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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Cheswick Green Parish Council (PC) participates and contributes to the planning system in
the Blythe Ward area.

The PC have forwarded its overall concerns regarding the proposed release of land at Dog
Kennel Lane (Site 12) to the Council under the original round of consultations concerning the
Local Plan Review.

The PC’s comments dated 27" January 2017 highlight the concern that the PC has over the
continued development of land for housing within the Cheswick Green area. The comments
highlight the impact on the Green Belt and the affect that the development will have on
local services and infrastructure.

The latest round of consultations propose a higher density of development than the original
consultation.

The PC is extremely concerned that its comments are not being taken into account and that
this will ultimately lead to the erosion of the Green Belt in the area.

The practical issues that will affect the living conditions of residents will also need to be
considered. The traffic implications of the development are significant, yet the Council have
pressed on with this round of consultation without a highways report. We are also of the
view that the introduction of so many new homes with their associated infrastructure will
cause the flooding issues in the area to be exacerbated to an unacceptable level.

There is a lack of clarity in how the land we are concerned with is dealt with in the Local Plan
Review.

The text to the consultation document refers to site 12 with a capacity of up to 1000
dwellings. Appendix E of the same document deals with the Schedule of Assessed sites. It
does not refer specifically to site 12 only to site 122 land south of Dog Kennel Lane which is
shown as having a capacity of 2300 homes. Site 122 is also shown on the consultation map
but site 12 is not.

Furthermore site 11 which lies opposite site 12 was granted planning permission for
development as described in the consultation document in February 2019, yet the Council is
still asking for comments on whether it should be developed or not.

The lack of clarity in the consultation process is a major concern for the PC. The continued
incremental rise in the amount of homes to be developed and land to be released from the
Green Belt at each stage of the process is a cause for alarm.



The PC has therefore been left with no alternative but to object in the strongest terms to the

development proposed in the latest round of consultations.

This representation will object on the following grounds,

>

The removal of the land and its subsequent development will conflict with the
intentions and purposes of including land in the Green Belt.

The justification used by the Council to support the allocation of site 12 is flawed
by using methods such as creating new roads and infrastructure to falsely create
permanent boundary features.

The plans included in the consultation are confusing and give differing information
on the land area of sites and overall development capacity. This could lead to over
development and coalescence of existing settlements.

There is a disproportionate distribution of development across the borough.
The development will exacerbate the flood problems in the area.

There is no traffic information provided by the Council. The existing traffic
congestion in the area is severe and the proposed development will worsen the
situation.

The development will be detrimental to the setting of a Listed Building and historic
landscape features.

The development approved at site 11 provides a suitable and permanent Green
Belt boundary that has all the necessary criteria set out in relevant NPPF guidance.

This statement will expand upon these points and will make the case to reject the proposed

inclusion of site 12 in the Local Plan review.



INTRODUCTION

We have been instructed by Cheswick Green Parish Council (PC) to object to the proposed
release of land south of Dog Kennel Lane from the Green Belt in order for residential

development to take place.
We understand that this consultation is concerned only with housing sites and that there is
no revision to the HMA shortfall or any proposal to amend the spatial strategy set out in the

Draft Local Plan.

A principal consideration of this consultation is the assessment of sites that have been put

forward for development and to refine the site selection process.

The Parish Council engages in all aspects of the planning system. It has previously submitted

comments at the last stage of the consultation process.

The Parish Council comments dated 27" January 2017 raised the following points,

» Blythe and its immediate neighbours would take 41% of the additional homes

proposed for Solihull. The distribution was therefore disproportionate.

» The provision of 850 homes would result in the amount of properties in the parish

being tripled.

» Loss of Green Belt land.

» Flooding and flood risk in the area.



» Pressure on local services (education and medical provision)

» Unacceptable levels of traffic in the area
The current consultation does nothing to respond to the Parish Council’s objections. This
leaves the Parish Council with no alternative other than to lodge a further objection to the

proposed release of Site 12 for residential development.

The objections concerning the impact of the proposed development on the openness of the

Green Belt and the purposes of including land in the Green Belt remain in place.

Moreover, this round of consultation proposes to increase the size of the site and raises the
number of properties from 850 to 1000. This approach will further impact on the openness
of the Green Belt and will exacerbate the other concerns that have already been raised by
the Parish Council. The character and setting of heritage assets must also be taken into

consideration as the Green Belt status of the site is a major factor in their preservation.

There is also confusion over the full extent of the proposed release of land within the area.
The consultation asks us to comment on Site 12. However, Site 12 falls within a much larger
area of land that is identified on the submitted allocation plan and in Appendix E Schedule of

Assessed Sites of the consultation document as being within site 122.

Site 122 is also referred to as Land South of Dog Kennel Lane. However, it covers a much
larger area stretching from Dog Kennel Lane down to Cheswick Green and is shown as having
an estimated capacity of 2300 dwellings. This is significantly higher than the 1000 dwellings
referred to in the synopsis of Site 12 set out in paragraph 154 of the consultation document.

Clarity is therefore needed on the full extent of the proposal.

The problems with flooding persist in the area with a major flooding event taking place in
May 2018. We fail to see how further housing development and its associated infrastructure

will not worsen the situation and lead to a higher flood risk in the area.



The Parish Council commented on the traffic levels and congestion in the area in the 2017
representation. Solihull MBC is supporting an increase in the amount of proposed properties
but has not produced any highways or traffic information to support doing so. We therefore
remain extremely concerned by the traffic and congestion that will be caused by the

proposed development of Site 12.

The impact of the development on local services also remains a major concern.

The current consultation does absolutely nothing to respond to the objections made by the
Parish Council during the earlier round of consultations. The situation will be made worse by

the increase in the amount of proposed dwellings and the enlargement of the site.

SITE AND SURROUNDINGS

The consultation document does not give a detailed description of Site 12. Paragraph 154 of
the consultation refers to it only as a moderately performing area of Green Belt land. It also
acknowledges that features such as a new road will be required within the site to create the

permanent and defensible boundaries that are required within the Green Belt.

The description of land put forward by Solihull MBC fails to acknowledge the openness of
the area and the role it plays in preventing settlements merging into one another. This is a
principal function of the Green Belt and is a criteria that the Council acknowledge as being a

high performing factor of the area.

Site 12 and the parcel of land included in Site 122 play an important role in preventing large

built up areas of Solihull from merging into one another.

Dog Kennel Lane is a strong, defensible and permanent feature that separates the urban

area from the Green Belt.



The land within Site 12 is characterised by fields that include important features such as

hedgerows and TPO trees.

The openness of the area is also part of the character and setting of Light Hall Farm which is

a Listed Building.

An aerial view of the land included in Site 12 and the larger site 122 is set out below,

The plan clearly shows the open character of the area and the important role it plays in

maintaining the gap between built up areas of the borough.

The open character of the site and the features within it are further highlighted in the

following photographs,



The photograph on the previous page is taken close to site boundary with Dog Kennel Lane.

It shows the rural character of the area and the landscape features within it.

The photograph above shows the open aspect of land within the central part of the site.



The photograph above is taken from the field boundary on Creynolds Lane close the edge of
Cheswick Green. It again shows the high quality of the landscape and the features within the

area.

Further photographs of the site and surrounding area are provided as Appendix 1.

The Cheswick Green TPO runs through part of the site. (Appendix 2)
Site 12 falls within an area of the Green Belt that has strong defensible boundaries. The land
prevents urban sprawl and is of a high quality open character that includes important

landscape and heritage assets.

DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL

The consultation document proposes to release land south of Dog Kennel Lane from the

Green Belt for residential development.

The consultation includes concept master plans for the site.



Site 12 forms a plan that includes site 11 and site 26. Site 11 already has consent to be

developed.
The concept master plan shows blocks of development around the Dog Kennel Lane road
frontage. The density of the development reduces as the development extends into the site

and around the Listed Building.

RELEVANT PLANNING POLICY

It is necessary to consider the policies of the NPPF where they deal with the purposes of
including land in the Green Belt, the permanence of Green Belt boundaries and the
justification to alter Green Belt boundaries.

Paragraphs 134 and 135 of the NPPF set the principles for including land in the Green Belt,

The policies confirm the importance of Green Belts. They confirm that the permanence and
openness of the Green Belt is of paramount importance.

Paragraph 137 deals with the exceptional circumstances needed to justify Green Belt
boundaries.
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The requirement and justification to change Green Belt boundaries should not result in land
that requires protection being released.

Paragraph 139 deals with the definition of Green Belt boundaries. It states.

Indent f) is particularly relevant where it confirms that physical boundaries should be readily
recognisable and likely to be permanent.
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Paragraphs 155 and 156 of the NPPF go on to deal with Flood Risk. They state,

The information set out in paragraphs 155 and 156 confirm that the development of areas at
risk of flooding should be avoided.

The information also confirms that strategic policies should manage flood risks from all
sources and should consider the cumulative impact of new development and flooding in
vulnerable areas.

It is necessary to consider Section 9 of the NPPF that promotes sustainable transport
options.

Paragraph 102 sets out the general policy constraints. It states,

It is clear that the transport/traffic impact of development should be thoroughly assessed at
an early stage of the development or plan making process.
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5.

RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

There are no planning applications at Site 12 that are relevant to the consultation.

Planning permission has been granted for the development of Site 11 while the consultation

is ongoing.

Application reference PL/2018/02731/MAIJFOT is for residential development and the
erection of car dealerships. A total of 572 dwellings will be provided through the full and

outline consent that was granted.

The proposed layout of the site fronting Dog Kennel Lane is an important consideration. It

shows residential properties set back from the road with a landscape buffer.

This approach reinforces the strength of Dog Kennel Lane as the permanent and defensible

feature that divides the urban area from the Green Belt.

An extract from the approved layout is set out below,
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The plan shows the open character of Site 12 which lies on the opposite side of Dog Kennel

Lane to the south of Site 11.
We are of the view that the approved land for Site 11 only serves to reinforce the important
role that land contained within Site 12 and Site 122 play in preserving the remaining rural

character of the area.

PRINCIPAL ISSUES

The application brings forward the following issues,

» Whether the proposed removal of site 12 from the Green Belt conflicts with the
aims and intentions of Green Belt policy.

» Whether the proposed boundaries are clear and based on recognisable and
permanent features.

» The cumulative impact of the proposed development of Site 12 on flooding in the
area.

» The cumulative impact of the proposed development of Site 12 on traffic and
transport in the area.

> The impact of the proposed development of Site 12 on heritage assets including
Listed Buildings and historic landscape features

> The overall distribution of development within the borough.

AMPLIFICATION OF PRINCIPAL ISSUES

The issues raised by the proposed release of Site 12 for development are varied and

complex.

The principal consideration is the loss of Green Belt land to development. The potential
impact of the release of Site 12 is further compounded by the confusing way that the

proposal is presented in the consultation documents.
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We have been asked to comment simply on whether Site 12 should be released for

development. However the site appraisals and relevant supporting plans only show Site 122.

Site 12 is a small part of a much larger parcel of land that infills the whole area between Dog

Kennel Lane and Cheswick Green.

Our comments will concentrate on Site 12. However, we will also comment on Site 122 as

we are concerned that in reality a significantly larger area of land is proposed for release

from the Green Belt than the land included in Site 12.

Our comments are broken down into relevant sections below,

Whether the proposed removal of Site 12 conflicts with the aims and intentions of Green

Belt policy.

The Council argue in paragraphs 364 to 374 of the consultation that Exceptional
Circumstances exist to warrant the release of some Green Belt land to accommodate the

demand for new development.

Paragraph 374 of the consultation confirms that any release of Green Belt land should not
have an undue adverse impact as a whole on the purposes of including land in the Green
Belt. It goes on to confirm that the integrity of the Green Belt should remain at both a
strategic and a local level. It concludes by stating that while some Green Belt release land is

possible, it should only be what is reasonable.

The case for releasing some areas of Green Belt has been made. However, that should be

restricted only to underperforming areas of land that do not possess the qualities expected

and promoted by Green Belt policy.
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The proposed removal of Site 12 and the larger Site 122 from the Green Belt for housing
development goes against the intentions and purposes of including land in the Green Belt

set out in the NPPF.

Paragraphs 133 and 134 of the NPPF set out the principal justification for including land in
the Green Belt.

Paragraph 133 confirms that the fundamental aim of the Green Belt is to be prevent urban
sprawl by keeping land permanently open. Openness and permanence are cited as the

essential characteristics of the Green Belt.
Paragraph 134 goes on to set out the 5 purposes of including land in the Green Belt. Indent
A is to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas and indent C is to assist in

safeguarding the countryside from encroachment.

The land included in Site 12 and Site 122 is large at 120 hectares. It currently prevents parts

of Cheswick Green, Shirley and Dickens Heath from merging into one another.

The land is open in the sense advocated by national Green Belt policy and is defined by

existing permanent and defensible features made up of roads within the area.

The land within the site is in agricultural use and is defined by open fields with important
landscape features spread throughout the area. The land is in fact a perfect example of the
fast diminishing agricultural heritage of the area.

The land as stands fulfils the requirements of Green Belt policy.

We are of the view that the potential removal of the land from the Green Belt will have an

irreversible harmful impact on the openness and character of the area.
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The Council have assessed the impact of each site in the Site Assessments document which

is an appendix to the consultation document.

Site 12 is not looked at in isolation. The land is assessed as part of Site 122 which covers a

significantly larger area of land.

The Council’s commentary on the site is set out below,

Commentary The site Is within a moderately performing parcel of Green Belt, but highly performing
for purpose 2:'to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another.' The site
lies within a landscape character area of high sensitivity, medium landscape value,
and very low capacity to accommodate change. The site has medium/high
accessibllity, with low/medium accessibility to public transport. The site includes
proposed Site 12 in the Draft Local Plan Review, It Is large at ca, 120ha and if
developed in its entirety would merge Shirley South with Cheswick Green. The site is
also constrained by Flood Zones 2 and 3 to the south, and this area should not be
developed, but could be Included In a publicly accessible Country Park, The habitats of

The commentary ends mid-sentence. However a number of important points are raised

concerning the suitability of the land for release from the Green Belt.

Firstly, the Council acknowledge that the site performs highly to prevent towns and built up

areas merging into one another.

This is a fundamental requirement of Green Belt policy. The removal of the site from the
Green Belt will undermine the intentions of Green Belt policy and could place ever

increasing pressure on land to be developed.

The end result could be coalesce of settlements in the area. The indicative master plans for
the area include development along the Dog Kennel lane road frontage that stretches back

into the site.

We will talk further about the confusing way that the consultation has been presented.

However, at this point it must be considered that Site 12 forms only a small part of Site 122.
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The plan for site 122 is set out below,

The larger parcel of land that site 12 falls within has a number of road frontages that link

Dog Kennel Lane with Cheswick Green.

It is quite possible for road frontage development to take place linking the existing
settlements together if Site 122 was released from the Green Belt. This is totally against the

intentions of Green Belt policy.
The existing Green Belt boundary along Dog Kennel Lane provides a logical, permanent and
defensible boundary between the urban area and Green Belt land. This should be protected

by the Local Plan not eroded.

The issue of openness also needs to be addressed. The Concept Master Plan for Site 12

places development along the road frontage and also extends into the site.
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The Council’s plan for the area is set out above. The density of the proposed development

will diminish as it extends into the site.

The site boundary will be created by a road. Although it would seem that the land beyond

the boundary will also be removed from the Green Belt under Site 122.

The removal of the site from the Green Belt with its subsequent development will bring

forward significant harm to the openness of the area.

The proposed layout will totally obscure land that is currently agricultural fields that make a

positive contribution to the area and Green Belt from public view.

The diminishing density of development from the front to the rear of the site will not lessen

the impact of the development from the existing Green Belt boundary on Dog Kennel Lane.
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We would refer to the photographs that have been submitted with this objection that show

the existing rural character of the site and the important landscape features within it.

The existing landscape has evolved through the agricultural use of the land within and
around Site 12. The prospect of the land being released for development will result in the
loss of valuable open land that is part of the agricultural heritage of the area. Furthermore,
the NPPF actively encourages land based rural business enterprises. The continued loss of
agricultural land in the area will make any farming or land based activity less and less likely.
This in turn will affect the character of the area and could add pressure for more urban

development.
The release of Site 12 or by stealth the entirety of Site 122 from the Green Belt therefore
goes against the fundamental justification of including land in the Green Belt set out in

paragraphs 133 and 134 of the NPPF.

Whether the proposed boundaries are clear and based on recognisable and permanent

features

Paragraph 139 of the NPPF confirms that Green Belt boundaries should be defined clearly

using physical features that are readily recognisable and likely to be permanent.

The existing Green Belt boundary along Dog Kennel Lane fulfils these requirements. The
road provides a clear, permanent and defensible boundary between the urban area and the

Green Belt.

Site 12 does not possess the same qualities. There are no recognisable features within the
site such as highways, watercourses or railway lines that can be used as boundary features

that meet the requirements of NPPF policy.

The approach instead is to create a boundary by putting a road around the proposed

development to separate it from open land beyond the extent of Site 12.
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The justification for doing this is confirmed in paragraph 154 of the consultation. The road is
required to demarcate the built up area from the surrounding countryside and to create a

meaningful gap with Cheswick Green.

The existing Green Belt boundary along Dog Kennel Lane already achieves this. The approach
taken by the Council undermines the Green Belt. It is a convoluted approach that attempts
to justify development on an unsuitable and inappropriate area of land. A developer would
not expect a similar approach to be accepted through a planning application. There is no

reason why the development plan system should deal with it in any other way.

The consultation is confusing as to the extent of the area of land that is actually being

considered.

Site 12 is referred to in the consultation between paragraphs 154 and 156. However,
Appendix E Schedule of Assessed Sites only refers to Site 122 Land South of Dog Kennel Lane

as a much larger site.

The note attached to the site assessment of site 122 in the consultation document includes a

note that site 122 is included in the DLP as site 12.

The background documents for the consultation including the Site Assessments Document

and the Site Assessments key plan refer to Site 122 not Site 12.

It is important that clarification is provided over the exact extent of the land that the Council

is proposing to remove from the Green Belt.

Site 12 is a small part of Site 122. Site 12 has no permanent or recognisable boundary to the
rear of the site. However, Site 122 extends over a much larger area. The land within Site 122
is contained within road boundaries made up of Dog Kennel Lane, Stratford Road, Creynolds

Lane and Tanworth Lane.
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We are extremely concerned that the proposal is actually to take 120 hectares out of the

Green Belt with Site 12 being only a small part of a much larger site.

Furthermore, Site 12 has already seen its capacity raised from 850 dwellings to 1000
dwellings. However, the indicative capacity for Site 122 is 2300 homes, which is significantly

larger than the 1000 currently proposed at Site 12.

We therefore object to the proposed development of Site 12 on the grounds that the
proposed development boundary to the rear of the site is a contrived design solution that

goes against the ethos of planning policy.
The information given in the consultation is also not clear concerning the extent of the land
that is proposed to be released from the Green Belt and the actual amount of homes that

are proposed for the area.

The development of Site 12 should not be considered until these matters have been

resolved.

The cumulative impact of the proposed development of Site 12 on flooding in the area.

Cheswick Green and the surrounding area have been victims of flooding. The most recent
flood event was in May 2018. The flooding was significant with land and properties under

water.

We are concerned that the additional development in the area will add to the existing

problems.

We have seen nothing in the consultation or the planning application for Site 11 that

addresses our concerns over the potential flood risk in the area.
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There was significant flooding in the Cheswick Green area on 27" May 2018. A report into
the causes of the flooding was presented to the Council’s Environment and Housing Decision

Session on 31 January 2019.

The report confirms that 12 properties were internally flooded, 10 properties were
externally flooded and 1 garage was flooded. Roads were also made impassable by surface

water.

Cheswick Green is located on the confluence of the River Blythe and Mount Brook. The
drainage system in the area was unable to cope with the volume of water. Flooding was
caused by water flowing over land that was unable to enter water courses or sewers. The

main rivers were also unable to cope with the amount of water flowing into them.

The commentary on Site 122 in the Site Appraisals document confirms that parts of the site
are within flood zones 2 and 3. These areas have a medium to high chance of flooding. The
commentary confirms that development should be avoided in those parts of the site. This
does not acknowledge or deal with how the development of Site 12 which is within Site 122
will impact on flooding in the area. There is also no reference in the planning application for

Site 11 how flood risk will be dealt with.
The suggestions in the 2019 flood report include measures to gather water that flows down

towards Cheswick Green from the main urban area. The plan showing suggested attenuation

measures from the 2019 report is set on the next page,
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A number of locations where water storage is suggested are either within or close to Site 12

and Site 122.

There does not appear to have been any joint consideration of the proposals put forward in

the draft Local Plan and the suggestions made in the 2019 Flood Report.

The Flood Report plan shows land free of development. The proposals put forward to
develop Site 12 will introduce a significant amount of new buildings and infrastructure into
the area. It is also highly likely occupiers of the proposed dwellings will over time install
features in their gardens such as hard standings, incidental buildings, decking etc. The logical
conclusion to the cumulative impact of this development will be that flood risk will worsen in

the area.
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It must also be considered that the area is already taking a significant amount of

development through extant planning approvals that will also add to the flood risk.

The Flood Report confirms that flood risk is increasing. It refers to Environment Agency

advice that states,

The report confirms that 9 of the record breaking rainfall months since records began in
1910 have occurred since 2000. This demonstrates the increased risk of flooding faced by

residents of the area.
The current consultation does not include any update on the Council’s Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment following the 2018 floods. The Council continue to rely on the 2017 document

that is now 2 years old.

There is clear evidence that flood events are occurring more often and are also having a

more significant impact with the majority of severe weather events occurring since 2000.

There is no surety in the consultation that the new development that is proposed will not

exacerbate the flood risk in the area.

We therefore feel that the development of Site 12 will worsen flooding issues in the area

and should be rejected on that basis.

25



The cumulative impact of the proposed development of Site 12 on traffic and transport in

the area

The Parish Council attended the pre consultation meeting at Solihull MBC in January 2019
and was concerned to discover that no traffic analysis has been carried out before the

consultation went live.

The proposed development of Site 12 along with other developments in the area will place
additional pressure on the road system. The area already suffers from significant traffic
issues along the main routes towards the M42, Solihull town centre and Birmingham City

Centre.
The prospect of a further 1000 homes at Site 12 in addition to the approval at Site 11 and
ongoing developments in the area can only increase the traffic volumes in the area leading

to an unacceptable level of congestion throughout the day.

The Parish Council has therefore conducted its own survey to demonstrate the issues that

currently exist in the area.

The survey is attached as Appendix 3. It covers February 2019 and was carried with the help

of local residents via the Parish Council’s web page and social media.

The following points in the report are worth bringing into the main text of the objection.

Creynolds Lane has a set of new traffic lights that have caused confusion to motorists since

they were installed. The new road layout and configuration of the lights has caused drivers

to inadvertently jump the lights. This has led to a number of collisions and near misses.

The volume of traffic using Creynolds Lane causes significant delays in the area.
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The research carried out by the Parish Council has confirmed delays in the evening of up to

45 minutes caused by traffic travelling to or from junction 4 of the M42.
The morning delays are less significant. This is probably due to journey times being
staggered over a longer period of time. However, delays of 7 -15 minutes are typical during

the morning travel period.

A photograph showing the congestion on Creynolds Lane is set out below,

Tanworth Lane is also affected by traffic congestion. This is compounded by traffic
associated with current construction sites in the area. This means that the road is regularly

gridlocked by traffic trying to find its way around the Blythe area.
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Site 12 will front Dog Kennel Lane. The road is already heavily congested as it is the main
route used by residents to access the main road network. A photograph of current

congestion levels is set out below,

The current consultation has not been updated to include any information on how the

additional homes will impact on traffic within the area.

It is our view that congestion and delays will worsen if the development proposed at Site 12

is permitted.

The situation is further compounded by the overall connectivity of Site 12 with public

transport connections.
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The commentary in the site appraisal for Site 122 confirms that the site has low to medium

access to public transport.

The overall sustainability of Site 12 for new residential development must therefore be

brought into question.

The only concession in the concept masterplan is the inclusion of a primary school within
Site 12. It is argued that this will help to reduce congestion. We cannot accept this point. It is
now common place for children to be taken to school by car. This can be because parents
have children at different schools that are in different locations. This would apply if parents
had for instance a child at the primary school and other children in secondary education or
nursery. This would not ease congestion it simply means that children would be dropped off

at the school as part of a larger journey.

The general connectivity of the site will leave residents with little choice other than to use
their own vehicle to travel. This could be travel onto the motorway network or main road
network. The lack of public transport options in the area mean that even residents who

commute to work by train are likely to have to use their car to get to a railway station.

The release of Site 12 for residential development will only intensify traffic issues in the area.

We therefore object to the release of Site 12 on traffic grounds.

The impact of the proposed development of Site 12 on heritage assets including Listed

Buildings and historic landscape features.

This issue is closely connected to the objections that we have made concerning the impact
of the development on the reason for including land in the Green Belt and the purposes of

land in the Green Belt.

Light Hall Farm is a Grade Il Listed Building. The concept masterplan for Site 12 places

development relatively close to the buildings.
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The NPPF is quite clear that Heritage Assets should be protected. This includes the character

and setting of the land around the building.

Light Hall Farm was constructed for agricultural purposes and currently lies within a rural

environment made up of fields and attractive landscape features.

The Green Belt is an added layer of protection that has prevented inappropriate

development taking place around the curtilage of the Listed Building.

We are of the view that the historic character and context of the area is protected by the

Listed Building and Green Belt designation of the land.

The proposed release of Site 12 for residential development will totally change the context
and character of the area surrounding the curtilage of the Listed Building. The building will

become part of an urban landscape.

The erosion of the rural landscape within the area is stripping the area of its agricultural
heritage. The continued loss of farm land to development makes the prospect of farming
and rural enterprise less likely in the area. This will ultimately lead to the urbanisation of the

area.

We would also refer back to the photographs of the landscape features within the site that

are included earlier in the statement and at Appendix 1.

The photographs show the attractive and historic field patterns, boundary treatments and

landscaping in the area which includes protected trees. The loss of these features to

development would harm both the openness and the historic context of the area.
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The overall distribution of development within the borough.

The Parish Council has previously raised concerns over the distribution of development
within the borough. The particular concern is that development is unfairly stacked towards

the Blythe area.

The Parish Council’s comments from the previous round of consultation in January 2017
expressed concern that 41% of the total commitments for new homes were proposed in the

Blythe Ward.

The area has around 900 existing households. This will be increased by the developments

approved at Mount Dairy Farm, Blythe Valley Park and the recent approval at Site 11.

The 2017 consultation proposed 850 homes at Site 12. That is now increased to 1000. There
is still concern over the full extent of development as Site 12 is part of Site 122 which has an

estimated capacity of 2300 homes.

The current consultation increases the burden on the Blythe Ward to take new

development. The amount of properties in the area will be more than doubled leading to a

total change in character.

The Parish Council therefore reaffirm and reinforce their opposition to the amount of

development proposed for the area including Site 12.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The Parish Council has carefully considered the current consultation documents.

There is nothing in the consultation that allays the concerns over the development of Site
12. On the contrary, the current consultation raises further issues due to the increase in the

amount of properties that are proposed. There is also a lack of clarity as to the extent of land
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that is proposed to be removed from the Green Belt and the amount of properties that are

under consideration.

The Parish Council therefore object to the removal of Site 12 from the Green Belt as it is an

open area of land with clearly defined and permanent boundaries.

The land plays an important role in preventing urban sprawl and encroachment into the
countryside. It therefore is highly successful in fulfilling the role that the Green Belt is

designed to undertake.

The development of the site will have a significant and detrimental impact on openness and

will also lead to the disruption and loss of context to the historic character of the area.

The proposed development will worsen flood risk, increase traffic issues and will place an

unfair burden on the Blythe Ward to take additional development.

We therefore object to the development of Site 12 as proposed in the Supplementary

Consultation.

Appendices
Appendix 1 Photographs of site & Surroundings
Appendix 2 Cheswick Green TPO

Appendix 3 Cheswick Green PC Traffic Survey
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Appendix 1 Photographs of Site and Surroundings

Plan showing position where photographs were taken from
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Photo 1 taken from point 3 showing landscape features within the site.

Photo 2 taken from point 3 showing openness of site.
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Photo 3 taken from point 3 showing openness and landscape features.

Photo 4 taken from point 4
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Photo 5 taken from point 5 showing important trees and access route

Photo 6 taken from point 1 showing landscape features and openness
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Photo 7 taken from point 1 showing trees and open land beyond.

Photo 8 taken from point 2 showing openness of the area.

37



Photo 9 taken from point 2 showing openness of the land and changing levels.

Photo 10 taken from point 2 showing features and levels within the site.
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On imposing any condition requiring the replacement

of any tree under Article 4 of the Order, or on giving
a direction under Article 6 of this Order with respect
to the replanting of woodlands, the authority shall

if such condition or direction relates to land in

regulate the planting of trees, notify the applicant

or the owner of the land, as the case may be, of the
existence of such byelaws and that any such condition

or direction has effect subject to the requirements

of the river authority, drainage board, the Conservators
of the River Thames or the Lee Conservancy Catchment
Board under those byelaws and the condition or direction
shall have effect accordingly.

Subject to the provisions of this Order, any person
who has suffered loss or damage in consequence of

any refusal (including revocation or modification)

of consent under this Order or of any grant of any
such consent subject to conditions, shall, if he makes
a claim on the authority within the time and in the

Provided that no compensation shall be payable in
respect of loss or damage suffered by reason of such
refusal or grant of conmsent in the case of any trees
the subject of a cerfificate in accordance with Article
5 of this Order.
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(1) A claim for compensation under this Order shall
be in writing and shall be made by serving it on the
authority, such service to be effected by delivering
the claim at the offices of the authority addressed
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State for the purpose and (b) the period (not less than 14
days from the expiration of the period referred to in paragraph
(a) above) at the expiration of which, if no such notice is
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of the BOROUGH OF SOLIHULL
the minth day of

One thousand nine hundr
and sea - -

in the presénce of:-
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Signed by authority of the |
Secretary of State

197

(] e M &
J




52



53



54



