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COMMITTEE UPDATE NOTE  

Planning Committee 29th January 2014 
 
 
2013/1991 – Land adjacent 161 Lugtrout Lane. 
 
Application deferred to next Planning Committee meeting. 
 
 
2013/1478 Land between Braggs Farm and Rumbush Lane, Dickens 
Heath 
 
The description of development should read 71 houses. 
 
Neighbours notified 18/09/13 and 14/11/13. 
Reason for refusal page 63 amend Solihull Local Plan adopted 3rd December 
2014 to 2013.  
 
Two additional letters of objection have been received and raise no additional 
concerns beyond those discussed in the officer report.  
 
Revised drainage modelling data submitted 28.01.14. 
 
 
2013/1504 – Land at Dickens Heath Road 
 
The description of development should include demolition of existing 
commercial buildings as well as including a Multi-Use Games Area. 
 
Reason for refusal page 111 amend Solihull Local Plan adopted 3rd 
December 2014 to 2013.  
 
Paragraph 3 page 82 MUGA should read ‘Multi Use Games Area’ rather than 
‘Mixed’.  
 
For the avoidance of doubt, runners do not currently use the site rather, they 
run around it.  
 
Consultation responses amend landscape ‘objection’ to ‘no objection’.  
 
The Area Tree preservation Order has now been replaced by a series of 
Group TPOs No.1011, and all designated trees are retained by the proposal. 
 
Statement of Community Involvement – a further meeting was held by the 
applicant on 29th October with Dickens Heath PC, Tidbury Green PC, 
Cheswick Green PC and Local Ward Members (excluding Cllr Burgess) 
where the Local Parish Council confirmed a desire to include the MUGA in the 
development site. Dickens Heath PC later confirmed that they would not wish 
to maintain this facility.  
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The third paragraph of the Five Year Housing Supply section (top of page 93) 
should read as follows: 

This shows that at that time the Council had deliverable housing land 
supply for 3,755 dwellings against a requirement of 3,462, this equates 
to a 5.4 year housing land supply (or 5.7 years without the 5% buffer 
required through the NPPF). 

 
The following sentence should be added to the end of the fourth paragraph: 
 

This updated housing land supply figure of 3,852 equates to a 5.6 year 
housing land supply (or 5.8 years without the 5% buffer required 
through the NPPF). 

 
Amend the second paragraph page 100 to read as follows:  
 
The Environment Agency’s (EA) flood map outlines that the application site is 
located within Flood Zone 1, which means there is only one chance in 1000 
years that the land will flood. However, these maps do not consider the flood 
risk from streams with small catchments (<3km2). This site has a watercourse 
running through the centre of the site, with a small catchment, therefore the 
flood risks cannot be inferred by the EA maps. As there is an increased risk of 
flooding, the applicant has undertaken hydraulic modelling to demonstrate 
that the proposed development will be located within Flood Zone 1 i.e. the 
required flood plain and watercourse easement. This watercourse is classed 
as an ‘ordinary watercourses’ and forms a tributary to Mount Brook further 
downstream. The applicant is proposing to provide a degree of betterment on 
the existing flood frequency and depths on Rumbush Lane; however, this is 
part of the hydraulic model which is yet to be agreed. Surface water will be 
managed as close to source as possible using Sustainable Urban Drainage 
(SUDS) in the form of modular geocellular soakaway systems and previous 
surface dressings.  
 
S106 biodiversity contributions have been agreed as 11units, with the 
financial contribution capped at £135,904. 
S106 landscape; the maintenance contribution as agreed is £159,302.59 as 
the developer will provide the MUGA or otherwise an off-site contribution of 
£75,000 if an alternative and more appropriate youth facility comes on line off-
site.  
 
S106 Education contributions – the applicant has agreed to pay the 
secondary school contributions and the pro rota primary spaces should this 
become necessary. 
 
A draft S106 agreement has been submitted to the Council for consideration 
and agreement.  
 
27 additional proformas have been submitted as well as 2 additional letters, 
but raise no further concerns beyond those discussed in the officer report. 
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2013/1679   Land at Tanworth Lane, Cheswick Green Solihull 
 
Reason for refusal page 152 amend Solihull Local Plan adopted 3rd 
December 2014 to 2013.  
       
5 additional letters of objection received but raise no further comments to 
those within the officer report.   
 
There are no outstanding areas of S106 contributions and the applicant has 
submitted a Draft S106 to the Council.  
 
The applicant has made officers aware that a letter dated 24th January 2014 
has been sent to Members of the Planning Committee and deals with 
drainage. Solihull MBC drainage responds that there is just a 7cm difference 
between the 1:100 year plus climate change level and the 1:1,000 year flood 
level. This raises the potential for the flood waters to enter the attenuation 
features which are supposed to store the additional water from the 
development, therefore increasing flood risk to the existing downstream. 
 
 
2013/1689 - Land rear of 146-152 Tilehouse Lane 
 
Ecology Consultation Response 
 
The Council’s Ecologist has reviewed the submitted information and has 
advised that the site falls within one of six Defra national pilots for Biodiversity 
Offsetting. As no mitigation or habitat enhancements are currently detailed in 
the application, the calculator shows a net loss for biodiversity (both for 
habitats and linear features), which is contrary to guidelines within the NPPF.  
Therefore your ecologist advises that the submission of a habitat mitigation 
strategy (which can include onsite and offsite mitigation) that rectifies the loss 
to zero, or to a biodiversity gain, would be necessary in order to avoid a 
recommendation of refusal. 
 
the proposed site plan indicates that some trees around the boundary are to 
be retained, but it is not clear which hedges to be retained. The western 
boundary hedge in particular, forms part of a much longer hedge which 
extends further than the boundary of the site. Removal of this hedge would 
affect the connectivity of the habitat within the landscape area, and would limit 
the movement of species. Therefore it is considered that clarification is 
needed regarding which hedges are earmarked for removal, and what 
mitigation is proposed for their proposed loss. 
 
The extended phase 1 report shows that bats have been recorded within 2km 
of the survey site, and the presence of hedgerows and semi-improved 
grassland suggest that there is the potential that bats may use the site for 
foraging. Therefore, an activity survey should be carried out to show the level 
of bat activity on the site. It is considered that this could suitable be 
conditioned at outline stage only.  
 
The extended phase 1 report does not mention the presence of a Local 
Wildlife Site (Tythebarn Lane Meadows SP17D3) on the opposite side of 
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Tilehouse Lane from the proposed development. Tythebarn Lane Meadows 
LWS is made up of a complex of sites which support a mosaic of habitats 
including wet grassland, dry grassland, hedgerows and ditches. As the 
proposed site contains areas of semi-improved grassland (albeit in poor 
condition), it is possible that there will be indirect impacts on Tythebarn Lane 
Meadows. The field directly to the north of the application site has been 
identified as a potential LWS, therefore the impact of the proposed 
development on this area would also need to be considered. 
 
 
2013/1704 – 61 Wood Lane, Earlswood. 
 
Advice from your Solicitors is that the following changes should be made to 
the recommendation: 
 
The report advises that the S106 agreement to be entered into would contain 
a clause to prohibit the submission of any application to the Council to further 
extend the dwelling on the site. However, it is advised that we cannot stop the 
applicant submitting any future applications; we can only restrict or regulate 
the development or use of land or require activities to be carried out in a 
particular way. We can, however, through a S106 agreement, stop any 
alterations or extensions to the dwelling from taking place. 
 
The recommendation is therefore changed to ensure that the S106 
agreement, once entered into, takes into account the above rather than the 
content as set out in the Committee report. 
 
 
2013/1705 Land at Tidbury Green Farm and Fulford Hall Road 
 
The development proposal constitutes inappropriate development within the 
Green Belt and is therefore, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt. Very 
Special Circumstances have been submitted by the applicant in an attempt to 
demonstrate that the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of 
inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly outweighed by other 
considerations.  
 
Arguments put forward relate to five year housing land supply and absence of 
harm to the objectives of designating green belt. It is not considered that the 
Council can not demonstrate a 5 year land supply. There is therefore no basis 
for housing supply to constitute very special circumastances. 
 
3 additional letters of objection have been received but raise no further 
comments to those within the officer report. 
 
 
2013/2147 -– No.31 Rushwick Grove, Shirley 
 

One additional letter of objection has been received from Councillor Linda 
Brown which may be summarised as follows:   
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I wish to support the residents who have written in protesting about this 
application. I agree with all their comments.   
 
 
2013/1726 – Bishop Wilson C of E, Junior & Infant School Pike Drive, 
Chelmsley Wood. 
 
Environment Agency – no comments received on amended FRA. Indicated 
that they will respond within 21 day consultation time frame i.e. by 10/02/14. 
 
Drainage Engineers – Environment Agency are leading on the FRA with 
internal Drainage Engineers as commenters. Input from Environment Agency 
required. 
 
Chelmsley Town Council – no comments received. 
 
The amended open space layout which includes the sustainable urban 
drainage requirements has been assessed in terms of the Green Space 
Statement. I can confirm that there is no change in the score on the basis that 
the area of green space remains unchanged and the basic function of the 
proposed space remains unchanged. 
 
I have now received confirmation from internal colleagues that whichever 
Council Section adopt and maintain SUDS located in within new Public Open 
Space, there will be a requirement for a maintenance contribution to be 
sought from the developer. At this stage I have not been made aware of what 
contribution will be required as this will be the first SUDS system within open 
space that the Council will seek to adopt. 
 
The S106 Agreement will therefore, require a commuted sum payment for 
maintenance of the SUDS system. The recommendation will need to be 
amended accordingly to include such provision: - 
 
Amended recommendation 
 
Recommend approval subject to: - 
 

1. Conditions set out; 
2. Resolution of the Environment Agency objection; and 
3. The applicants entering into a S106 agreement to contribute £100k 

towards a 3G astro-turf pitch at Kingshurst City Technology College, 
off-site open space enhancements as set out in the report, and 
commuted sum payment for maintenance of the SUDS system within 
the open space. 

 
 
2013/2060 – 74 Avenue Road, Dorridge  
 
The following information has been provided by Mr Lea, the Managing 
Director of Complete Tree Services, and Mr Redford, the applicant. Both of 
these replies were written responses to a letter under caution.  
 



 6 

The Blue Cedar tree was removed by Matt Lea from Complete Tree Services 
on 23rd July 2012, as in his professional opinion, it was dead and potentially 
dangerous.   
 
Mr Lea states that he emailed and telephoned the Council on 16th July 2012 
to advise that the tree was dead and potentially dangerous. Mr Lea states that 
he received a telephone call from the Council on 16th July 2012 giving 
permission to cut down the tree.   
 
Mr Redford then received an email on 16th July 2012 from Mr Lea confirming 
that the Council were happy for the works to be carried out. 
 
The Council has no record of such a contact, nor does the applicant have any 
written confirmation from the Council. The Council has not been provided with 
evidence that the tree was dead other than the information set out above, but 
on the other hand, the Council has no evidence that the tree wasn’t dead. 
 
 
2013/2062 – 1678 High Street, Knowle 
  
1 further representation in support of proposal, in summary; 
 

• Knowle is a village well suited to sympathetic and well planned new 
investment. The village needs a number of high quality new small 
investors similar to this application; this application would meet this 
need in the most sympathetic way possible.  

• This application will in no way disrupt the character of the property of 
Knowle, but actually enhance the village. 

• The site for this development has been well chosen. It is within the 
heart of the village, therefore nearby to Knowles local services, such as 
shops, pub and village hall. The community of Knowle is full of young 
families, many of who have grown up in the area. This proposal is ideal 
for the younger age group, therefore welcomed by this section of the 
community. 

• Knowle should be supporting one of their own, an enthusiastic resident 
who was brought up in the village, married in the village, children 
school in the village and is now prepared to invest in the village.  

 


