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Meriden Parish Council – response to Solihull’s Draft Local 

Plan Review 

 

Challenges 

 

1. Do you agree that we’ve identified the right challenges facing the Borough? If not why not? 

Are there any additional challenges that should be addressed? 

 

Plans should not look at development in isolation; air quality and pollution for Meriden impacts  
due to increased quarry operations; increased traffic emissions, the airport runway extension – 
planes no longer making the Hampton turn and new flight paths for all northern routes now 
flying over Meriden and Millison’s Wood at 3,000 feet. Also noise increase.  Increased 
HGV/Artics due to extended quarry operations means constant road noise and development of 
commercial businesses in greenbelt i.e. Pettifors. A more joined up approach would be welcome. 
 
From our experience in Meriden, we also have a concern that smaller affordable dwellings are 
extended and they then become unaffordable and reduce the housing stock of small properties. 
New housing needs to be designed in such a way that there is no scope for the development 
increasing the size of dwelling.  

 
The key challenges are maintaining greenbelt, the infrastructure and reducing air pollution. 
Meriden is close to key arterial roads, flight paths, mineral and gravel extraction quarries and 
their lorries, the future biomass plant and their lorries and HS2 construction vehicles and future 
traffic movements to and from the HS2 Rail Interchange. 
 
We like the thread throughout the plan that SMBC wants to maintain rural communities.   
 
We would like the HS2 challenge strengthened as construction work will affect local 
communities getting to school, work, and leisure and transport issues. 
 
Organic growth to small rural communities must prioritise the increasing senior population 
needs e.g. housing mix and type addressed. Meriden’s Parish Plan in 2009 and the data collected 
from drop-in sessions within Meriden in 2016 over the draft local plan identified the need of its 
older population to downsize and remain in Meriden e.g. housing type such as bungalows. 
 
A challenge for Meriden is the loss of key services.  We are stuck in the middle of the proposed 
garden city and HS2.  Meriden will be gridlocked and effectively cut off. 
 
The plan states its objective to encourage sustainable travel yet rural areas are seeing a decrease 
in services e.g. Taxibus and school bus to Meriden’s primary school from Millison’s Wood. This is 
not sustainable travel as more children will be taken to school in cars as it is too far and too 
unsafe to walk. 
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We applaud the maximising the joined up approach with other authorities. We do hope it works. 
 
The impact on the multitude of growth that waste management, housing and commercial 
development will have on small community road infrastructures especially in the rural settings, 
is also a challenge. 

 
Vision 
 
2. Do you agree with the Borough Vision we have set out? If not why not, and what 
alternative would you suggest? 

 
Agree with Borough vision especially para 85 and we hope that the worked quarries will be 
restored as there are currently only small pockets of restoration. 
 
SMBC need to ensure that retrospective planning permissions in the greenbelt are not 
supported unless there are very special circumstances and effective and timely enforcement 
action is taken. 
 
Retaining the historic value and aesthetics of look and ambiance, increased traffic due to 
development of rural communities exacerbates parking, traffic jams and rural highways not fit 
for purpose for HGVs and articulated vehicles.   This has an effect on Meriden properties that 
front the main roads and conservation listed areas and fabric of the buildings and historical 
monuments such as the Ancient Cross and National Cyclists Memorial on the Village Green. So 
there is a need to ensure enforcement of planning conditions given to quarry and recycling 
companies. 
 
A resolution to the tension between residents, shoppers and business owners around the Village 
Green is to become a priority within Meriden’s Neighbourhood Plan. 

 
Spatial Strategy 
 
3. Do you agree with the spatial strategy we have set out? If not why not, and what 
alternative would you suggest? 

 
We support growth option F, para 105 which is limited expansion of rural villages/settlements. 
We also support para 106 to maintain as much greenbelt as possible. 

 
 

Sustainable Economic Growth 
 
4. Do you agree with Policy P1? If not why not, and what alternative would you suggest? 

 
Policy P1 – Central Hub Area.   There is no mention of the effect of Brexit or US politics especially 
in relation to car development (JLR expansion)?  If US decide to reduce imports of JLR, economic 
growth significantly affected including all service industries and airport, ‘Arden Cross’ and 
Birmingham Business Park.  There is no agreed impact of HS2. 
 
We agree with the challenges and objectives addressed by the policy on page 47. 
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(When did Arden Cross become the name referenced for the new Garden Village?  Who decided 
this as there will be confusion as lots of ‘Ardens’ already exist in the Borough?) 
 
5. Do you agree with the key objectives that development is expected to meet as identified in 
Policy P1 are appropriate? If not why not? Are there any others you think should be 
included? 

 
Agree with the challenges and objectives addressed by the policy. 
 
6. Do you agree with Policy P1A? If not why not, and what alternative would you suggest? 
 
Policy 1A – Agree.  You put Blythe Valley Business Park logically in the right place close to 
M42/M40 links; now housing being developed, it is good integration if community services are 
developed there too. 
 
7. Do you agree with Policy P2? If not why not, and what alternative would you suggest? 
 
Solihull Town Centre 
 
The 'town centre masterplan' could be viewed as a pretentious statement. 
 
The relocation of the train station is something that might not reach its desired potential. It isn't 
on a major line that can get to London within 1.5 hrs and doesn't connect directly with Euston 
Station.  
 
In order to improve transport links the government needs to increase its investment in public 
transport instead of cutting it. It must also realise that in order to attract people into the town 
centre it must provide means of travel from rural areas with particular attention to enabling 
disabled and elderly residents. 
 
In Meriden’s 2016 Neighbourhood Plan Survey results, 71% of residents want more frequent bus 
services to Solihull. 
 
Car parking in Solihull needs to be improved such as Touchwood queues or improve public 
transport.  Station and some car parks are too far away.  Park & Ride service to be introduced 
that serves visitors arriving at International. We would suggest a Park & Ride service into Solihull 
Town Centre that caters for Meriden and other borough residents, not just visitors. 
 
Providing attractive gateways and urban design could cripple small businesses as the cost of rent 
on buildings/units/office space etc will have to be increased.   
 
Developers will not want to contribute to the cost of Solihull infrastructure as this will impact on 
profits unless they are made to do so in the planning conditions. 
 
Solihull Hospital development without direct bus routes from Meriden will be problematic.  
There are no health services linked to Solihull Hospital that may be accessed from town centre 
like a NHS walk-in centre, for example. 
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8. Do you believe the right scale and location of development has been identified? If not why 
not? 

 
Yes agree for Meriden.  
 
9 and 10: 
 
9. Do you agree with Policy P3? If not why not, and what alternative would you suggest? 

 
Policy P3 – impact on local road infrastructure is under-estimated.  Particularly HS2 interchange.  
Added pressure on development of M42 access i.e. former Clock Pub roundabout development.  
There is no mention of monitoring the number of lorry movements daily on infrastructure.  Even 
a 10% increase on local businesses is a lot of lorries. Routing agreements and size of vehicles 
ought to be restricted on rural roads and residential areas. 
 
More businesses create more road users to get to work so improvements in public transport are 
essential. 
 
In rural areas, digital connectivity and high capacity communication networks are key. However, 
getting a mobile signal in rural areas is a challenge. 
 
10. Do you believe the right scale and location of development has been identified? If not 
why not? 

 
See above (9 & 10 connected). 
 

Providing Homes for All 
 
11. Do you agree with Policy P4? If not why not, and what alternative would you suggest? 

 
In Meriden’s 2016 Neighbourhood Plan Survey results, 96% of residents said that any future 
development in Meriden should be in keeping with their character, heritage and settings within 
the surrounding countryside. 87% of residents said that between 11 and 50 dwellings should be 
the scale of development between now and 2028. 

 
Compared to Meriden’s 2009 Parish Plan results when just over 50% agreed with the statement 
that:  
“Any new housing developments must maintain the village / rural character of Meriden Parish 
and the social infrastructure and services must be improved” and 45% felt that there should be 
no more large scale housing developments in the village. 
 
12. Do you agree with the level of affordable housing being sought in Policy P4? If not why 
not, and what alternative would you suggest? 

 
Policy P4 Affordable housing needs met; definition of affordable really does need to be defined 
once and for all.  Affordable housing needs to remain long term i.e. no scope for extensions to 
properties increasing value that makes affordable no longer affordable!   Affordable housing 
excludes older people who wish to down size and are too old to get shared schemes.  Older 
people do not always want to live in ‘retired blocks’ and would rather be integrated into the 
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community to avoid social isolation. Demands for housing changed radically.  School provision 
needs to reflect new housing developments.  Increase in housing v. increase in school places.  
Also increased health and social care provision. 
 
In Meriden’s 2016 Neighbourhood Plan Survey results, 71% of residents said that they thought 
that the Neighbourhood Plan should identify land for affordable housing to meet the needs of 
local people and when residents were asked if new housing is to be built what type of homes 
should be given priority: 

 58% said houses sold at market prices 

 56% said specialist accommodation for older persons to buy or rent 

 38% said affordable housing 

 23% said for rent 
 
Compared to Meriden’s 2009 Parish Plan: 

 52% of residents supported the need for more affordable housing 

 38% supported the need for sheltered and other accommodation specifically for older 
people 

 
In December 2016 and January 2017, Meriden Parish Council offered two drop-in sessions for 
residents to ask questions about Solihull’s Draft Local Plan and air their views.  Those who 
attended seemed happy with the proposals for Meriden but reinforced the need for bungalows 
or equivalent that could help older people downsize and remain in Meriden.  Their view was that 
if this was provided, the houses that they would vacate could help families find a suitable home 
for their growing needs. 
 
13. Which option for delivering self and custom housebuilding do you favour and why? If 
neither do you have any other suggestions? 

 
We support self and custom build if they fit in to the character of the local area. 
  
14. Do you agree that we are planning to build the right number of new homes? If not why 
not, and how many do you think we should be planning to build? 

 
Yes numbers approximately right, if building the right number of houses to address the needs of 
older people, single people, not just family housing. 
 
Also not convinced that Birmingham has explored all their brownfield sites before coming into 
Solihull.  We are not convinced that Birmingham explored their options. Has Solihull explored all 
their brownfield sites?  Being part of the Combined Authority does not mean that a local 
authority can off load its quota to neighbouring local authorities. 
 
15. Do you believe we are planning to build new homes in the right locations? If not why not, 
and which locations do you believe shouldn’t be included? Are there any other locations that 
you think should be included? 
 
In Meriden’s 2016 Neighbourhood Plan Survey results, when asked are there any locations which 
you think are suitable for new homes to be built 28% of respondents made suggestions.  
Of those 
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 39% suggested the Birmingham Road old caravan/garage site which is in the Draft Local 
Plan 

 15% suggested any brownfield site 

 11% suggested Maxstoke Lane/The Firs which is also in the Draft Local Plan. 
 

In September 2016, Meriden Parish Council conducted a straw poll on Meriden’s Call for Sites at 
the Village Hall, the results for preferred development were in favour of the Birmingham Road 
old caravan/garage site (44%). 
 
In Meriden’s 2011 Visual Design Statement we proposed: 
 
The site of the former garage on the north side of Birmingham Road, Meriden, already has 
planning permission for housing. The adjacent land currently used for caravan parking and part 
of the adjoining field could form an attractive small housing development near the centre of the 
village, local shops and transport. Its accessibility and proximity to shops and other facilities 
would make it an ideal location for more older persons’ accommodation in the village, shown to 
be needed in the Parish Appraisal. 
 
16. Do you believe we have identified the infrastructure required to support 
these developments? If not why not? Are there any additional facilities you believe 
are required, if so what are they? 

 
Infrastructure issues remain: transport, schools, GP access, Post Office, banks.  Access to social 
amenities within the community is a requirement, for example, we would suggest that additional 
facilities such as dementia friendly communities with the growing older population be 
considered as a priority. Joseph Rowntree Charitable Trust has useful research on some of these 
issues at www.jrf.org.uk    

 
Meeting housing demand is not just about meeting numbers, it’s about tenures.  
 
Any new development should have a percentage of open space that is accessible to all residents 
and the wider community.   
 
No matter what is agreed, stronger systems need to be put in place for developers to comply.  
From Meriden’s experience the final completion of development is actually completed when the 
original development plan and a stronger enforcement line is taken, e.g. Meriden Gate 5.5 years 
on and still un-adopted by SMBC with no street cleansing. 
 
17. Do you agree with Policy P6? If not why not, and what alternative would you suggest? 

 
No further comment – but in agreement, so no further suggestions to Policy P6. 
 

Improving Accessibility and Encouraging Sustainable Travel 

 

18. Do you agree with the policies for improving accessibility and encouraging sustainable 

travel? If not why not, and what alternatives would you suggest? 

 

Sustainable Travel 

http://www.jrf.org.uk/
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Unless improved rural travel i.e. taxi bus or ring & ride is extended within the Borough, it will not 

reduce inequalities in the area as those residents with disabilities will be discriminated against. 

Improved service timetables i.e. an hourly bus that may or may not arrive impacts on health 

appointments, attending work. We question whether challenge J Improving health and well 

being is addressed in these policies. Walking and in particular cycling in Meriden is hazardous 

due to the rural roads that carry large vehicles with little or no cycle paths.  More vehicles on the 

road increases air pollution and those living, walking and cycling along main roads and schools 

are breathing in these fumes. 

 

What about the provisions for those with disabilities?  Will sustainable travel also be dementia 

friendly? 

 

In Meriden’s 2016 Neighbourhood Plan Survey results, 90% of resident use their car to travel to 

work compared to Meriden’s 2009 Parish Plan survey result of 69% - 21% increase in car usage. 

 

Again we need to look at park & ride.  Buses into Solihull timetable makes it difficult for two-way 

journey times.  What are the appropriate railway stations for park & ride?  Local trains only stop 

alternately at local stations.   

Information from Meriden’s speed watch sessions and from its Neighbourhood Plan 

questionnaire shows that the speed of traffic on local roads is an issue.  The speed of traffic 

when not in a traffic jam is an issue. 

Meriden’s 2016 Neighbourhood Plan Survey results show that 59% of residents thought there 

was a problem with traffic in the neighbourhood area with 61% suggesting lower the speed limit, 

54% more active policing, 26% for rumble strips, 20% for chicanes. 

Protecting and Enhancing our Environment 

 

19. Do you agree with the policies for protecting the environment? If not why not, and what 

alternatives would you suggest? 

 

Environment Para 335 – in terms of ensuring that noise and vibration are contained - who 

monitors on a regular basis to ensure that local residents are protected? 

 

No compatibility of being able to protect the historic environment in an appropriate way from 

increased traffic.   

 

No joined up thinking regarding cumulative effect on local residents.  LPA does not take account 

of cumulative effects.  Vital that SMBC put in specialist conditions to regulate monitoring of 

licence conditions so as to ameliorate cumulative effects on local residents.  Enforcement, we 

know, is an issue.  Historically from a review of enforcement notices by Meriden Parish Council 

few enforcement notices were carried out or followed through.   

 

Meriden already has a problem identified by the Quarry Liaison group of dust particles 

emanating from several operations.  Attempting to get air pollution monitoring to meet local 
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resident demands has been slow.  Will the speed of measuring impact continue to be slow?  (In 

relation to Policy P13). 

 

Extraction is inevitable but must be strongly regulated by the council in order to minimise 

impacts on local roads, residents and the environment. Meriden has been affected by minerals 

extraction for many years and it is evident that at times regulation and monitoring has been 

ineffective as impacts have been significant. Another key factor is ensuring the necessary 

mechanism and financial security is on place for restoration once the extraction has ceased. 

 

Guidance which featured in Meriden’s 2011 Visual Design Statement included: 

 

 Dust pollution from the extraction and landfill industry needs to be tackled more 

effectively and current pollution control requirements enforced. 

 Developer contributions should be required from the extraction and landfill industry to 

fund measures to reduce the impact of traffic on the Parish. Future permissions should 

be dependent upon agreement to these contributions. 

And we include a reminder of what features in Paragraph 143 of the NPPF which says: 

 “In preparing Local Plans, local planning authorities should: 

 identify and include policies for extraction of mineral resource of local and national 
importance in their area, but should not identify new sites or extensions to existing sites 
for peat extraction; 

  so far as practicable, take account of the contribution that substitute or secondary and 
recycled materials and minerals waste would make to the supply of materials, before 
considering extraction of primary materials, whilst aiming to source minerals supplies 
indigenously; 

 define Minerals Safeguarding Areas and adopt appropriate policies in order that known 
locations of specific minerals resources of local and national importance are not 
needlessly sterilised by non-mineral development, whilst not creating a presumption 
that resources defined will be worked; and define Minerals Consultation Areas based on 
these Minerals Safeguarding Areas; 

 Safeguard: 
 existing, planned and potential rail heads, rail links to quarries, wharfage and associated 

storage, handling and processing facilities for the bulk transport by rail, sea or inland 
waterways of minerals, including recycled, secondary and marine-dredged materials; 
and 

  existing, planned and potential sites for concrete batching, the manufacture of coated 
materials, other concrete products and the handling, processing and distribution of 
substitute, recycled and secondary aggregate material. 

 set out policies to encourage the prior extraction of minerals, where practicable and 
environmentally feasible, if it is necessary for non-mineral development to take place; 

 set out environmental criteria, in line with the policies in this Framework, against which 
planning applications will be assessed so as to ensure that permitted operations do not 
have unacceptable adverse impacts on the natural and historic environment or human 
health, including from noise, dust, visual intrusion, traffic, tip- and quarry-slope stability, 
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differential settlement of quarry backfill, mining subsidence, increased flood risk, 
impacts on the flow and quantity of surface and groundwater and migration of 
contamination from the site; and take into account the cumulative effects of multiple 
impacts from individual sites and/or a number of sites in a locality; 

 when developing noise limits, recognise that some noisy short-term activities, which 
may otherwise be regarded as unacceptable, are unavoidable to facilitate minerals 
extraction; and 

 put in place policies to ensure worked land is reclaimed at the earliest opportunity, 
taking account of aviation safety, and that high quality restoration and aftercare of 
mineral sites takes place, including for agriculture (safeguarding the long term potential 
of best and most versatile agricultural land and conserving soil resources), geodiversity, 
biodiversity, native woodland, the historic environment and recreation.” 

Quality of Place 

 

20. Do you agree with the policies for quality of place? If not why not, and what alternatives 

would you suggest? 

 

Quality of Place 

Any design needs to retain rural landscape.  Agree with Policy 16 & 17. 

Policy 15 - Building in rural settlements should take regard of character and modern design of new 

build should be disallowed.   Tightening up of policies of “garden grabbing” by home owners to stop 

public open space/green space owned by the Principal Authority to be transferred or sold without 

consultation; encroached upon and materially affected without consultation and liaison. 

 

Cross reference enforcement comments – Property owners trespassing on SMBC land and 

decimating historic trees and hedgerows as per SMBC policy to protect.  

 

Also need to monitor air pollution in areas that provide waste management facilities and sand and 

gravel aggregates. 

 

Guidance published in Meriden’s 2011 Parish Design Statement: 

 

General Guidance: There is a mix of styles in most areas of the village. The following guidance 

supplements Solihull MBC‟s general house extension guidance (House Extension Guidelines SMBC 

2010) and provides some principles for improving the visual appearance of Meriden village and 

Millison‟s Wood over time. 

  

 Any future developments should be congruous, harmonise with their environs and be in keeping 

with the character of neighbouring properties.  

 Future developments more than two storeys high should not generally be acceptable. 

 Back-land and garden/site overdevelopment should not generally be allowed.  

 Brickwork should generally be repaired rather than rendered or painted, particularly when the 

property is terraced or semi-detached. 

 Any development which requires the removal of trees or hedgerows should require replacement 

appropriate to the particular location.  
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 Property boundaries adjoining public roads, lanes and spaces should complement the general 

character of the area in terms of materials and should avoid runs of contrasting styles and height. 

Encourage a preference for hedges, particularly in certain roads. 

 The construction and use of outside lighting on commercial, domestic and public premises and 

land should be tightly regulated to control light pollution and avoid causing intrusion and offence to 

neighbours. 

Health and Supporting Local Communities 

 

21. Do you agree with the policies health and supporting communities? If not why not, and what 

alternatives would you suggest? 

 

Mostly agree, BUT, in relation to 'Obesogenic environments' surely this is a reference to the increase 

in fast food on the high street, options at schools & universities/colleges. Removal of harmful food 

stuffs can be achieved to an extent but ‘Free Will and Choice’ cannot be taken away from the public. 

It should read "support those with serious health risks that will benefit quality of life within the 

community". 

 

In resisting hot food takeaways you are actually pointing the finger at overweight individuals and/or 

risks to healthy individuals. The same, if not greater risks are those from newsagents and off-licences 

selling cigarettes and alcohol, which are taxable entities and obviously don't impact on communities 

as much as fast food. Alternatively the food outlets must offer a minimum proportion of healthy 

options at attractive prices and work alongside authorities to promote healthy living. 

 

Agree with retention of open spaces but to do this SMBC must stop selling land for development in 

these areas. Also the rural landscaping designs for “green open space” of older developments must 

be protected particularly in community housing areas where SCH have sold or given away parcels of 

land to extend gardens.  The rural communities must be protected from urbanisation and infilling 

between villages that all too easily become a town.  Consideration must be in favour of a percentage 

of open space accessible for exercise, play and community events to increase wellbeing and 

encourage healthy lifestyle. 

Delivery and Monitoring 

 

22. Do you agree with the Policy P21? If not why not, and what alternatives would you suggest? 

 

This will not work unless developers are bound by law to contribute certain specific services to the 

development process. Developers are there to make profits, and in doing so means shortcutting 

throughout planning and building. The impact on both the community and SMBC could cost a lot of 

money unless develops are law bound to make specific contributions.  

 

With regards to infrastructure it really depends on the size of development. But we agree that there 

must be greater emphasis on green, social, physical and digital infrastructure as part of a planned 

development, but again should be written into law that a development must have a minimum 

amount in accordance with its size. 
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Outline planning permission is granted to developers for new housing sites.  At point of planning 

applications, impact assessments need to be carried out for highway, environment, transport, health 

and education as this infrastructure is key to any new development and without this information the 

assumption that developers will “tap into” existing old and not fit for purpose drainage, highway, 

transport, health, education services unable to cope with an increasing population.  With the 

introduction of CILS, will Parish and Town Councils have funds come into their communities to ease 

the financial burden on providing services to the increased population?  More work needs to be 

done with planning, developer, local community (Parish & Town Council) engagement before outline 

permissions are granted.  The density and shared space concepts of new developments must also be 

considered in relation to placement of disabled and senior resident housing.  With Neighbourhood 

Plans in place, the evidence base MUST be used to ensure all future housing needs are met for that 

particular community and not left to the developer and Local Authority to make a ‘fast buck’ out of a 

development that does not meet community needs because there is no willingness to work with 

Parish and Town Councils with local knowledge.  

With regards to cumulative development, SMBC should consider development in adjacent 

parishes/counties/ districts e.g. Meriden is in close proximity to North Warwickshire and Coventry. If 

a development of say 2000 plus houses on our boundary was built, how do you monitor use of 

Meriden’s facilities from residents in another neighbouring borough? So therefore cross-boundary 

usage of facilities and services needs to be considered and financial support provided. 

Any Other Comments 

23. Are there any other comments you wish to make on the Draft Local Plan? 

 

Improving links with primary and secondary health care is key in all the policies including social care. 

Meriden Parish Council’s evidence based reading material referenced in this response can be found 

with these links.  

 Meriden Parish Plan 2009 - 

http://www.meridenparishcouncil.org.uk/pdfs/meridenParishPlan.pdf 

 

Meriden Parish Design Statement 2011 - 

http://www.meridenparishcouncil.org.uk/pdfs/PDS.pdf 

 

Meriden Parish Council’s straw poll results to the 12 ‘Call for Sites’ - 

http://www.meridenparishcouncil.org.uk/pdfs/Open_Day_Results_4.pdf 

 

Meriden Neighbourhood Plan Survey 2016 results - 

http://www.meridenparishcouncil.org.uk/pdfs/Meriden_Neighbourhood_Plan_Survey_Rep

ort_2016_Final.pdf 
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http://www.meridenparishcouncil.org.uk/pdfs/PDS.pdf
http://www.meridenparishcouncil.org.uk/pdfs/Open_Day_Results_4.pdf
http://www.meridenparishcouncil.org.uk/pdfs/Meriden_Neighbourhood_Plan_Survey_Report_2016_Final.pdf
http://www.meridenparishcouncil.org.uk/pdfs/Meriden_Neighbourhood_Plan_Survey_Report_2016_Final.pdf

