as either for limited expansion or
significant expansion of rural settlements.

It would appear that for significant expansion

a settlement could be highly accessible or have a wider range of services including a secondary school, itdoes not have
to have both. Dickens Heath for example is not as accessible as Meriden and has no secondary school. The Topic Paper
provides a very similar assessment to that of Meriden but on capacity finds that Dickens Heath has capacity for
significant growth. It gives no explanation how it reaches the conclusion. The accessibility study finds sites in Meriden to
be highly accessible scoring higher than Dickens Heath. Meriden has a wide range of facilities and services. It is
suggested that the settlement is constrained by lack of capacity at the primary school however no evidence has been out
forward to comment on this. IM Land has therefore sought its own evidence and Turley have

prepared areport Education Assessment. This indicates thatthe primary school is already operating over capacity and
neither the allocation of 100 houses in Policy ME1 or the land north of Main Road Meriden can be accommodated
without school expansion. The level of demand for primary places generated by Policy ME1 West of Meriden (100
houses) and land north of Main Road (100 houses) together at 50 primary school places could be accommodated
through expansion of the existing school. Meriden is capable of taking additional growth over and above that proposed
and has site opportunities potentially more accessible and less constrained than other locations

in the Borough.

Change suggested by respondent:
Additional smaller sites in sustainable villages should be allocated to redress an over reliance on large or complex sites
and will deliver the housingrequirement;
« Itshould recognise there is greater potential in sustainable villages, particularly in Meriden which is a highly accessible
location with a good level of services including a primary school that can easily be extended to increase capacity;
» Growth Option A - High Frequency Transport Corridors should recognise the opportunity offered by the high frequency
X1 bus service through Meriden which provides the opportunity to for additional growth in the settlement;
» Growth Option F - Limited Expansion of Villages should recognize that Meriden has greater capacity for new
development, particularly to the east where itis unconstrained and where Green Beltis moderately performing. Site 556
overall is highly
sustainable and accessible;

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
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duty:
Attachments: None

14650 Object

Respondent: Rainier Developments Limited (Stratford Road Hockley Heath)

Agent: Marrons Planning

Summary:
The Plan should contain strategic policies which set out the overall strategy for development, and therefore the Plan is
not sound on this basis.
The absence of a clear Spatial Strategy and indeed settlement hierarchy therefore makes itimpossible to understand
how the scale and pattern of development is to be delivered within the Plan.
Furthermore, within the evidence base, the Site Selection Topic Paper includes an entirely new set of hierarchy criteria,
which has been used to inform the site selection.

Change suggested by respondent:
The Spatial Strategy should be set out as a strategic policy in the Plan.
The Spatial Strategy should be more clear as to the scale and pattern of development thatis intended to be delivered,
and how this has informed site selection.

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Yes
duty:

Attachments:

14689 Object

Respondent: Rainier Developments Limited (School Road Hockley Heath)

Agent: Marrons Planning

Summary:
The Plan should contain strategic policies which set out the overall strategy for development, and therefore the Plan is
not sound on this basis.
The absence of a clear Spatial Strategy and indeed settlement hierarchy therefore makes itimpossible to understand
how the scale and pattern of development is to be delivered within the Plan.
Furthermore, within the evidence base, the Site Selection Topic Paper includes an entirely new set of hierarchy criteria,
which has been used to inform the site selection.

Change suggested by respondent:
The Spatial Strategy should be set out as a strategic policy in the Plan.
The Spatial Strategy should be more clear as to the scale and pattern of development that is intended to be delivered,
and how this has informed site selection.

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Yes
duty:

Attachments:
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14717 Object

Respondent: Mr lan Williams

Summary:
Uncertainty and lack of clarity resulting from using different expressions in the evidence base and Site Selectione.g. in
relation to sites being "adjacent to" or "isolated.

Change suggested by respondent:
Growth Option F —Limited Expansion of Rural Villages/Settlements - should be noted as applying to KDBH to meetits
Housing Needs.
The Spatial Strategy needs to align with site selection criteria to prevent uncertainty and to be clear in respect of phrases
such as "adjacentto" and "isolated" (See other representations on the lack of clarity and ambiguity around the use of
various words and the relevantcriteria).

Legally No
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:

14718 Object

Respondent: Mr lan Williams

Summary:
Site Selection: The selection process and allocations are notin accordance with NPPF para 139 and otheramendments
are needed for clarity andsoundness.
Clarity is needed on the various uses of the words "adjacent/next to/close to/near" to villages etc throughout the Draft
Plan and Evidence Base as there is uncertainty around the tests being applied based on inconsistent use of these types
of phrases. Accordingly the use of the word "isolated" is misleading.
Non-compliance with NPPF para 139 e) as it is likely that Green Belt boundaries will need to be altered at the end of the
plan period.
The spatial strategy diagram should reflect Knowle, Dorridge and Bentley Heath as a rural village identified for limited
expansion based on the allocation of site KN1.

Change suggested by respondent:
Growth Option F and associated diagrams should be amended to include Knowle/Dorridge/KDBH as rural villages
identified for limited expansion.
Clarity is needed on the various descriptions of the site selection and assessment process being applied to avoid
uncertainty and not be misleading. It is submitted that the correct wording should be either "close to or near to" a village
or settlement (and "isolated should be used correspondingly) as this reflects the actual wording and assessment
measurements used in the site assessment criteria, the Evidence base.

Legally No
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:
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14770 Object

Respondent: Rainier Developments Ltd - Land at Widney Manor Road

Agent: Marrons Planning
Summary:
Ambiguity and confusion within the Options and which Option a site may fall within. For instance, a limited expansion of
arural village/settlement (F) could well be near a high frequency public transport corridor and hub (A).
Paragraph 65 adds confusion by introducing three further criteria which inform the location of growth but don’t relate in
any way to Options A to G. Itis unclear which takes precedence (A to G or Paragraph 65).
No definition of urban edge/ highly or less accessible settlements.
The absence of a clear Spatial Strategy and settlement hierarchy makes itimpossible to understand how the scale and
pattern of development is to be delivered within the Plan.

Change suggested by respondent:
The Spatial Strategy should be set out as a strategic policy in the Plan.
The Spatial Strategy should be more clear as to the scale and pattern of development thatis intended to be delivered,
and how this has informed site selection.
The Site Selection should include an allocation of land at Widney Manor Road.

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Yes
duty:

Attachments:

14919 Support

Respondent: ZF Automotive UK Ltd
Agent: Turley

Summary:
- Broad support for Spatial Strategy in Para.’s 63-67.
- Could be more robust if set out a settlement hierarchy to guide site selection to strongly support development on edge
of the main urban area around Shirley, due to connectivity to town centres, railway stations, services and facilities.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: Yes

Comply with Yes
duty:
Attachments: None
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14958 Object

Respondent: CPRE Warwickshire Branch
Summary:

- Strongly challenge scale of proposed development in Blythe, Knowle and Balsall Common.

- Disproportionate and not justified by site selection methodology, or consistent with its spatial strategy and objectives

- Proposed site allocations perform poorly against sustainability measures, with adverse effect in these areas.

- In addition to previous comments, we add to this analysis following the updated information in the supporting
documentation of the Plan below:

o Strategy fails to link adequately housing distribution to its economic and transport policies. These emphasise growth in
accessible corridors inc. A45, A34 and Solihull town centre, as well as the corridor linking the town centre to the A45 hub.
o Spatial strategy does not reflect findings of assessment work, as demonstrated by large scale allocations in Balsall
Common, Knowle & Dickens Heath.

Change suggested by respondent:
I Review spatial strategy

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:
Attachments: None

14963 Object

Respondent: CPRE Warwickshire Branch
Summary:

Site Selection

- Sites BL1, BC1 and BC3 do not conform with site hierarchy in DSP Para. 68.

- Not possible to understand how some sites fall into the green category, when they clearly have high impacts
- A sustainability score in line with recent Government policy would provide a different result.

- Credibility and robustness of process is undermined.

Change suggested by respondent:
I Review site selection methodology

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:
Attachments: None
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14975 Object

Respondent: Mrs Jean Walters

Summary:
Disagree with site selection process, and certain sites considered ‘green’. Credibility and robustness of process is
undermined.
Site BL1 should be 'red' site, doesn't accord with spatial strategy.

Change suggested by respondent:
I Review site selection process

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:
Attachments: None

14991 Object

Respondent: Mrs Jean Walters

Summary:
- Site selection flawed and part of site BL1 (south of Tythe Barn Lane) unsuitable for development
- Amber sites in lower performing Green Belt should be brought forward instead.

Change suggested by respondent:
I - Amber sites in lower performing Green Belt should be brought forward instead of sites in higher performing Green Belt.

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:
Attachments: None
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15007 Object

Respondent: IM Land

Agent: Turley
Summary:
- Support Para. 63-67 and focus on Options E-G
- Failed to account for specific settlement hierarchy.
- Preferred Growth Options should be accompanied by a settlement hierarchy, that would identify how vision and spatial
strategy will be delivered through plan period.
- This should be supported by SA taking into account factors such as public transport
- Would assist Development Management and delivery of windfall sites.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with No
duty:
Attachments: None

15008 Object

Respondent: IM Land

Agent: Turley
Summary:
Site Selection Methodology (see also Topic Paper):
- Raised concerns previously and these have not beenaddressed
- Step 1-Hierarchy criteria does not align with NPPF Para. 138, and preferring Green Belt sites well served by public
transport
- Site Hierarchy should reference land well served by public transport
- Step 2 of refinement criteria (p.14 Topic Paper) do notinclude sites well served by public transport as ‘factors in favour’.
Therefore not accord with NPPF.

Change suggested by respondent:
I Site selection methodology should be amended should be amended to align with the recommendations within the NPPF.

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with No
duty:
Attachments: None
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15024 Object

Respondent: Kier Living Ltd

Agent: Mr Hywel James
Summary:
Council’s own evidence base raises significant issues with a number of the sites that
are allocated in the Emerging Plan, and their development would therefore conflict with the
Framework. As such, the site selection process is not based on proportionate evidence and the
Emerging Plan is consequently not justified as it fails to propose an appropriate strategy.
Sites include: BL2, BC1, BC3, BC4, KN2, SO1.

Change suggested by respondent:
Further housing sites, such as the CFS 193, must be allocated to provide assurances thatthe
minimum housing requirement can bemet.

Legally No
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with No
duty:
Attachments: None

15120 Support

Respondent: Woods Farm (Christmas Trees)

Agent: Twelve Twenty One Planning Services
Summary:
Spatial Strategy (Page 24) —
The spatial strategy is supported as it is considered that this represents the most effective and sustainable means of
delivering the scale of housing growth that is necessary to meet the affordability and other housing needs set out in the
Draft Submission Plan. In particular Growth Option G is considered to be the preferred option strategy for the bulk of
housing delivery.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:
Attachments: None
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15128 Support

Respondent: Woods Farm (Christmas Trees)

Agent: Twelve Twenty One Planning Services
Summary:
I Support Spatial Strategy in Para. 63

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:
Attachments: None

Sustainable Economic Growth

10695 Object

Respondent: Mrs Helen Bruckshaw

Summary:
Shirley High Street - objective to reduce congestion - the plan for so many new homes in Shirley will add to congestion
which has already seen a drastic increase following Dickens Heath being built and all the other new developmentsin
Shirley.

Objective regarding public transport - | do not travel to Birmingham or Stratford on the train, despite living close by as the
car parks at Shirley & Whitlocks end are full (disabled therefore would need to drive to the station) .

Change suggested by respondent:
I Spread the load around the borough - do not allow so many new homes in Shirley.

Legally No
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with No
duty:
Attachments: None

97 /1372



All representations : Solihull Local Plan (Draft Submission) 2020

10778 Object

Respondent: Mr Gareth Stokes

Summary:
Paragraph 105 - Reference to moving the Household Waste and Recycling Centre and Depot from its present Bickenhill
site to Damson Parkway is not legally compliant, or sound. A move is not justified on environmental grounds, and does
not properly take account of the negative climate change / environmental impacts of an unnecessary move (Planning and
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, s. 19 (1A), nor the requirement for community involvement given the strong objections
from the residents nearest to the proposed Damson Parkway site (s. 19 (3)). No evidence of co-operation with other
agencies regarding this site move is provided.

Change suggested by respondent:
The plan should remove any reference to the Household Waste and Recycling Centre and Depot being moved from its
present Bickenhill Site to Damson Parkway, and instead the plan should concentrate on how the Bickenhill site could be
improved (better parking, access booking systems etc.).

Legally No
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with No
duty:
Attachments: None

10781 Object

Respondent: Mrs Caroline Stokes

Summary:
Paragraph 105 - Reference to moving the Household Waste and Recycling Centre and Depot from its present Bickenbhill
site to Damson Parkway is not legally compliant, or sound. A move is not justified on environmental grounds, and does
not properly take account of the negative climate change / environmental impacts of an unnecessary move (Planning and
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, s. 19 (1A), nor the requirement for community involvement given the strong objections
from the residents nearest to the proposed Damson Parkway site (s. 19 (3)). No evidence of co-operation with other
agencies regarding this site move is provided.

Change suggested by respondent:
The plan should remove any reference to the Household Waste and Recycling Centre and Depot being moved from its
present Bickenhill Site to Damson Parkway, and instead the plan should concentrate on how the Bickenhill site could be
improved (better parking, access booking systems etc.).

Legally No
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with No
duty:
Attachments: None
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10921 Object

Respondent: Richard Cobb Planning

Summary:
The Arden Eco Park site has been submitted under the Council’s Call for Sites in relation to the Local Plan as land for
business and employment uses given into extensive past history. The Local Plan has not recognised that submission
and no provision is being made in the plan for the site to contribute positively to needs of the Solihull Economic Gateway
which itis well placed to do. This would include employment uses as well as an Energy from Waste facility.

Change suggested by respondent:
The Arden Eco Park site should be allocated as a site for energy from waste and other related development as well as
employment uses.

Legally No
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with No
duty:
Attachments: None
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13774 Object

Respondent: Birmingham Airport Ltd

Summary:
As a statutory consultee Birmingham Airport is consulted on applications close to the airport boundary which may impact
on aerodrome safeguarding. However, the process is often time consuming and the applicant often has very little
knowledge of the safeguarding process, what it might entail and crucially, how it might impact on timescales for
determination of planning applications

Itis recommended that a new policy is added to the Local Plan, which deals specifically with Aerodrome Safeguarding
and encourages pre consultation with Birmingham Airport. Prior consultation will benefit SMBC in meeting it’s statutory
determination periods for planning applications. This will provide applicants with knowledge of the safeguarding
process.

This should take account of all elements of the safeguarding assessment which is undertaken to

identify potential hazards to the Airport operation such as the impact of construction, communication navigation and
surveillance, wildlife, lighting, drones, and 5G technology. Specifically in relation to 5G planning applications should
include an assessment to demonstrate how there would be no harmfulimpact on Birmingham Airport’s protected Radar
system, as a result of any proposed development involving 5G technology

Change suggested by respondent:
Itis recommended that a new policy is added to the Local Plan, which deals specifically with Aerodrome Safeguarding
and encourages pre consultation with Birmingham Airport. Prior consultation will benefit SMBC in meeting it’s statutory
determination periods for planning applications. This will provide applicants with knowledge of the safeguarding
process.

This should take account of all elements of the safeguarding assessment which is undertaken to

identify potential hazards to the Airport operation such as the impact of construction, communication navigation and
surveillance, wildlife, lighting, drones, and 5G technology. Specifically in relation to 5G planning applications should
include an assessment to demonstrate how there would be no harmfulimpact on Birmingham Airport’s protected Radar
system, as a result of any proposed development involving 5G technology

Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:
Attachments: None
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13982 Support

Respondent: Transport for the West Midlands

Summary:
- Thelocal plan refers to HS2 growth and significant employment opportunities through UK Central. Yet delivering on high
levels of employment growth, relies heavily on good accessibility to jobs, especially for those residents without access to
acarintheregion, including groups such as the unemployed, those living in more deprived areas and young people.
- Add reference to Local Transport Plan in chapter as this highlights good regional and community connectivity to key
employment growth areas, with greater emphasis on the importance of traditional bus services which assist more
vulnerable communities together with good walking and cycling measures to connect communities to key opportunities.
- Above will support principles of inclusive growth.

Change suggested by respondent:
RECOMMENDATION:
- Reference to the emerging Local Transport Plan as well as the Delivery Plan for the region should also be made inthe
chapter.

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Yes
duty:

Attachments:

14021 Object

Respondent: MACC Group
Agent: Claremont Planning Consultancy

Summary:

Objection to Policy P2 as it fails to sufficiently recognise the potential opportunity for new residential developmentin
ensuring the vitality of Shirley town centre.

Change suggested by respondent:
I P2 should be modified to say “Development of residential uses will be supported within the town centre”.

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Yes
duty:

Attachments:
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14311 Object

Respondent: Councillor M McLoughlin

Summary:
The numbers included at para 85 are inconsistent with the Arden Cross Masterplan, which supersedes the 2018 Hub
Framework Plan.

Para 89 states that 500 homes will come forward at Arden Cross in the plan period, which is an inadequate contribution
to the Housing Market Area.

No detail is given around the prospectus for a Garden City Approach (2014) referenced at para 92.

Para 94 bullet point 11- the principle of main roads providing strong defensible Green Belt is correct, however this is not
applied to other sites (BL2 and BL3).

Para 96- forecasts of 18 million passenger journeys per year are unlikely due to the impact of COVID-19 and the climate
emergency. Forecasts for airport activity are unclear.

Para 98- clarity on where the Council has asserted the airport should be supported to maximise the capacity and
capability of the existing extended runway, by accommodating such ancillary facilities within Site UK2.

Para 103 - the NEC could contribute to the sustainability goals as it has significant amounts of roof space that would
allow for photovoltaic cells.

The Household Waste and Recycling Centre and Council Depot (Policy P12) referenced in para 105 has not been
consulted on.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:
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14387 Object

Respondent: L&Q Estates (Formerly Gallagher Estates)

Agent: Pegasus Group
Summary:
Policy P1 should include the amount of residential development to be delivered by the hub and specific reference to
where it will be located to provide certainty in terms of the context and justification for the need to deliver additional land
for housing

Change suggested by respondent:
Policy P1 should be amended to specify the quantum of growth which the hub will deliver over the plan period,
and be linked to clear plans showing where the residential growth will be delivered within the hub boundaries in orderto
show deliverability.

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:

14459 Object

Respondent: Jon Ashley

Summary:
I Impact of Brexit is not mentioned at all, especially considering likely impact on Automotive and Travel Industries

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Notspecified
compliant:

Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:
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14489 Support

Respondent: Mr David Roberts
Summary:

the objectives are commendable and can not be challenged although a better understanding of attracting new productive
employment would help.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:
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14531 Object

Respondent: Rainier Developments Ltd - Land South of Park Lane

Agent: Marrons Planning

Summary:
Policy P3 fails to make sufficient provision of employment land to meet the needs of the area, including unmet needs of
neighbouring areas, is overreliant on two large allocations whose delivery and land availability is uncertain, fails to match
the spatial strategy of the Plan and has no regard to supply and demand in the HEDNA.
Policy is not consistent with national planning policy. It fails to provide a choice for businesses who wish to invest and
expand, and fails to align with the locations for growth in housing leading to a less sustainable pattern of
development.
Plan fails to provide a strategic policy that sets out the overall scale of development for employment. The minimum
employmentland requirement should be 15,680 jobs. There are limited opportunities for businessesin Balsall Common,
existing supply is lower than stated but no reference is made to the shortfall of land for employment.
There is no evidence within the Plan of any contribution being made to meet the needs of neighbouring areas, such as
the Black Country Authorities. Dealing with unmet needs through a review is contrary to the NPPF. Land should be
safeguarded for future development needs to ensure that Green Belt boundaries endure.
Existing supply of 6.4ha of employment land is wholly inadequate.
The proposed allocations are complex with significant infrastructure requirements (Site UK1), there is no Concept
Masterplan (Site UK2) and no trajectory for delivery of either. Neither site has any relationship with Spatial Strategy or
housing growth

Change suggested by respondent:
The employment requirement should be set out within a strategic policy within the Plan, and increased to reflect past
performance, evidence of supply and demand, the Local Industrial Strategy forthe West Midlands Combined Authority
and the unmet needs of the Black Country Authorities.
Evidence should be provided as to the availability and deliverability of the proposed allocations and the trajectory for their
delivery or the sites should be removed.
Additional employment sites should be allocated to address the additional employmentland requirementto ensure a
continuous supply including an employment allocation at Balsall Common.
The table of allocated sites should be amended to include land south of Kenilworth Road/Park Lane, Balsall Common as
an employment allocation

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Yes
duty:

Attachments:
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14539 Object

Respondent: Bloor Homes

Agent: Savills

Summary:
Plan has not demonstrated that housing proposed at UKC Hub Area is deliverable within the Plan period, considering
likely delays indelivering the HS2 station. There is no evidence of applications for residential developmentatthe NEC, so
level of delivery is overambitious. Significant infrastructure requirements including the link to the M42 could involve a
significant delay.
Further information on planned trajectory and stages of delivery of housing is not available, so it is unclear how much of
the housing will have to be delivered before HS2 is completed.
Challenge the assumed delivery rate proposed by the Council in this location and the provision of circa 20% of the overall
dwelling provision in a single location in a high density format which does not accord with the Borough’s housing
requirement for predominantly family housing.

Change suggested by respondent:
Furtherinformation on the planned delivery of the housing and infrastructure related to the site is required to ensure that
delivery of the HS2 station does not prejudice the delivery of the 2,740 homes to be delivered up to 2036.
The proposals for circa 20% of the housing target in a single location should be reviewed.

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Yes
duty:
Attachments: None

Policy P1 UK Central Solihull Hub Area
10736 Support

Respondent: Mrs Jean Walters

Summary:
The consequences of the Covid 19 has not been taken into account with regards to the likelihood that there will be a
reduction in office use as more people choose to work from home, resulting in an increase in windfall sites as offices
become redundant which will be more than enough to omit Sites BL1 & BC3. There is also additional capacity in Solihull
Town Centre for residential use (as stated in Para 130) and at Arden Cross, both of which have not been fully evaluated.
The Council should evaluate these “Brownfield” first options before destroying sensitive Green Belt areas.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:
Attachments: None
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10820 Object

Respondent: None

Summary:
I As above

Change suggested by respondent:
1) Proper consultation should have taken place, which it has not and items 104 to 107 should be taken out of the plan.
2) The area should be leftin Green Belt
3) An alternative site should be found for the refuse facility

Legally No
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with No
duty:
Attachments: None

10857 Object

Respondent: Mr Clive Gaston

Summary:
My objection is to the siting of Waste management facilities to Damson Parkway.
Also this is close to a residential area on Damson Parkway
This is not a very good idea considering the traffic that will be using the JLR LOC and the JLR factory.
There are already queues of cars waiting for access to the site at Bickenhill that trail up the service road, this would
create havoc at shift changeovertimes at JLR and for everyday people to go about their business and for residents of
Damson Parkway area.

Change suggested by respondent:

Waste management area needs to be re homed in a more appropriate place which has suitable access and away from
residential homes.

Legally No
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with No
duty:
Attachments: None
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10888 Object

Respondent: Mr Richard Long

Summary:
In para 105, there is reference to land on the south eastern side of Damson Parkway/Old Damson Lane having been
identified as an option for a relocation of HWRC. Policy is that this land should only be removed from Green Belt for very
special circumstances (l.e. support growth of JLR). Relocation of HWRC is not special circumstances- the SMBC
commissioned reportidentified 3 more suitable sites and recommended this site be discounted. Furthermore there has
not been the required consultation to allow the specific reference to this site for relocation of the HWRC. A petition has
strong strong objections.

Change suggested by respondent:
The 2nd sentence in para 105 must be removed (l.e “Part of this land has also been identified as an option for a
relocated Household Waste and Recycling Centre and Council Depot. Further justification for this proposalisincludedin
Policy P12.” be deleted).

Legally No
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with No
duty:

Attachments:
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10993 Object

Respondent: Mr Ade Adeyemo

Summary:
Re. Jaguar Land Rover (JLR) - 106: 'The exceptional circumstances to justify this approach are as follows'...

Relocation of (a) the Household Waste and Recycling Centre (HWRC) and (b) Depotto this (JLR) areawas notincludedin
previous iterations of this Local Plan, nor have local residents had the opportunity to object or comment on its last-
minute inclusion in the final version of the Plan.

Furthermore, SMBC has notincluded other potential sites on their shortlist foranew combined HWRC & Depot in this
Draft Local Plan, thereby giving the impression that this is the only agreed site.

Change suggested by respondent:
Removal of specific reference to the combined and expanded HWRC and Depot being located in the Jaguar Land Rover
(JLR) Area.
Thisareais designatedforJaguarLand Rover (automotive) and related developments. Acombined Waste Recycling
Centre and Council Depot cannot be said to fall into this category.

Failing this, SMBC should indicate within the Local Plan, all of the other locations on their shortlist that are being
considered for an Expanded HWRC and Depot.

Otherwise, this would be demonstrably unfair to local residents in the Damson Parkway area who have notbeen
consulted on this lateinclusion.

Legally No
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with No
duty:

Attachments:

11080 Object

Respondent: Warwickshire Wildlife Trust

Summary:
Site UK2to potentially accommodate arelocated Household Waste and Recycling Facility- serious concerns as proposal
is adjoining EImdone Grange wood LWS and ElImdone Wood Nature Park and concerning part of Caste Hill Meadows
LWS, and adjoining Hampton and EImdone Coppice. Such facility would have a serious disruptive and noise impact, light
pollution, impact on breeding species and on the biodiversity and protected species on these designated sites.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:
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11082 Support

Respondent: Warwickshire Wildlife Trust

Summary:

JLR Jaguar Landowner allocation [UK2], covers directly over a LWS and directly adjoins, with no mention in the Policy
wording of preservation of the Local Wildlife Site or consideration of the biodiversity in line with the NPPF and NERC Act.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:

11138 Support

Respondent: Natural England

Summary:
NE supports Policy P1 section 3iv and 3v as core policy requirements- Favouring of sustainable travel and delivery of a
‘high quality strategic green and blue infrastructure network across the Hub area to enhance natural assets’.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:
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13771 Object

Respondent: Birmingham Airport Ltd

Summary:
Birmingham Airport are supportive of the Local Plan and concur with the exceptional circumstances outlined in Policy P1
forreleasing land from the Green Belt. However itis considered that minor amendments should be made to the wording
of planning policies P1 and UK2 to help deliver a sound Local Plan.

Policy P1 should be amended to include reference to development for Airport related uses proposed
by Birmingham Airport only and the development of urban mobility. This ensures that the future of a
key economic asset is safeguarded.

Reference should also be made to West Car Park, which may be required to provide
additional capacity for Airportrelated development beyond the 15-year horizon outlined within the
Airport Master Plan. The Local Plan is currently silent on its intentions for this site.

Change suggested by respondent:
Policy P1 should be amended to include reference to development for Airport related uses proposed
by Birmingham Airport only and the development of urban mobility. This ensures that the future of a
key economic asset is safeguarded.

Reference should also be made to West Car Park, which may be required to provide
additional capacity for Airportrelated development beyond the 15-year horizon outlined within the
Airport Master Plan. The Local Plan is currently silent on its intentions for this site.

Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:
Attachments: None
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13816 Object

Respondent: William Davis Ltd
Agent: Define Planning & Design

Summary:
Support the principle of the approach taken in relation to the UK Central Solihull Hub Area and development adjacentto

the HS2 hub.

The Council are heavily reliant on timely delivery from these larger sites however there is uncertainty. The length of the
total development process increases with site size. The rate of delivery is wholly unrealistic at the NEC as
commencementwould not begin until approximately 2030. At Arden Cross, the situation is complex and dependentupon
the delivery of HS2. Inefficient delivery of transport and utilities infrastructure represents a significant constraint to
delivery.

Change suggested by respondent:
Additional housing allocations at small to medium sites, such as ‘Land off Old Station Road’, would provide a ‘buffer’ and

mitigate against the risk of stalled delivery at larger sites.

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:

13959 Support

Respondent: Urban Growth Company
Agent: Mott MacDonald
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Summary:
The UGC continues to fully support and welcome the Local Plan and corresponding policy and allocation for the UK
Central Hub, without which the wider potential economic and social benefits presented by High Speed 2 (HS2) and
Interchange Station would fail to be realised. The plan clearly aligns with the Infrastructure Vision , Framework Plan and
Arden Cross Masterplan, which reflect the phased growth ambitions for The Hub

UGC supports Policy P1and the corresponding objectives and welcomes the commitment to high quality design across
the UK Central Hub. Policy P1 provides a flexible approach that supports the future development of each of the key
assets within the UK Central Hub and facilitates this in a holistic and integrated manner. It provides policy support for
development of the Arden Cross site through release of the land from the Green Belt.

The UGC is pleased to seetheir previous representations reiterating the need to provide high quality place making across
The Hub consistent with the overarching place making principles set out in the Framework and the need for a flexible
based policy approach are reflected within both Policy P1 and Policy UK1.

UGC supports the evidence based approach to Policy UK1 which will provide for a range of uses to be accommodated,
flexibility as to how the site will be developed and resilience to any future changes that may be required throughout the
plan period.

An alternative arrangement for car parking in the form of multi storey car parking is being progressed by the UGC that
would release land for development to deliver the masterplan for Arden Cross. This alternative design to consolidate
surface level car parking associated with Interchange

Station is currently being progressed by the UGC and will be submitted as a planning application in due course.
Significantwork has already been undertaken in relation to the design of this. The alternative parking arrangementis an
essential enabling element in bringing forward the development at Arden Cross to deliver the associated social,
economic and environmental benefits presented by HS2 and Interchange Station.

The UGC is currently in the process of bringing forward a scheme to redevelop Birmingham International Station to
accommodate additional passenger movement and increase passenger capacity to meet the forecast growth associated
with the UK Central Hub. Birmingham International Station will provide a high quality gateway linking key assets in the
area, including Birmingham Airport, the NEC, Interchange Station and Birmingham Business Park. Will encourage a
greater modal shift alleviating congestion in the surrounding area. The justification text accompanying Policy P1
confirms that Birmingham International Station should be protected for its important interchange purpose

Change suggested by respondent:
None suggested reiterates earlier points and commitment to bringing forward development. Highlights current
developmentsincludingwork being undertaken to bring forward alternative parking associated with the interchange
station and to enhance Birmingham International Station.

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: Yes

Comply with Yes
duty:
Attachments: None
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13980 Object

Respondent: Transport for the West Midlands

Summary:
- Solihull faces significant challenges for planning for future homes and jobs across the borough, and whilst TFTWM

considers that the ideal location for new development is concentrated in areas already well served by public transport,
such as high-volume corridors (as emphasisedin TfWM’s 10 year Delivery Plan), we appreciate that other sites will also
need to be considered.

- For such sites located in the green belt, sustainable transport should play a major role — with the plan demonstrating
good accessibility measures and sustainable transport infrastructure in place. This is especially important for
employment sites such as Birmingham Business Park, Blythe Valley Business Park and Damson Parkway, where
currently these sites do not reflect sustainable commuting patterns.

Change suggested by respondent:
Policy P1 UK Central SolihullHub Area UK and P1A Blythe Valley Business Park should demonstrate the importance of
transport master plans, with opportunities being demonstrated which can reduce car dependence and fully promote

sustainable transport.

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Yes
duty:

Attachments:

13983 Support

Respondent: Transport for the West Midlands

Summary:
Under Policy P1 UK Central Solihull Hub Area, reference should be made to the WMCA’s HS2 Connectivity Package, which

demonstrates the importance of improved transport connections and accessibility by public transport, cycling and
walking, from local neighbourhoods to key employment growth opportunities in this area like UK Central. This will go
onto support wider WMCA obijectives like inclusive growth —through connecting people to vital opportunities.

Change suggested by respondent:
RECOMMENDATION:
- Add reference to WMCA'’s HS2 Connectivity Package under Policy P1 UK Central Solihull Hub Area.

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: Yes

Comply with Yes
duty:

Attachments:

14085 Object

Respondent: Arden Cross Consortium
Agent: Arden Cross Ltd
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Summary:
The policy and its supporting text need updating and editing for consistency with new Policy UK1 and to provide clarity
on the criteria against which proposals will be judged.
Thereisinterchanging reference to ‘UK Central Solihull’ and ‘UK Central SolihullHub Area’, both of which have different
geographies. It is recommended that each is clearly defined in the pre-text to avoid misinterpretation of the scope of
Policy P1. Referenceto Blythe Valley, North Solihulland Solihull Town Centre should be contained to the opening section
of this chapter as each is subject to separate planning policy.

The pre textto policy P1is broadly supported however references to outdated documents should be removed. The policy
should refer to WMCA'’s Recharge the West Midlands (June 2020), the updated Midlands HS2 Growth Strategy
(November 2020) published since the Submission Draft was finalised, and the Council’s own Economic Recovery Plan
(May 2020).

A number of key development principles in the policy are drawn from a number of UGC non statutory documents. Whilst
supporting the thrust of these documents, would urge consistency and clarity in how these policies will be applied in
practice, in particular through a review, ideally in liaison with ACL and others, before final submission of the plan.

The following site specific elements in P1 relating to Arden Cross should be addressed: Passenger facilities no longer
feature in the Birmingham Airport Masterplan 2018 and should be deleted. The phasing set out in the Hub Growth and
Infrastructure Plan (January 2018) is now superceded and does not align with the current LPR plan period (2036).

The reference to the preparation of an SPD needs further clarification. It was originally envisaged there would be an
update and formalisation of the Hub Framework Plan to be prepared alongside the local plan. Given the subsequent
preparation of the Arden Cross Masterplan by ACL, and the more detailed combination of policies P1and UK1, the
purpose and timing of an SPD needs clarifying.

Change suggested by respondent:
The following site specific elements in P1 relating to Arden Cross should be addressed: Passenger facilities no longer
feature in the Birmingham Airport Masterplan 2018 and should be deleted. The phasing set outin the Hub Growth and
Infrastructure Plan (January 2018) is now superceded and does not align with the current LPR plan period (2036).

Amend or remove paragraphs 85 to 87 as the development trajectories are now out-of-date and do not align with the
currentLPR plan period. Forexample, paragraph 85 makes reference to new homes being delivered by 2033 whenthe
plan period is t02036.

* Remove paragraph 92 as it refers to the Garden City principles explored six years ago, which do not align with the
current mixed use urban neighbourhood place-making principles in the Arden Cross Masterplan.

* The mix of land uses set out at paragraph 93 are accurate and accord with the Arden Cross Masterplan and should be
reflected in Policy P1 and Policy UK1.

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: Yes

Comply with Yes
duty:
Attachments: None
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14163 Object

Respondent: Hampton Road Developments Ltd

Agent: Savills
Summary:
Likely thata very high level of delivery will be required to develop out 2,740 units across the UKC SolihullHub area to
2036 as per paragraph 89 of the Plan. This has not been adequately demonstrated as being deliverable.
In 2018, the Hub Framework stated up to 550 homes as being delivered at the NEC up to 2022. No application for
residentialdevelopmentatthe NEC has been made. The levels of delivery envisaged, eveninthe early stages ofthe plan
period are overambitious and the policy is not effective in the way that it is currently drafted.

Change suggested by respondent:
Further information is requested from the Council in relation to the planned trajectory and stages of delivery of these
housing numbers. We understand that such details are not currently available. It is not clear how much residential
developmentwill be delivered around the area safeguarded for HS2 and the Interchange station and whether delivery will
be effected by the safeguarding and or construction priorities. To confirm deliverability of the 500 dwellings, we consider
that further information in relation the planned delivery of the site is provided to confirm that the delivery of the HS2
station does not prejudice the delivery of the 2,740 homes to be delivered up to 2036. We request further evidence from
the Council to ensure that conclusions regarding housing delivery are effective to deliver a sound plan.
The proposals for circa 20% of the housing target in a single location should be reviewed as they are not considered to
be sound, deliverable or provide an effective or justified strategy.

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Yes
duty:

Attachments:

14209 Support

Respondent: IM Properties
Agent: Turley

Summary:
Fore Business Park is an existing allocation in the Plan, under Policy P1. IM are very supportive of this allocation, itis
relevant to note that given the success of the current park, and that much of the floorspace approved through previous
planning permissions has been built out, itis unlikely that any significant further floorspace would be brought forward
within this location. This is further reinforced by the presence of Green Belt to the north of the site, preventing any
significant future expansion in thisdirection

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Yes
duty:
Attachments: None
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14219 Support

Respondent: Mr Matlub Hussain

Agent: Tyler Parkes Partnership Ltd

Summary:
The Gables Hotel, located on Old Damson Lane Hotel is located within the UK Central Hub identified as an allocation
within Policy P1 (UK Central Solihull Hub Area) and UK2 (Land at Damson Parkway), and proposed for removal from the
Green Belt. Expansion of the hotel has previously been prevented due to its location in the Green Belt.
The opportunities arising from the UK Central Hub allocations and its removal from the Green Belt are welcomed and itis
considered that the opportunities this provides would in return provide valuable support to the key objectives of both
Policy P1 and UK2.
The Hotel is possibly the closest small hotel to the JLR plant and within walking or cycling distance. The Hotel does offer
some travel and shared lift options. With a larger facility these more sustainable modes of travel would be more
economic and affective. The Hotel supports the key economic assets by providing accommodation in close proximity,
specifically in respect of JLR and their workforce, but also in providing accommodation for operational workers during
the build phase and customers during the running of conferences, exhibitions and concerts, and for travellers
arriving/departing from Birmingham Airport and in the future the HS2 railway interchange. The opportunity to undertake
major works to the Hotel would enable a modernised design both internally and externally,
creating a new sense of identity for the site and improving the overall impression along this key approach to Birmingham
city centre.
Policy P1 provides supportto key assets associated with the operation of Arden Cross, the NEC, Birmingham Airport, JLR
and Birmingham Business Park.
Itis clear that our client’s Hotel is ideally placed to support these key economic assets and as an existing hotel on a key
strategic approach road to the city centre. Accordingly, our client supports Policy P1 and in return would provide support
to meeting its objectives.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: Yes

Comply with Yes
duty:
Attachments: None
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14220 Object

Respondent: L&Q Estates (Formerly Gallagher Estates)

Agent: Pegasus Group
Summary:
I There needs to be a commitmentin Policy P1 to quantifying the amount of residential development to be delivered by the
hub.

Change suggested by respondent:
Itis recommended that the policy is amended to specify the quantum of growth which the hub will deliver over the plan
period.

Itis recommended that the policy is linked to clear plans showing where the residential growth will be delivered within
the hub boundaries in order to show deliverability.

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:

14285 Object

Respondent: Councillor M McLoughlin

Summary:
Criteria 3 vii- has the potential to be interpreted to prevent residential development that may contribute more beneficially
towards achieving inclusive economic growth.

Criteria 3 viii- ‘incorporating’ low carbon energy principles could be minimal. The term ‘maximising’ would improve the
quality of the policy.

Arden Cross Criteria ii- The policy should state that residential developments will be prioritised.

Birmingham Airport Criteria ix- a greater number of flights in and out of Birmingham Airport is incompatible with the
Climate Emergency targets included in the Plan.

Birmingham Business Park Criteria xvii- itis unclear how a scale is defined for uses that do not compete with existing or
planned facilities outside of Birmingham Business Park.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Notspecified
compliant:

Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:
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14287 Object

Respondent: L&Q Estates (Formerly Gallagher Estates)
Agent: Pegasus Group

Summary:
Explanatory text suggests a confused situation in relation to the delivery of residential development. Paragraph 85
advises that the Hub Framework Plan (2018) could provide ‘up to 4,000 homes’ to 2047 ‘with about 1,000 delivered by
2033, butthat the Urban Growth Company in its Hub Growth and Infrastructure Vision (2019) estimates ‘up t0 5,000 new
homes’. There needs to be a commitmentin policy to quantifying the amount of residential development to be delivered
by the hub, and specific referencing to the detail as to where this should go to ensure that the plan’s deliverability.

Change suggested by respondent:
Itis recommended that the policy is amended to specify the quantum of growth which the hub will deliver over the plan

period.
Itis recommended that the policy is linked to clear plans showing where the residential growth will be delivered within

the hub boundaries in order to show deliverability.

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:

14358 Object

Respondent: Prologis UK Ltd and Stoford Developments Ltd
Agent: Prologis UK Ltd and Stoford Developments Ltd
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Summary:
Supports UK Central concept as offering the greatest potential for economic growth in the Borough. The key objectives
for development proposals set out in the policy fully align with our own proposals for Site UK2.

With specific regard to JLR and Site UK2, support the release of this land from the Green Beltto accommodate
employment development and generally agree with the exceptional circumstances case set out.

The Concept Masterplan referenced at paragraph 107 is notincluded in the Draft Submission Plan. As site promoters we
have included with these representations a Site Supporting Statement which sets out our vision for the site and
contained within this is our Concept Masterplan which we put forward for consideration with the aim of having this
agreed with Solihull MBC and included within the final plan.

The following text should be amended to make the policy clearer and support the soundness of the Local Plan.

* The heading ‘Jaguar Land Rover’ above paragraphs xii-xv of Policy P1, as well as the heading which precedes
paragraph 104 in the supporting text to Policy P1, should be amended to make it clearer that this policy and text covers
both JLR and Site UK2, given that these sites are distinctly different areas on the Proposals Map and that different
policies apply to the two areas. This will help with clarification in reading the plan.

« Paragraphs xii-xv of Policy P1 which provides the details of Site UK2 should be amended to better align with Policy UK2.
It would be clearer if there was a clear cross reference to Policy UK2 after the words ‘employment development’ on line 2,
as this would help to define the proposals and by ensuring that it is Policy UK2 that ultimately sets out the site specific
policy for Site UK2. It is important also to make clear that uses with links to JLR are not the only employment uses
permitted on the site.

» Within paragraph 104 of the supporting text to Policy P1 reference to ‘local’ should be removed in relation to
employment uses. There is no definition of what local’ means within the plan with reference to economic development
and the term has no meaning, purpose or enforceability in employmentland delivery terms, especially in a location like
this which will clearly be a highly attractive location for both businesses relocating from within the District but also new
inward investment and businesses relocating from within the widerregion. The subsequenttext should also be amended
to cross reference to Policy UK2 as the principal policy for Site UK2.

* We see no need for the first two sentences of Paragraph 105 to make more specific separate reference to land on the
south eastern side of Damson Parkway being attractive to the automotive and motorsportindustries. There is no reason
why this area is any different from the rest of the allocation area. These two sentences should be deleted.

* In the third sentence of Paragraph 105 reference is made to part of the site also being identified for a relocated
Household Waste and Recycling Centre (HWRC) and Council Depot. We would suggest that this reference be clarified to
reflect the Council’s stated position on this matter in Paragraph 353 of the Draft Plan which is that the site has been
identified as one ‘option’ for the HWRC relocation and that no final decision has yet been taken on this proposal. Indeed,
itis apparent from the Council’s 2019 evidence base assessment report that there are other sites also in contention for
this use which have a higher suitability scoring.

« In the fifth bullet point of Paragraph 106 reference to the primary highway infrastructure should also be included in the
list of already committed development, together with that fact that this and the other committed development within Site
UK2 have now been constructed not just permitted.

+ Given there are other possible sites for the Council’s HWRC we do not consider that the 8th bullet point of Paragraph
106 adds anything to the special circumstances case for UK2. The case for Green Belt release is compelling without this.
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Change suggested by respondent:
The heading for and the text of paragraphs xii-xv of Policy P1 that relates to JLR and Site UK2 should be amended as
follows:
“Jaguar Land Rover (JLR)/and Site UK2
xii. The Council will support JLR to compete and further its success in the global vehicles industry. To achieve this, the
JLR site will need to continue to evolve and where necessary expand, with the only realistic opportunity for significant
expansion being to the northeast.
xiii. The Council will supportand encourage the development of JLR within its boundary defined in this Local Plan. This
willinclude a broad range of development needed to maintain or enhance the function of JLR as a major manufacturer of
vehicles.
xiv. Site UK2 on the Policies Map, will be released from the Green Beltto accommodate employment development as set
outin Policy UK2. This willinclude employment development to meet wider identified needs, together with that required
to meet the additional needs of JLR and JLR related activities and ancillary development to Birmingham Airport. . The
exceptional circumstances justifying the removal of the land from the Green Belt are set out in the justification to this
policy.
xv. It will be expected that proposals for the development of Site UK2 will be promoted in a comprehensive and
coordinated manner that can make provision for a phased approach, ifrequired”.
2. Paragraphs 104 and 105 and the associated heading should be amended as follows:

“Jaguar Land Rover (JLR)/and Site UK2

104. The Council will continue to support the further development and modernisation of the vehicles plantin order to
enable its continued success in the competitive global vehicles market. JLR is constrained in terms of its ability to
expand by its location within the main urban area. To reflect this and having regard to the vital importance of JLR to the
region’s economy and to job creation, Policy P1includes proposals to remove land at Damson Parkway from the Green
Belt to support this aim. As set out under Policy UK2, in addition to meeting JLR needs, Site UK2 will also provide for
wider employment opportunities to meet the needs identified in Policy P3, as well as for potential ancillary requirements
for Birmingham Airport.

105. Part of Site UK2 has also been identified as a potential location for a relocated Household Waste and Recycling
Centre and Council Depot subject to ongoing options assessment by the Council. Further justification for this proposal is
included in Policy P12.”

3. The fifth bullet point of Paragraph 106 should be expanded as follows:

“A significant part of the site already has planning permission and has been constructed for use as a despatch facility
and logistics operations centre for Jaguar Land Rover, as well as the associated primary road infrastructure works for the
site. These proposals were which was justified with very special circumstances”.

4. The 8th bullet point of Paragraph 106 relating to the Household Waste and Recycling Centre should be removed
entirely.

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: Yes

Comply with Yes
duty:
Attachments: None
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14641 Support

Respondent: Birmingham City Council

Summary:
The City Council welcomes the proposed approach taken within the Draft Submission Plan with regard to the UK Central
Solihull Hub. As a key stakeholder in the development of the Hub and its strategic national importance, the City Council
supportthe approach being taken particularly in relation to land at Arden Cross and at the NEC and the promotion of the
site for high quality, high density mixed use development

Change suggested by respondent:
Legally Notspecified

compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:

14665 Object

Respondent: IM Land

Agent: Stansgate Planning LLP

Summary:
The policy is neither justified or effective as the Local Plan is over reliant on the housing numbers that can be delivered
from UK Central Hub Area in the plan period. It is unclear what part is being referred to as part of UKC.
Ithas been assumed that across the whole UKC Solihull Hub Area there will be 2,740 dwellings coming forward in the
plan period split 2,240 at the NEC and 500
atArden Cross. Itis unclear why North Solihull, the Town Centre and Blythe Valley are notincluded as they are also
stated to be UKC. Furthermore, elsewhere in the DSLP completions of 2,500 are stated, not 2,740 which needs
clarification. Further evidence is needed to justify the delivery timescale and the trajectory for the housing numbers. The
number of houses to be completed in the plan period from NEC and Arden Cross is too high. Even if the necessary road
and social infrastructure is available to allow housing completions
from 2026, this assumes a high completion rate of 274 houses per annum. The nature of the developments being largely
apartment based means itis more likely, the whole amount will be delivered on block at the end of the plan period leaving
a shortfall early on.This could leave a significant shortfall in delivery to meet OAN and housing delivery in the first 5 years
ofthe Local Plan period. Therefore, to add flexibility to the plan, the number of completion at UKC Hub should be reduced
and a smaller scale allocation north of Main Road Meriden should be added to compensate for
this overreliance on large sites dependent on significant infrastructure and to ensure housing need is met as set out
above through the plan period.

Change suggested by respondent:
The plan should be modified reducing the number of completions expected in the plan period.
Instead the plan should allocate additional smaller sites such as land north of Main Road, Meriden to bring flexibility to
ensure the housing need for the Borough is met in the plan period.

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:
Attachments: None
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14675 Support

Respondent: Coventry City Council

Summary:
We acknowledge the need to balance economic investment and protection of the environment. We consider that the
proposals as currently drafted allow for overall economic growth, particularly around HS2 and UK Central, whilst ensuring
the continued protection of the Meriden Gap and wider Green Belt. We consider a sensible balance has been taken
between the release of land for development in Balsall Common, which could be considered to be contained growth,
allowing for expansion of the village and delivering investment to HS2, whilst not encroaching any further into the
Meriden Gap than the existing settlement boundary. Therefore, we are satisfied that the proposals in Balsall Common do
not reduce the Meriden Gap and do not reduce separation distances between Coventry and BalsallCommon.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:

14679 Support

Respondent: Coventry City Council

Summary:
We supportthe conceptof UK Central Hub and proposed developmentsin thatlocality, especially around HS2 and Arden
cross. We see these developments bringing benefits to Coventry given the strategic location and direct links. We will
continue to work together to foster those connections and opportunities, which could benefit both Coventry and Solihull,
particularly in relation to the higher education sector. We continue to be committed to ongoing work around highway
modelling and mitigation measures in partnership with TFWM and Highways England to support measures to promote
modal shift across the area, which will also contribute to improvements in air quality and public health outcomes.

Change suggested by respondent:
Legally Notspecified

compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:
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14702 Support

Respondent: Warwickshire County Council

Summary:
The County Council commissioned a piece of workin 2018 to develop a UK Central Plus Connectivity Strategy, in orderto
identify the key transport infrastructure and service improvements within Warwickshire which will be needed to ensure
the sub-region is well connected to the employment and other opportunities that will arise from the HS2 Interchange
Station and wider growth across the UK Central area.
The County Council is keen to work with Solihull MBC to develop a joint UKC Surface Access Strategy and associated
programme of investment priorities so that the benefits of these proposals are maximised across our respective areas
for residents, businesses and their supply chains.

Change suggested by respondent:
Legally Notspecified

compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:

14874 Object

Respondent: L&Q Estates
Agent: Pegasus Group

Summary:
The explanatory text to the policy suggests a somewhat confused situation in relation to the delivery of residential
development. Paragraph 85 advises that the Hub Framework Plan (2018) could provide ‘up to 4,000 homes’ to 2047 ‘with
about 1,000 delivered by 2033’, but that the Urban Growth Company in its Hub Growth and Infrastructure Vision (2019)
estimates ‘up to 5,000 newhomes’.
However, these figures are only included in the supporting text. There needs to be a commitment in policy to quantifying
the amount of residential development to be delivered by the hub, and specific referencing to the detail as to where this
should go to ensure that the plan’s deliverability is clearly evidenced, and to provide certainty in terms of the context and
justification for the need to deliver additional land for housing.

Change suggested by respondent:
Itis recommended that the policy is amended to specify the quantum of growth which the hub will deliver over the plan
period.
Itis recommended that the policy is linked to clear plans showing where the residential growth will be delivered within
the hub boundaries in order to show deliverability

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:
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Policy P1A Blythe Valley Business Park
11139 Support

Respondent: Natural England

Summary:
I (p-42) NE support the requirement to protect and enhance natural environment.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:

13981 Object

Respondent: Transport for the West Midlands

Summary:
- Solihull faces significant challenges for planning for future homes and jobs across the borough, and whilst TTWM
considers that the ideal location for new development is concentrated in areas already well served by public transport,
such as high-volume corridors (as emphasisedin TfTWM’s 10 year Delivery Plan), we appreciate that other sites will also
need to be considered.
- For such sites located in the green belt, sustainable transport should play a major role — with the plan demonstrating
good accessibility measures and sustainable transport infrastructure in place. This is especially important for
employment sites such as Birmingham Business Park, Blythe Valley Business Park and Damson Parkway, where
currently these sites do not reflect sustainable commuting patterns.

Change suggested by respondent:
RECOMMENDATION:
Policy P1 UK Central SolihullHub Area UK and P1A Blythe Valley Business Park should demonstrate the importance of
transport master plans, with opportunities being demonstrated which can reduce car dependence and fully promote
sustainable transport.

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Yes
duty:

Attachments:
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14202 Object

Respondent: IM Properties

Agent: Turley
Summary:
IM are pleased to see that the Plan continues to provide policy support for the ongoing development of Blythe Valley. In
particular, Policy P1A and its supporting text outline what is expected of future development

In relation to the existing BVP site:

* Policy should provide maximum flexibility to reflect market demand. The broad range of the types of uses that could be
brought forward in the policy should not seen as an exhaustive list. It should be made clear within the policy wording that
a wide range of employment activities will be supported including offices, industrial and warehousing, but also including
research and development and other ‘non-traditional’ employment uses.

* The residential part of the site is now subject to reserved matters approvals. It may therefore be appropriate to remove
reference to “the residential element of Blythe Valley Park” from this policy

» Reference is made at Paragraph 110 to “an area of land of some 7 ha remaining to be developed”. This figure is
incorrect, and should instead read 3 hectares. Amendments should be made to the Plan in this regard to ensure thatitis
sound, and any references within the Council’s evidence base updated accordingly. IM are already formulating plans to
develop out the remaining land at BVP during 2021, at which point there will be no developable employment land along
the A34 corridor

» Paragraphs 111 and 112 of the supporting text make reference to various expectations that the Council have of any
development at BVP. Given the extent of development that has now been brought forward, we consider that this
supporting text should be updated to better reflect the current position with the site

Change suggested by respondent:
In relation to the existing BVP site:
* Policy should provide maximum flexibility to reflect market demand. The broad range of the types of uses that could be
brought forward in the policy should not seen as an exhaustive list. It should be made clear within the policy wording that
a wide range of employment activities will be supported including offices, industrial and warehousing, but also including
research and development and other ‘non-traditional’ employment uses.
* The residential part of the site is now subject to reserved matters approvals. It may therefore be appropriate to remove
reference to “the residential element of Blythe Valley Park” from this policy
» Reference is made at Paragraph 110 to “an area of land of some 7 ha remaining to be developed”. This figure is
incorrect, and should instead read 3 hectares. Amendments should be made to the Plan in this regard to ensure thatitis
sound, and any references within the Council’s evidence base updated accordingly. IM are already formulating plans to
develop out the remaining land at BVP during 2021, at which point there will be no developable employment land along
the A34 corridor
» Paragraphs 111 and 112 of the supporting text make reference to various expectations that the Council have of any
development at BVP. Given the extent of development that has now been brought forward, we consider that this
supporting text should be updated to better reflect the current position with the site

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Yes
duty:
Attachments: None

126 /1372



All representations : Solihull Local Plan (Draft Submission) 2020

14203 Object

Respondent: IM Properties

Agent: Turley
Summary:
As has been set out in previous representations to the Plan, IM also control an area of land to the east of the M42.
This land is bound by the BVP estate road to the south, the A3400 to the east, and the M42 to the west

Whilst the site lies within the Green Belt, it is considered to be in a suitable location for further employment uses due to
proximity to the motorway network and the cluster of high quality employment uses that have developed in this location,
based at both BVP and Fore Business Park

Whilst the site was not specifically considered within the PBA Employment Land Review reportin 2017, ithas many of
the same characteristics as the wider BVP site. It therefore has strong potential to form part of the wider BVP scheme.

The 2020 SHELAA assessed the site and confirms that there would be ‘good’ demand attractiveness to occupiers.
Analysis ofthe HEDNA shows there is a greater need for employment sites within the Borough than have currently been
identified. Itis therefore respectfully requested that further consideration is given to the potential of this site to meet this
need.

Change suggested by respondent:
Land to the east of the M42 bound by the BVP estate road to the south, the A3400 to the east, and the M42 to the west
should be include in BVP to meet additional employment needs.

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Yes
duty:
Attachments: None

14312 Object

Respondent: Councillor M McLoughlin

Summary:
Policy P1A Criteria 3 is not enforceable as the level of competition, and the geographical extent are not defined.
Grammatical issues with the meaning of “particularly designate town centres as appropriate”.

Policy P1A Criteria 4 —for Blythe Valley Business Park to become viable it would need to allow for bus routes to travel
through. Development should not be permitted to threaten the Site of Special Scientific Interest directly orindirectly.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:
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14613 Support

Respondent: Mrs Diane Booth

Summary:
I Supports Policy P1A but seeks modifications

Change suggested by respondent:
Public transport improvements needed to get as many people to and from with least amount of pollution generated -
New developments designed with off grid energy networks - utilisation of the government green grant - investmentin low
energy carbon solutions - need for significant retrofitting.

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: Yes

Comply with Yes
duty:

Attachments:

Policy P2 Maintain Strong, Competitive Town Centres

10696 Object

Respondent: Mrs Helen Bruckshaw

Summary:
Shirley:
Addressing safety for all users including improved facilities for pedestrians and cyclists and addressing accident
hotspots. - Extra vehicles on already congested roads, will not improve safety.

Support economic recovery by improving the efficiency of the highway network through a range of interventions and
technology improvements. - the 'improvements' already made have resulted in roads being more congested not less.

Change suggested by respondent:
Spread the load on new homes over the borough not allowing Shirley to have the lions share on top of the new
developments already completed.

Legally No
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with No
duty:
Attachments: None
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11140 Object

Respondent: Natural England

Summary:
N.B. more of a comment on a potential recommendations than objection.
The policy recognises a need for diversification. Considerinclusion of new natural environment provision? - the natural
environment can have a role in ensuring these areas remain focus for community interaction .

Change suggested by respondent:
I Consider inclusion of new natural environment provision in Town Centres.

Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:

11250 Object

Respondent: the landowners at Jacobean Lane
Agent: DS Planning
Summary:
Solihull Town Centre was identified as a location for housing in the adopted Plan. Identified locations within the town

centre and subsequent Masterplans have yet to come to fruition.

From the conclusions which can be drawn from the adopted Plan and the experience and complexities of town centre
redevelopment the housing figure proposed is over ambitious and unachievable within the Plan period.

To ensure the delivery of the appropriate number of dwellings within the Plan period additional allocations within the Plan
should be provided.

Change suggested by respondent:
I Additional allocations in the Plan.

Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:

13777 Object

Respondent: Ellandi LLP
Agent: Williams Gallagher Town Planning Solutions
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Summary:
Objects to wording of P2. The local plan is not based on up to date evidence on retail and leisure need. It is significantly
out of date and does not reflect the scale of development now proposed for the Borough and the timing of that
development. Timing of this growth will influence the phasing for when and where retail led development should be
directed and the preferred strategy. This will also impact on the sequential and impact tests needed through the NPPF.
At present the policy defers to NPPF which is a missed opportunity to provide a robust and locally focused strategy that
fosters investor confidence.

SMBC should undertake an assessment of thresholds to identify a locally set threshold or thresholds over which impact
assessment will be required for retail uses. The NPPF threshold of 2,500 sgmis too high, particularly in areas where
town centres are vulnerable. A small out of centre scheme could have a disproportionate effect on the vitality and
viability of the centre.

Thresholds forimpactassessmentin relation to town centre uses at Arden Cross, Birmingham Business Park and Blythe
Valley Business Park should be set. Otherwise there is no mechanism by which to assess whether the scale of
development is commensurate with serving those developments only.

Objective 15 of P2 is not effective or consistent with national policy. It seeks to encourage new development on the edge
of the town centre for a diverse range of uses. This has the potential to undermine the strength of Chelmsley Wood
Shopping Centre if this is effectively giving support to competing retail and leisure town centre uses in an edge of centre
location. The policy needs to be redrafted to give clarity to its purpose.

Change suggested by respondent:
Policy P2 provides no clarity over the strategy for Chelmsley Wood Town Centre and is poorly written. It needs amending
to ensure retail and leisure uses within
the core of the centre remain protected and are not diluted by additional edge of centre development which the current
wording appears to support.

The policy needs to be redrafted to provide clarity to its purpose. It should include reference to a primary shopping area
which is then annotated onthe

Proposals Map.

Itshould also have clear reference to the Chelmsley Wood Masterplan and provide guidance on the extentand
acceptable locations for additional uses.

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Yes
duty:
Attachments: None

14206 Object

Respondent: IM Properties

Agent: Turley
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Summary:
No specific reference is made to Mell Square within this policy. Clause (7) of Policy P2 states that “A range of
opportunity sites will be identified under this policy”. However, it is not clear where these sites will be identified. There
seems to be no link made to the emerging Town Centre Masterplan, and it is not clear whether it is intended that the
Masterplan will contain relevant information about these ‘opportunity sites’. IM would suggest that clause (7) is clarified,
and that reference is made to the Town Centre Masterplan or any other documents as appropriate
The supporting text is inconsistent in how it refers to the “‘Town Centre’. At paragraph 116, bullet four, reference is made
to the ‘Heart of Solihull’ area, but it is not clear from the text what area this relates too. Paragraph 116 of the Plan sets out
a list of the “primary retail frontages” where retailing activity should remain the main street level use. Specific reference is
made within bullet four of point two to ‘Mell Square’.IM are concerned that this approach to protecting retail frontage is
too restrictive to allow delivery of the flexibility that is referred to within the main Policy.
It would be more appropriate for this supporting text to refer to ‘active uses’ rather than ‘retail use’. This would allow for
alternative uses to be brought forward that would retain street level activity, and contribute to the vibrancy of the centre.

IM welcomes the preparation of the masterplan, and the additional guidance that this gives in terms of more specific
proposals and high level design. Would suggest that reference to the Masterplan being “updated by the end of the year”
(paragraph 120) are removed. There appearto be inconsistencies between figures quoted withinthe SLPDS Plan, and the
Town Centre Masterplan:

The presence of a comma at the end of paragraph 128 may indicate that it was intended to further clarify the position
with further text. IM would welcome further text to avoid any confusion regarding what level of delivery is anticipated
during the Plan period. Early feasibility work has indicated that Mell Square could accommodate 400 units.

Paragraph 129 of the supporting text makes reference to an economic appraisal and market analysis undertaken by
Amion in 2020. In reviewing this IM consider in the context of current and forecast market conditions the potential for
50,000sqft of office floorspace to be brought forward to be ambitious.

Itis therefore important that the Plan and the Town Centre Masterplan contain sufficient flexibility to allow for this to
‘shift’ to other uses if it can be demonstrated that there is a need for them. This is the case in policy P4a and the
supporting text to Policy P4c which make specific reference to the fact that town centre residential development may
resultin a different mix, type or size of housing being provided by new development in these locations.
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Change suggested by respondent:
No specific reference is made to Mell Square within this policy. Clause (7) of Policy P2 states that “A range of
opportunity sites will be identified under this policy”. However, itis not clear where these sites will be identified. There
seems to be no link made to the emerging Town Centre Masterplan, and it is not clear whether it is intended that the
Masterplan will contain relevant information about these ‘opportunity sites’. IM would suggest that clause (7) is clarified,
and that reference is made to the Town Centre Masterplan or any other documents as appropriate
The supporting text is inconsistent in how it refers to the “‘Town Centre’. At paragraph 116, bullet four, reference is made
to the ‘Heart of Solihull’ area, but it is not clear from the text what area this relates too. Paragraph 116 of the Plan sets out
a list of the “primary retail frontages” where retailing activity should remain the main street level use. Specific reference is
made within bullet four of point two to ‘Mell Square’.IM are concerned that this approach to protecting retail frontage is
too restrictive to allow delivery of the flexibility that is referred to within the main Policy.
It would be more appropriate for this supporting text to refer to ‘active uses’ rather than ‘retail use’. This would allow for
alternative uses to be brought forward that would retain street level activity, and contribute to the vibrancy of the centre.

IM welcomes the preparation of the masterplan, and the additional guidance that this gives in terms of more specific
proposals and high level design. Would suggest that reference to the Masterplan being “updated by the end of the year”
(paragraph 120) are removed. There appearto be inconsistencies between figures quoted withinthe SLPDS Plan, and the
Town Centre Masterplan:

The presence of a comma at the end of paragraph 128 may indicate that it was intended to further clarify the position
with further text. IM would welcome further text to avoid any confusion regarding what level of delivery is anticipated
during the Plan period. Early feasibility work has indicated that Mell Square could accommodate 400 units.

Paragraph 129 of the supporting text makes reference to an economic appraisal and market analysis undertaken by
Amion in 2020. In reviewing this IM consider in the context of current and forecast market conditions the potential for
50,000sqft of office floorspace to be brought forward to be ambitious.

Itis therefore important that the Plan and the Town Centre Masterplan contain sufficient flexibility to allow for this to
‘shift’ to other uses if it can be demonstrated that there is a need for them. This is the case in policy P4a and the
supporting text to Policy P4c which make specific reference to the fact that town centre residential development may
resultin a different mix, type or size of housing being provided by new development in these locations.

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Yes
duty:
Attachments: None
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14313 Object

Respondent: Councillor M McLoughlin

Summary:
Policy P2 Criteria 10-Economicactivity already existstothe eastofthe Stratford Road. Definingwhatis meantby
“substantial” would assist future planning determinations.

Policy P2 Criteria 12- Who will be coordinating the promotion of public realm improvements?

Policy P2 Criteria 13- there is potential for mixed residential/commercial development at Chelmsley Wood Town Centre.

Policy P2 Criteria 16— Proposals for main town centre uses in Solihull Town Centre has the potential for detrimentally
impacting Hobs Moat.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:
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14314 Object

Respondent: Councillor M McLoughlin

Summary:
Para 116 bullet point 1- Homer Road and Princes Way are good locations for residential properties. With more “working
from home” repurposing existing and planned offices to residential or mixed developments should be encouraged.

Para 120- the train station isn’t moving and is no longer incorporated in the new Solihull Town Centre masterplan.

Para 128- the updated masterplan now shows 1,178 new homes inthe Town Centre. Itis unclear how many of these are
deliverable within the planperiod.

Para 130- The level of residential development that can be accommodated in the town centre has not been exceeded but
has fallen short.

Para 133- social housing is only deliverable on sites in public ownership, whether or not this is intended should be
clarified.

Para 138-the A34 Stratford Road has the highest concentration of road traffic accidents in the Borough.
Para 139 bullet point 1- further explanation of objective required.

Para 140- a masterplanis needed for Chelmsley Wood Town Centre to determine viability of level of housing growth
proposed.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:
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14380 Object

Respondent: Rosconn Strategic Land

Agent: DS Planning
Summary:
The Draft Submission again refers to the Town Centre as a location to provide for 861 dwellings within the Plan period.

From the conclusions that can be drawn from the adopted Plan and the experience and complexities of town centre
redevelopment, itis considered that the housing figure is over ambitious and unachievable within the Plan period.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:

14550 Object

Respondent: St Philips Land
Agent: Lichfields

Summary:
Para222: The Plan anticipates the delivery of 961 dwellings through ‘“Town Centre Sites’. Solihull Town Centre sites are
allocated through site 8 of the Local Plan (2013),
No site-specific allocations are proposed through the DSP in order to deliver the Solihull Town Centre sites. However
paragraphs 126-128 (which support Policy P2) confirm that the lllustrative Town Centre Masterplan (2016) indicates
1,500 new homes could be delivered in Solihull Town Centre, with 861 of these expected to be delivered in the plan
period.
Whilst the Council’s ambitions to adopt the Masterplan as a Supplementary Planning Document following Local Plan
adoption are noted, St Philips questions the specific timing of development coming forward early in the Plan period.
Given that such sites have benefitted from housing allocations in the extant Local Plan, the adoption of the lllustrative
Town Centre Masterplan SPD will not in itself result in delivery in the early plan period where housing need is most
critical.
Crucially, this further substantiates the need forthe Council to undertake detailed, site-specific housing trajectory, setting
out the anticipated delivery rates of the Town Centre Sites pursuant to Policy P5(1).

Change suggested by respondent:
Adetailed, site-specific housing trajectory is prepared, setting out the anticipated delivery rates of the larger strategic
allocations and Town Centre Sites proposed pursuant to Policy P5(1). The anticipated delivery rates for large sites
including UK Central Hub should be realistically set to reflect the lead in time for the delivery of projects of this scale.

Legally Not specified
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:
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14632 Support

Respondent: Sheila Cooper

Summary:
I Why was the Solihull Centre Master Plan not given a starring role as part of the Plan?

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:

Policy P3 Provision of Land for General Business and Premises

10789 Object

Respondent: Richard Cobb Planning

Summary:
While provision is being made for JLR needs at Damson Parkway and Arden Cross, and much of that is to be welcomed
inthe two main areas ofresidential growth—Knowle and Balsall Common—no provision has been made of land for
employment purposes to help to create a balanced community rather than commuter villages where the population has
to travel usually by carto employment opportunities elsewhere. In both those communities’ provision should be made in
the Local Plan for a modest amount of employment land.

Change suggested by respondent:
In Balsall Common allocate sites for employment purposes on one or more af the following sites
* Lavender Hall Farm site BC6
« Call for Sites site 1 — Springhill, 443 Station Road, Balsall Common
« Call for Sites site 43 — Land adjacent to Old Lodge Farm, Kenilworth Road

In Knowle an area within the Arden Triangle a suitable site should be allocated for employment uses.

Legally No
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with No
duty:
Attachments: None
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11077 Object

Respondent: Warwickshire Wildlife Trust

Summary:

Birmingham business park allocation is directly adjacent a designated Local Wildlife Site, with no mention of a bufferin
the policy wording, or consideration of impact on the amenity of the neighbouring site.

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Notspecified
compliant:
Sound: Not specified

Comply with Not specified
duty:

Attachments:
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11156 Object

Respondent: IM Properties

Agent: Marrons Planning
Summary:
Policy P3 fails to match the spatial strategy of the Plan and has no regard to the evidence of the HEDNA in relation to
supply and demand along the A34 corridor.

It is unsound for the Council to suggest that an early review of the Plan is an appropriate response in addressing unmet
needs- deferring cross-boundary strategic matters.

Other factors need to be taken into consideration in informing the employment land requirement- the existing stock
available, pattern of supply, and evidence of market demand.

The land currently available on the five existing allocations is less than what is stated within the Plan. The existing supply
amounts to 6.4ha of employment land on three sites, but soon to fall to 3.4ha on two sites.

The delivery of two large employment allocations is uncertain and their trajectory is likely to be much laterin the plan
period.

Change suggested by respondent:
The employment requirement should be set out within a strategic policy within the Plan.

The employment requirement should be increased to reflect past performance, the market evidence of supply and
demand, the Local Industrial Strategy for the West Midlands Combined Authority and the unmet needs of the Black
Country Authorities.

Evidence should be provided as to the availability and deliverability of the proposed allocations and the trajectory for their
delivery.

Additional employment sites should be allocated to address the additional employmentland requirementto ensure a
continuous supply. Site 62 (Land west of Stratford Road) should be allocated as a mixed use allocation comprising
residential and employment.

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: No

Comply with Yes
duty:

Attachments:
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13998 Object

Respondent: Jaguar Land Rover
Agent: WSP
Summary:

According to the five criteria for the assessment of alternative uses in policy P3 a waste management centre or council
deport would not be deemedappropriate.

The site does not lack prospects for its future development, nor does it require extensive marketing to identify potential
interest, as this exists in the form of Jaguar Land Rover, as identified in Policies P1, P3, UK2 and the Council’s objectives
to support its continued growth.

Finally, the provision of a waste management facility that would severely constrain the continued

growth of an existing, prosperous and beneficial employer does not constitute the best use of land,

contrary to the NPPF.

A waste management facility and depot,

however, would not provide employment densities of the same level of the operations of JLR based on the site’s function
and use of space, nor does it support the continued large-scale growth of an existing large

employer.

Change suggested by respondent:
Objects to the addition of the proposal for the waste and recycling centre and Council depot to be relocated within the
UK2 allocation through policy UK2.

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: Yes

Comply with Yes
duty:
Attachments: None

14095 Object

Respondent: Arden Cross Consortium
Agent: Arden Cross Ltd
Summary:

The table accompanying this policy identifies Land at HS2 Interchange (Policy P1and UK1) as providing circa 140ha.
The Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment (‘HEDNA”) dated October 2020 sets outthe assumed
employment floorspace figures derived from the UGC and Arden Cross masterplanning work.

Paragraph 145 of the plan states that “evidence indicates that Site UK1 is likely to have a role to play in meeting local
employmentneeds, especially laterinthe Plan period.” This refers to evidence inthe HEDNA regarding the upper end of
the need for office accommodation which ACL considers to be realistic

Change suggested by respondent:

Legally Yes
compliant:
Sound: Yes

Comply with Yes
duty:
Attachments: None

14200 Object
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Respondent: IM Properties
Agent: Turley
Summary:
The employment land supply set outin Policy P3 is inadequate to meet the longer term needs of the borough for
industrial and warehousing land. This is based on two premises:
(a) The HEDNA underestimates local industrial and warehousing need by somemargin
(b) The plan does not address the acknowledged need for strategic employment sites based on the 2015 study

Policy P3 should plan for a higher amount of industrial floorspace (between 22.1 and 60.7ha ) than what was concluded
in the HEDNA.

The approach of the HEDNA is justified however there are a number of shortcomings to the specific method used by the
HEDNA:

» Tables 101 and 102 appear to contain errors, incorrectly transposing the VOA data cited at Table 100;

» The decision to use only a two year margin is insufficiently justified where itis commonplace to apply a more generous
five year margin, to ensure sufficient flexibility in the supply calculated as being needed; and

* There is insufficient justification for the dismissal of recent evidence of much stronger growth in the industrial stock,
when focusing on the period back to 2011 rather than the longer-term period back to 2001.

Recent employment changes have been the result of structural changes in the distribution and retail / e-commerce
markets which are acknowledged within the HEDNA. The UK has emerged as the third largest online shopping market in
the world and the largest in Europe.

The demand for logistics space is directly related to changes in the size of the population. The HEDNA confirms, with
reference to various scenarios, including one incorporating the UKC Hub, that the population of Solihullis projected to
increase significantly. It has been evidenced that as the population grows, there is likely to be a corresponding increase
inconsumerdemand and the need for warehouse space. The HEDNA confirms that the population of Solihull has grown
ata greater rate over more recent years, with Figure 9 suggesting that the rate of growth will increase to an even greater
extent when meeting even the minimum need for housing implied by the standard method.

Using VOA data and incorporating data from March 2020 the annual net change in industrial/warehouse floorspace
shows arising trend in the past decade. Last year’s data (2019/20) shows a new record level of growth, a continuation of
the short-term trend would see more pronounced growth than the longer-term trend.

Accounting for last years growth would identify a greater need than the 16ha concluded in the HEDNA. Evenifthe short-
term trend was not sustained it would be reasonable to conclude that a more representative position would fall
somewhere within this range of between 19 and 52 ha. In the context of the evidence relating to sustained growth of e-
commerce and a projected strong local growth in population that the upper end is more likely to represent a reasonable
level of need to be planned for, to ensure the plan’s resilience.

Even the lower end of this need aligns with the Lab