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1. Introduction
1.1

This statement is submitted on behalf of IM Properties Development Ltd (IM
Properties) to the North Warwickshire Local Plan Examination.

1.2

It follows representations submitted to the Draft Local Plan consultation in March 2017
and to the Draft Submission Local Plan consultation in March 2018 (hereafter referred
to as the 'March 2017 representations' and the 'March 2018 representations'
respectively).

1.3

IM Properties is a privately owned Midlands-based company located near Coleshill and
has a strong track record for bringing forward high-quality developments across the
region. It has invested £750m in development projects across the Midlands and has an
investment portfolio of £900m alongside a £1bn residential land portfolio. IM
Properties’ record of working closely with local authorities on major developments
includes Birch Coppice Business Park within North Warwickshire, which has been
transformed from a disused colliery and developed to the highest standards of building
design, park infrastructure, landscaping, amenities and management.

1.4

IM Properties also controls 70 hectares of land to the west of Junction 9 of the
M42/M6 Toll, within North Warwickshire. The site was submitted to the Borough
Council’s Call for Sites in 2015, and provides an exceptional opportunity for a major
new employment development to meet a well evidenced, significant and pressing need
for strategic employment sites in this location.

1.5

The site is situated within the heart of the M42 corridor and benefits from excellent
access to the strategic road network, proximity to labour supply and access to
intermodal facilities. It can make a substantial contribution to the jobs, investment and
growth agenda of the regions’ Local Enterprise Partnerships (LEPs) and the West
Midlands Combined Authority, and the wider objectives of the Midlands Engine
Strategy.

1.6

Our March 2017 and March 2018 representations set out significant concerns with the
emerging plan, and these concerns remain in respect of the Local Plan Submission
(March 2018) (CD0/1]. The key issues which form the focus of our representations to
the Examination are as follows:
•

The failure of the Plan to recognise the strong economic need for additional
strategic employment land in the Borough to address the significant and growing
unmet need and demand at a sub-regional level, and within the M42 corridor
more specifically;

•

The spatial strategy which has been selected without first understanding the
appropriate housing and employment needs to plan for, and which has been
unduly influenced by seeking to protect the Green Belt, rather than a
consideration of the most sustainable strategy for directing growth; and

•

Allied to our concerns above, the significant and substantive procedural
shortcomings with the Sustainability Appraisal, including issues arising from the

failure to prepare a revised SA Scoping Report at the outset of the process,
failure to carry out and consult upon an SA of the strategic Growth Options at
the appropriate time, the failure to assess the preferred growth option and
reasonable alternatives and the erroneous treatment of Green Belt as an
environmental constraint.
1.7

This statement responds to Matter 6 of the Examination, and specifically sets out IM
Properties’ concerns with the approach taken to Green Belt through the preparation of
the Local Plan and the relevant evidence base documents.

1.8

The statement is supported by the following appendices:
•

1.9

Appendix 1: Green Belt Exceptional Circumstances and Alternative Sites
Assessment (Updated 2018)

We have requested to appear at the Examination in respect to Matter 6.

2. Response to Issues and Questions
Q6.2 Is the Coventry & Warwickshire Green Belt Study [CD6/9] robust evidence?
2.1

Whilst IM Properties has raised concerns that protection of the Green Belt has dictated
the selected spatial strategy (as set out in our Matter 4 Position Statement), we note
that the Local Plan Submission (March 2018) [CD0/1] does propose some limited Green
Belt releases, including an allocation at Water Orton and safeguarded land under Policy
LP4 Safeguarded Land for Future Development.

2.2

Paragraph 7.15 of the Local Plan Submission (March 2018) [CD0/1], states that two
studies have been carried out relating to the Green Belt - the Joint Coventry and
Warwickshire Green Belt Study – Stage 2 Report [CD6/9], which focusses on how broad
areas and parcels perform in relation to the five purposes of the Green Belt; and a
second study, looking at the future boundaries of the Green Belt – referred to as the
North Warwickshire Green Belt Study 2016.

2.3

We raised concerns in our March 2017 and March 2018 representations that the
second study (the North Warwickshire Green Belt Study 2016) had not been subject to
consultation or made available, with no opportunity provided to comment on the
assessment methodology and the findings of the report. No response has been
provided by NWBC to date on this specific point.

2.4

We note that a report titled ‘Assessment of the Value of the Meaningful Gap and
Potential Green Belt Alterations’ [CD6/10] was published by NWBC in January 2018. It
is not clear whether this document is the ‘North Warwickshire Green Belt Study 2016’
referred to in paragraph 7.15 of the Local Plan Submission (March 2018) [CD0/1],
however we note the final report is dated January 2018 which is not consistent with
the 2016 date stated in the plan. The report itself predominantly relates to the
Meaningful Gap, with the sections on the Green Belt seemingly focussed on the
potential to designate new Green Belt.

2.5

It is difficult to understand how the Council has used these two pieces of evidence to
shape the spatial strategy and wider policies within the Local Plan Submission (March
2018) [CD0/1]. We have found no explanation or justification within the plan,
accompanying documents or committee reports, as to how the Green Belt evidence
has shaped the Council's decision making, with the exception of paragraph 7.14 of the
Submission Local Plan, which in respect of the Joint Green Belt Study, does state that:
"The Joint Green Belt Study highlighted some areas as relatively poor performing in
some aspects of the purposes of the Green Belt. Taking into account the needs of the
Borough, the pressures for further development and the environmental impacts it is
considered some of these sites will be either allocated now for development or
safeguarded for development as and when required whether in this Plan period or the
next."

2.6

The Joint Green Belt study is clear at paragraph 1.2 that its aim was not to identify land
for removal from or addition to the Green Belt, and that "such decisions will need to be

taken in the context of wider evidence relating to exceptional circumstances…and the
sustainability of spatial development options".
2.7

Despite this clear aim, the Joint Green Belt study goes beyond its intended scope at
paragraph 5.7 by recommending parcels of land which should be considered for
release from the Green Belt, on the basis of the narrow assessment against Green Belt
purposes only.

2.8

Overall, our fundamental concerns remain with how NWBC has used the Green Belt
evidence (both the Joint Green Belt study and the North Warwickshire Green Belt
Study 2016) to inform the decisions on the spatial strategy for the plan.

2.9

It is apparent that a simple consideration of whether the various options would involve
some impact on the Green Belt has strongly influenced the decision-making in terms of
the Growth Options exercise, rather than a transparent assessment of which are the
most sustainable options for growth. Where the Green Belt boundary is being revised,
we have significant concerns that Joint Green Belt study has directed NWBC to select
sites for release from the Green Belt, without considering first the most sustainable
locations for development.

2.10

On this basis, IM Properties consider that the Local Plan is not justified, and has not
been prepared in accordance with the national policy.

2.11

We set out our detailed comments on this in our response to Question 6.2 (d) below,
alongside our response to each of the sub questions in turn.

(a) Have appropriate parcels of land been suitably and consistently assessed relative to the
purposes of Green Belt set out in paragraph 80 of the NPPF 2012?
2.12 IM Properties is concerned that the parcels of land assessed in the Joint Green Belt
Study were selected without:
•

An understanding of the housing and employment needs of the Borough, and
the housing need to be accommodated from adjacent authorities;

•

Consideration of a revised spatial strategy the light of the overall development
needs for the Borough;

•

Any reference to or apparent consideration of the well evidenced Regional and
Sub-Regional employment land need, nor to meeting any shortfall in
Birmingham's employment land; and

•

Consideration sustainable patterns of development in the context of the above.

2.13

It is of significant concern that the Joint Green Belt study appears to be focussed on
addressing pressures on the Green Belt arising from housing need only, and makes no
reference to the need to deliver employment land.

2.14

The process of identifying parcels for assessment through the Joint Green Belt study
has therefore not taken into consideration the most sustainable locations for

employment land (in the context of confirmed need), and the different criteria
required to assess such sites compared with housing locations.
(b) Has CD6/9 had suitable regard to any other, subsequent, or wider strategic Green Belt
studies? Are its findings consistent with them?
2.15 The Greater Birmingham HMA Strategic Growth Study [CD8/23] includes a strategic
review of the Green Belt in the context of seeking to address the shortfall in housing
need across the HMA. The scope of the Strategic Growth Study is much broader that
the Joint Green Belt Study [CD6/9], looking at housing supply first before focussing on
areas beyond the Green Belt, and then a strategic review of broad parcels of land
within the Green Belt. The Strategic Growth Study draws conclusions on whether the
land makes a principal contribution or secondary contribution to the Green Belt
purposes.
2.16

The Strategic Growth Study goes on to identify areas of search using the six
development models set out in the Strategic Housing Needs Study (Stage 3 Report
prepared by PBA in 2015). The areas of search selected include some areas which were
identified as making a Principal Contribution to the Green Belt purposes, recognising
that a balancing exercise is necessary to consider the impact on the Green Belt
alongside other criteria of sustainable development, including an assessment of the
relationship to the unmet need, the outcomes of a high level Sustainability Appraisal,
proximity to public transport, and deliverability criteria. It is this balancing exercise
which we consider NWBC has failed to do in any robust or transparent way in respect
of the approach to Green Belt through the Local Plan.

2.17

Given the timing of the publication of the Strategic Growth Study, it is not clear
whether the Local Plan Submission (March 2018) [CD0/1] has taken account of its
findings (over and above the reference to paragraph 9.67 in the Duty to Co-operate
Statement [NWBC4]).

2.18

It should be noted that the Strategic Growth Study considers three ‘Employment-Led
Strategic Development’ options, including Location E2 ‘East of Birmingham’ which is
described as “In the vicinity of Coleshill and Minworth (M42, Junction 9)” (Table 47).

2.19

Table 47 of the Strategic Growth Study states:
“This area is part of a complex urban edge and transport corridor to the north east of
Birmingham where the distinction between town and country has become indistinct.
Additional development would potentially impinge upon the strategic role of the Green
Belt, the land broadly separating Birmingham and Tamworth lying to the north of this
area. However, the character of the area, being dissected by roads, railways and
various forms of industrial development, could lend itself to the redefinition of
development boundaries in the locality as part of new development.” (Table 47)

2.20

The ‘East of Birmingham’ option is assessed as not making a principal contribution
towards the Green Belt purposes, and scores highly against the other criteria, and on
this basis is selected as a recommended area of search for strategic development.

2.21

The area of search as identified in Figure 41 of the Strategic Growth Study is centred on
IM Properties’ site at Junction 9 of the M42. NWBC must therefore consider the Local

Plan strategy in light of this evidence and IM Properties’ representations to the Local
Plan to date.
(c) Noting LP paragraph 7.14, have exceptional circumstances been demonstrated to justify
all alternations to the Green Belt?
2.22 As set out in our March 2017 and March 2018 representations, we do not consider
NWBC has demonstrated exceptional circumstances to justify all alterations to the
Green Belt. Whilst reference is made to the exceptional circumstances justifying
release of the former primary school site at Water Orton, no exceptional circumstances
are provided for the alteration to the Green Belt through Policy LP4 Safeguarded Land
for Potential Future Development.
2.23

IM Properties consider that exceptional circumstances exist at a borough level to justify
the revision of Green Belt boundaries, and specifically exceptional circumstances are
evident which support release of the land at Junction 9 from the Green Belt and
allocation for employment uses.

2.24

The supporting ‘Green Belt: Exceptional Circumstances and Alternative Sites
Assessment’ (2018) provided as Appendix 1 to this statement, presents the evidence to
support the exceptional circumstances, and demonstrates that the land at Junction 9 is
the most appropriate location for addressing the requirement for further strategic
employment sites when considered against the potential alternatives.

(d) Have sustainable patterns of development been considered in the approach taken in the
LP?
2.25 This is a key concern with the Local Plan Submission (March 2018) [CD0/1], which IM
Properties has identified at each stage of consultation.
2.26

It is apparent that a simple consideration of whether the various options would involve
some impact on the Green Belt has strongly influenced the decision-making in terms of
the Growth Options exercise undertaken in 2016, rather than a transparent assessment
of which are the most sustainable options for growth.

2.27

The Growth Options report [CD6/6] considered a series of different options for
meeting the borough’s own housing and employment needs, and different options to
deal with growth from outside the Borough. The report, which was included on the
agenda for the LDF Sub-Committee meeting on 25 April 2016, identified the likely need
to release land from the Green Belt as a disadvantage and/or issue for a number of the
options.

2.28

The report to the subsequent LDF Sub-Committee meeting on 3 August 2016 suggests
at paragraph 7.3 that Options IN2 (Development In and around the Main Settlements
including Green Belt Market Town) and IN5 (New Settlement) would have more
significant positive effects that the other options. In terms of dealing with growth from
outside of the Borough the report notes that it was considered that in general, the
effects of OUT1 (Development adjoin the out boundary of the Borough) and OUT2
(Settlements closest to where the need arises) had more positive effects.

2.29

The final justification for NWBC’s selection of the preferred growth options is set out in
Table 4.4 of the Sustainability Appraisal (Regulation 19) [CD1/2]. This confirms the

selected options as a combination of IN1 (Development in accordance with the Core
Strategy settlement hierarchy) and IN2 (Development in and around the Main
Settlements, including Green Belt Market Town) for meeting the Borough’s own needs,
and a combination of OUT1 (Development against the relevant borough, district or city
boundary), OUT2 (Development in and around the closest Settlements closest to where
the need arises) and OUT3 (Add the housing to the overall NWBC figures and distribute
according to the preferred option for the whole of the Local Plan) for dealing with
growth from outside of the Borough.
2.30

The reasons for selection and rejection of options set out in Table 4.4 of the
Sustainability Appraisal indicate that impact on the Green Belt was considered to
override other considerations. In particular, reference to the reasons for rejection of
IN4 and OUT4 (Development around transport hubs) which states “many of transport
hubs, both existing and proposed, lie within Green Belt where large scale development
is considered inappropriate”, and for rejection of OUT5 (New settlement) which states
“no appropriate site options outside the Green Belt and large enough to be considered
new settlements have been identified for consideration” suggests greater emphasis on
protecting the Green Belt rather than sustainable patterns of development.

2.31

This issue is further highlighted in NWBC’s response to IM Properties March 2017
representations which, in respect of the Growth Options and Green Belt stated:
“Current National Green Belt constraints limit options for spreading development
across Borough, hence focus on the area outside Green Belt. Most significant
development allocations are targeted at the most sustainable settlements in the
Borough (outside of Green Belt). Sufficient sites currently available outside of Green Belt
allocated to deliver OAN and address additional Birmingham shortfall.”

2.32

The above clearly suggests NWBC has adopted a ‘policy on’ approach when considering
directing growth to the most sustainable locations.

2.33

For these reasons, and in the absence of any justification to explain otherwise
(including how the Green Belt evidence has been used), we consider that the Local Plan
Submission (March 2018) [CD0/1] has not considered sustainable patterns of
development as required by paragraph 84 of the NPPF (2012).

2.34

On this basis, we consider the Local Plan is not justified and is not consistent with
national policy.

(e) Is safeguarding land west of Tamworth Road, Kingsbury, for potential future
development suitably justified, including being necessary to meet longer-term development
needs well beyond 2033?
2.35 No comment.
Q6.3 Noting the interaction with matter 4, have alternatives to release of Green Belt sites
been considered, including the capacity of existing urban areas?
2.36 No comment.
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1. Introduction
1.1

This report is prepared by Turley on behalf of IM Properties Development Ltd (IM Properties) to
support Position Statements to the North Warwickshire Local Plan examination.

1.2

It consolidates the ‘Green Belt: Exceptional Circumstances and Alternatives Sites Assessment
Addendum’ (January 2018) and ‘Green Belt: Exceptional Circumstances and Alternative Sites
Assessment Report’ (March 2017). This report also includes an assessment of two additional
sites – Site L ‘Land south of J9, M42’ and Site M ‘Land west of J11, M42’.

1.3

IM Properties is promoting land to the west of Junction 9 of the M42/M6 Toll for consideration
as major new employment development to meet a significant and pressing strategic economic
need for strategic employment sites in this location.

1.4

The Position Statements (see separate documents) set out IM Properties’ comments on the
Matters, Issues and Questions (“MIQs”) raised by the Inspector on the Local Plan Submission
Version [CD0/1] and the changes required in order for the plan to be found sound. This includes
the reasons for which the land at Junction 9 must be recognised through the plan as a major
employment site to meet the identified need within this geographical location.

1.5

The site is located within the Green Belt, and national policy requires Green Belt boundaries to
only be altered in exceptional circumstances through the preparation or review of the Local
Plan.

1.6

This report considers the exceptional circumstances which exist to justify the review of Green
Belt boundary within North Warwickshire, and specifically the exceptional circumstances to
support release of the land at Junction 9 and allocation for employment uses through the Local
Plan. A key factor contributing to the exceptional circumstances is the absence of alternative
sites to meet the identified need.

1.7

The report includes an assessment of alternative sites which demonstrates that the site is the
most sustainable location to address the identified need against other alternative Green Belt
and non-Green Belt sites within an appropriately defined catchment.

1.8

The report is set out as follows:
•

Section 2: sets out the key planning policy relating to Green Belt;

•

Section 3: details the exceptional circumstances which exist to justify the review of the
Green Belt boundary within North Warwickshire and to support release of the land at
Junction 9 from the Green Belt;

•

Section 4: sets out the methodology for the alternative sites assessment;

•

Section 5: provides an overview of the assessment and key considerations of the
alternative sites;

•

Section 6: sets out the conclusions relating to the exceptional circumstances and
alternative sites.
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2. Policy Background
2.1

National policy on Green Belt is captured within the National Planning Policy Framework
(“NPPF”) (March 2012).

2.2

A revised NPPF was published on 24 July 2018. Annex 1 of the revised NPPF sets out its
implementation arrangements. Paragraph 212 of the revised NPPF explains that its policies are
material considerations which should be taken into account in dealing with applications from
the day of its publication.

2.3

However, paragraph 214 of the revised NPPF sets out that the policies in NPPF (March 2012),
will apply for the purposes of examining plans where those plans are submitted on or before 24
January 2019. This applies to the North Warwickshire Local Plan.

2.4

Accordingly, comments made within these representations refer to the NPPF published in
March 2012.

2.5

Paragraph 79 of the NPPF sets out the Government position on the importance of the Green
Belt. It states:
“The Government attaches great importance to Green Belts. The fundamental aim of Green Belt
policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open; the essential characteristics
of Green Belts are their openness and their permanence.”

2.6

2.7

Paragraph 80 then sets out the five purposes of the Green Belt, which include:
•

“to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas;

•

to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another;

•

to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment;

•

to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and

•

to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban
land.”

The NPPF is clear at paragraph 83 that:
“Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances, through the
preparation or review of the Local Plan. At that time, authorities should consider the Green Belt
boundaries having regard to their intended permanence in the longer term, so that they are
capable of enduring beyond the plan period.”

2.8

Paragraph 85 of the NPPF then goes on to specify six points that should be followed by local
planning authorities in defining boundaries, including:
•

“ensure consistency with the Local Plan strategy for meeting identified requirements for
sustainable development;
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•

not include land which it is unnecessary to keep permanently open;

•

where necessary, identify in their plans areas of ‘safeguarded land’ between the urban
area and the Green Belt, in order to meet longer-term development needs stretching well
beyond the plan period;

•

make clear that the safeguarded land is not allocated for development at the present
time. Planning permission for the permanent development of safeguarding land should
only be granted following a Local Plan review which proposes the development;

•

satisfy themselves that Green Belt boundaries will not need to be altered at the end of
the development plan period; and

•

define boundaries clearly, using physical features that are readily recognisable and likely
to be permanent”.

2.9

Notwithstanding the above, it is critical to note paragraph 6 of the NPPF which confirms that
the purpose of the planning system is to contribute to the achievement of sustainable
development. Paragraph 151 states that “Local Plans must be prepared with the objective of
contributing to the achievement of sustainable development.” This reflects a statutory
requirement set out in Section 39 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 for Local
Planning Authorities to contribute to achieving sustainable development when preparing local
plans.

2.10

Paragraph 003 [Reference ID: 12-012-20140306] of the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) states
that:
“Local planning authorities develop a Local Plan by assessing the future needs and opportunities
of their area, developing options for addressing these and then identifying a preferred approach.
This involves gathering evidence, carrying out a Sustainability Appraisal to inform the
preparation of the Local Plan and effective discussion and consultation with local communities,
businesses and other interested parties.”

2.11

The requirement to achieve sustainable development is the clear starting point and primary
objective for Local Plans. The guidance shows a sequence of assessment (which can also be seen
in paragraph 14 of the NPPF) to be followed. This is:
(i)

Assess and understand future requirements / needs for development;

(ii)

Consider options for how needs can be met or provided for most sustainably
within the confines of the authority’s area (e.g. identifying a preferred approach);
and

(iii)

Use proportionate evidence and technical assessments to inform the plan and its
spatial strategy.

2.12

The assessment of Green Belt falls into the third item in the above sequence.

2.13

The first sentence of paragraph 84 of the NPPF then ties the consideration of the Green Belt
back to the purpose of the planning system “to contribute to the achievement of sustainable
development”. Paragraph 84 states:
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“When drawing up or reviewing Green Belt boundaries local planning authorities should take
account of the need to promote sustainable patterns of development”
2.14

It goes on to state that local planning authorities should “consider the consequences for
sustainable development of channelling development towards urban areas inside the Green Belt
boundary, towards towns and villages inset within the Green Belt or towards locations beyond
the outer Green Belt boundary.”

2.15

It is quite clear that sustainable patterns of development influence Green Belt boundaries (and
not the other way around). The Green Belt is one of a number of technical constraints to be
weighed against achieving net gains across each of the economic, social and environmental
dimensions of sustainable development.

4

3. Exceptional Circumstances
3.1

IM Properties accompanying Position Statements to the MIQs set out major concerns with the
spatial strategy within the Local Plan Submission Version [CD0/1]. Specifically, it is not clear how
the Council has weighed the balance between the most sustainable options for development
and harm to the Green Belt.

3.2

There is also no reference within the Sustainability Appraisal or supporting text within the Local
Plan itself, as to how the Council has used its own evidence base documents on the Green Belt
to inform its decisions on the spatial strategy.

3.3

IM Properties has significant concerns that a simple consideration of whether the various broad
spatial options would involve some impact on the Green Belt has strongly influenced the
decision-making in terms of the earlier Growth Options exercise undertaken in 2016, rather
than a transparent assessment of which are the most sustainable options for growth taking into
account the likely amount of harm to the Green Belt.

3.4

Notwithstanding this, the Local Plan Submission Version [CD0/1] does propose some limited
Green Belt releases. It does not however explain the exceptional circumstances which exist to
justify the proposed amendments to the Green Belt boundaries.

3.5

As set out in Section 2 of this report, paragraph 83 of the NPPF states that "once established,
Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances, through preparation
or review of the Local Plan".

3.6

IM Properties consider that, if the Council start afresh with the plan as recommended, this will
confirm that there are the exceptional circumstances requiring the Green Belt boundary to be
altered within North Warwickshire, specifically:
•

the significant housing need, including contributing to delivery of Birmingham’s shortfall,
which should be directed to the most sustainable locations for growth in accordance
with paragraph 84 of the NPPF; and

•

the significant and pressing need for employment land, in particular strategic
employment sites, which again should be directed to the most sustainable locations in
accordance with paragraph 84 of the NPPF, recognising that different criteria will apply
to employment sites than sites for housing.

3.7

The second point is particularly relevant to the land at Junction 9.

3.8

We set out below the exceptional circumstances that exist to justify the release of the land at
Junction 9 from the Green Belt and to allocate the site for employment uses.

The Need for Strategic Employment Sites
3.9

The Local Plan Submission Version [CD0/1] is being examined against the backdrop of a once in
a generation level of economic investment and ambition across the Midlands. The stated
ambition is captured no more clearly than in the Midland Engine Strategy and WMCA SEP which
targets the creation of 500,000 new jobs across the combined authority area.
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3.10

The Government’s ‘Industrial Strategy: building a Britain fit for the future’ (November 2017)
also reaffirms a commitment to economic growth and places a particular emphasis on building
on the strongly-performing areas. This includes cities like Birmingham and its wider functional
market area, with areas such as North Warwickshire having a key role to play in supporting the
creation of jobs, prosperity and economic growth across the wider sub-region.

3.11

In terms of sectoral strength, research undertaken by CBRE has highlighted that the West
Midlands continues to be the preeminent destination for manufacturing in the UK with the area
comprising 24% of all manufacturing take up in 2017. The Midlands region has recorded a
strong start to 2018 with take-up of 8.3m sq. ft already exceeding last year’s total of 6.7m sq. ft.

3.12

This forms a critical strategic context for the development of North Warwickshire's Local Plan
with the stated ambitions for the West Midlands, coupled with the reported uplift in demand
evidently representing a significant opportunity for North Warwickshire, building on its existing
locational strengths and logistics assets. Similarly, in light of the increasing number of skilled
roles to support the automated distribution environment, capturing the uplift in demand also
presents opportunities to diversify the skills base and breadth of employment opportunities
available across the authority.

3.13

The evidence presented within the ‘Updated Market and Technical Evidence of the Need for
Large Scale Sub-Regional Employment Sites in the M42 Corridor’ produced by Turley provided in
support of IM Properties Position Statements to the MIQs points to a significant scale of need
and demand for strategic employment sites across the Midlands, West Midlands and CWLEP
area. Importantly the report has also articulated, based upon evidence prepared and presented
within the WMSESS, the need for such sites within the M42 corridor.

3.14

It is also widely acknowledged that the scarcity of available land in the short-term has the
potential to damage the economic prospects of the area by preventing investment
opportunities to be fully secured. Given this context, both the WMCA and CWLEP explicitly
highlight the need and importance of ensuring a portfolio of strategic employment sites is
planned for in the immediate term in order to capture investment and generate the levels of
job growth aimed for.

3.15

This is corroborated by the more recent evidence prepared by CBRE who report that site
availability remains a key limiter to both logistics and manufacturing expansion in the Midlands,
with evidence of occupiers either downgrading their investment plans or choosing to invest
elsewhere as a direct consequence.

3.16

The need and importance of ensuring a portfolio of strategic employment sites is planned for in
the immediate term is therefore profound and has been widely evidenced; most notably within
the WMSESS:

1

2

"…if supply constraints are relieved in these areas this should add to economic growth and
employment in the West Midlands, in the manufacturing as well as distribution industries. This
would be not only by attracting inward investment, but also from encouraging firms already

1
2

CBRE (August 2018) ‘Updated Review of M42 Logistics Market & Current Development Supply Activity’

ibid
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based in the region to grow, expand and diversify, in the region, and from the suppliers that
3
serve both sets of firms"
3.17

The WMSESS concludes that the planned land supply for large scale industrial units falls
severely short in areas of highest demand, with the shortage particularly acute in the M42 belt
to the east of Birmingham ('Area A') where the boundaries of Birmingham, Solihull, North
Warwickshire and Tamworth converge.

3.18

This area is concluded as offering logistics operators "the best travel times to the UK population,
as well as access to multi-modal facilities", which is becoming increasingly important as
operators, particularly retailers, adapt to the growth in online retailing the resulting change in
customer expectations and needs.

3.19

Area A also gives manufacturers and their supplier’s proximity to the main automotive facilities,
JLR in particular. This is of profound importance to the region, as confirmed at Paragraph 4.23
which highlights that:
"Much of the region's industrial economy remains dependent on a resurgent car industry, and
particularly the growth of one company - Jaguar Land Rover (JLR). There are also other major
automotive facilities in the region, including the BMW engine plant at Hams Hall near Coleshill,
Warwickshire…"

3.20

The study goes on to conclude that for Area A the immediately available industrial land supply is
just 3.7 years.

3.21

An updated supply position for Area A has been set out in the IM Properties’ Position Statement
to Matter 5. This confirms that whilst there has been an improvement in the available supply,
the pipeline of land is not being replenished fast enough, equivalent to less than 2 years supply
when benchmarked against take up rates in the M42 corridor.

3.22

In addition, longer term supply is now represented by only two sites – Peddimore (now subject
to a Developer Agreement with first build completion expected 2021) and Birmingham
International Gateway (BIG), which has no greater planning status than the Junction 9
opportunity.

Economic benefits
3.23

3
4

4

The land west of Junction 9 has been identified by CBRE as being one the few sites in the UK
that combines a number of attributes which companies in the logistics and manufacturing
sector would consider favourably when making location decisions. This is due to the site
offering:
•

a strategic location in the heart of logistics ‘Golden Triangle’;

•

excellent access to the automotive sector catchment, including JLR’s operations at Castle
Bromwich and Solihull with potential to support their manufacturing and logistics
networks;

West Midlands Strategy Employment Sites Study, PBA & JLL, September 2015, paragraph 6.7.
CBRE (2017) ‘Junction 9 M42 development site – sector opportunities, catchment analysis and future trends’
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•

access to Junction 9 of the M42 and ability to serve the major West Midlands and UK
markets.

•

sufficient land availability to support large scale manufacturing and logistics operations;

•

proximity to a major labour pool for positions typically sought by employers in those
sectors; and

•

access to two intermodal terminals.

3.24

Significant economic benefits at the local and regional level which will arise from development
of the site, including employment opportunities, skills and training, increase in productivity and
business rates. Junction 9 has the potential to deliver over 1,500 net additional jobs for North
Warwickshire, and capture an estimated £2.7 million in additional business rates, eventually
rising to £5.4 million following anticipated changes to local government finance.

3.25

Further information relating to the exceptional opportunity which the land at Junction 9
presents is captured in the Promotional Document: Investing in North Warwickshire, provided
in support of the Position Statements.

Absence of preferable alternatives
3.26

The final factor contributing to the exceptional circumstances is the absence of any non-Green
Belt or Green Belt alternatives which out-perform Junction 9 when considering the most
sustainable locations for growth, responding to business needs and market signals in
accordance with the NPPF.

3.27

Linked to the above, it is important to consider the specific locational factors which mean this
site outperforms other competing sites, including access to the strategic highway network,
access to rail terminals, proximity to labour force and local accessibility, proximity to the key
markets and proximity to the West Midlands conurbation, balanced against potential Green
Belt harm.

3.28

We explore the locational advantages of the Junction 9 site and comparative performance
against alternative sites in detail through the alternative sites assessment set out in the
remaining chapters of this report.
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4. Alternative Sites Assessment: Methodology
4.1

This chapter sets out the methodology for the assessment of alternative sites which may be
capable of accommodating large scale employment facilities, similar to the land at Junction 9.

Economic Need and Catchment for Alternative Sites
4.2

The definition of an ‘alternative site’ for the purposes of this assessment is based on the
5
WMSESS , as a key piece of evidence setting out the need for strategic employment sites across
the region.

4.3

The study defines ‘strategic employment sites’ as:
“business development sites that can bring net additional activity and jobs to the region by:
Attracting nationally or internationally mobile economic activity (including both modible
businesses and the suppliers that serve them);
Providing accommodation that would not otherwise come forward through the local planning
system, principally because:

4.4

•

They are large sites, providing at least some 25 ha and often much more;

•

They may be in greenfield locations.”

The definition has been derived from the previous regional employment sites policies contained
within the former Regional Spatial Strategy (Regional Investment Sites, Major Investment Sites,
and Regional Logistics Sites) which also included criteria such as:
•
•
•
•
•
•

high quality and attractive to national and international investors;
access / capable of being served by multi modal facilities and broadband / IT
infrastructure;
good quality public transport links;
access to labour supply, education and training opportunities;
well related to the motorway network; and
located in the areas of greatest need.

4.5

The WMSESS concludes that the planned land supply for large scale industrial units falls
severely short in areas of highest demand, with the shortage particularly acute in the M42 belt
to the east of Birmingham ('Area A') where the boundaries of Birmingham, Solihull, North
Warwickshire and Tamworth converge.

4.6

Area A, and the immediately available and potential development sites, assessed as part of the
WMSESS are illustrated in Figure 4.1.

5

PBA/JLL (2015) ‘West Midlands Strategic Employment Sites Study’
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Figure 4.1:

Industrial & Distribution Supply

Source: WMSESS (PBA/JLL), 2015

4.7

The geographical catchment for considering alternative sites through this assessment has been
drawn to reflect Area A, given the acute need within this area identified in the WMSESS and the
update to this position, as set out in the Economic Need and Employment Land Report provided
in support of IM Properties representations to the Draft Local Plan.

4.8

Appendix 1 of this report provides a plan showing Area A and Area B, as defined by the
WMSESS, and includes the Green Belt boundaries in this location.

4.9

Sites have also been considered where they are located on the edge of Area A, and are within a
20 minute drive time from JLR’s two main production facilities on eastern side of the
Birmingham conurbation – Lode Lane and Castle Bromwich – reflecting the importance of both
proximity to the main automotive facilities as set out in the WMSESS, and the importance of
access to the strategic road network more generally.

4.10

The Area A catchment and drive time catchments are shown on the plan provided in Appendix
2 of this report alongside the Green Belt boundaries. This also shows where the drive time
catchments overlap into Area B, as defined in the WMSESS.

Establishing Alternative Sites
4.11

An extensive review of existing and emerging Local Plans, Employment Land Reviews and other
evidence base documents was undertaken to establish a long list of sites which are of a suitable
scale (over 20 hectares) and which have been actively promoted for development.
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4.12

This initial list was reduced down by excluding sites which are completed and/or fully occupied,
and sites which are located on the edge of Area A but outside of the 20min drive time
catchment zones.

4.13

Advice was also provided by CBRE, as active industrial agents operating within the region, as to
whether any additional locations around motorway junctions in Area A or the drive time
catchment, which were actively being promoted through the planning system and had not been
considered. No additional sites were identified.

Assessing Alternative Sites
4.14

Following this initial exercise, a two stage approach to assessing the alternative sites was
undertaken:

Stage 1: Identification of a ‘short list’
•

Identification of whether the sites already form part of the assessed supply; and

•

Identification of whether the sites are physically capable of delivery and access
suitability.

Stage 2: Assessment of the ‘short list’
4.15

The second stage of the assessment has involved a detailed assessment of sites on the basis of
the following criteria:
•

Market suitability and accessibility, specifically considering:
‒
‒
‒
‒

•

Identification of key site specific constraints including:
‒
‒
‒

•

Flood Risk
Heritage (Listed Buildings)
Environmental Designations

For all sites located within the Green Belt, an assessment of the contribution of the site
towards the purposes of the Green Belt as set out in paragraph 80 of NPPF, centred on:
‒
‒
‒

4.16

Access to the strategic motorway network;
Access to rail / intermodal facilities;
Access to labour supply; and
Access to markets.

Purpose 1: to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas;
Purpose 2: to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another; and
Purpose 3: to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment

It should be noted that the assessment only considers the first three purposes of the Green Belt
as set out in paragraph 80 of NPPF. The justification for this is as follows:
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•

the fourth Green Belt purpose is to preserve the setting and special character of historic
towns. The shortlisted sites have been reviewed in this context and none are considered
to impact on this specific Green Belt purpose.

•

the fifth Green Belt purpose is to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the
recycling of derelict and other urban land. It is considered that each of the alternative
Green Belt sites contributes to this purpose equally.
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5. Alternative Sites Assessment
5.1

This chapter provides an overview of the key findings of the assessment of alternative sites.

5.2

Two new sites currently being promoted which have come to light since the preparation of the
‘Green Belt: Exceptional Circumstances and Alternatives Sites Assessment Addendum’ (January
2018), are included within the assessment set out in Appendix 4. For the purpose of this
assessment, the sites have been entitled Site L ‘Land south of J9, M42’ and Site M ‘Land west of
J11, M42’.

5.3

It follows the methodology outlined in Section 4 of this report, and sets out the key analysis in
respect of the assessment of alternative sites.

Stage 1: Identification of a ‘short list’
5.4

Following the review of relevant evidence base documents to establish a long list of sites which
are of a suitable scale (over 20 hectares) and which have been actively promoted for
development, this long list of potential alternative sites was reduced down by considering
whether the site is already considered to form part of the existing supply for Area A, and
whether the sites are physically capable of delivery, including access.

5.5

The following sites were removed from the list for assessment at this stage:
Table 5.1:

Sites excluded

Site Name

Reasons for not taking forward to assessment

Peddimore

Confirmed as an allocation through the Birmingham
Development Plan (adopted in January 2017) and therefore to
be considered part of the existing supply

Advanced Manufacturing
Hub, Aston

Considered part of the existing supply

Hams Hall Power Station B
Site

Granted outline planning permission in 2016, and therefore to
be considered part of the existing supply

Junction 10, M42

Appeal allowed in 2016 granting outline planning permission,
and therefore considered part of the existing supply

Blythe Valley Business Park

Considered part of the existing supply

Land at M42 between
Catherine de Barnes and
Hampton in Arden

Subject to an application for a new motorway service area
(MSA), including new junction on the M42 motorway. The site is
not capable of being accessed without the new motorway
junction put forward as part of the MSA proposal.

Lyons Park, Coventry

Outside Area A, but within drive time catchment. All remaining
plots have now been taken up.

Prologis Park, Fradley

Outside Area A, but within drive time catchment. Considered
part of the existing supply
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5.6

This process has resulted in the following thirteen sites being subject to more detailed
assessment through stage 2:
Table 5.2:

5.7

Alternative Sites

Site Ref

Site Name

Area

Site A

Washwood Heath, Birmingham

51ha

Site B

Damson Parkway / JLR Logistics Operation Centre

34ha

Site C

Birmingham International Gateway, J9 M42

76ha

Site D

Daw Mill Colliery, Arley

47ha

Site E

Box Tree Farm, J4 M42 (split into 3 parcels A, B & C)

99ha

Site F

Faultlands Farm, Nuneaton

23ha

Site G

Bowling Green Lane, Bedworth

26ha

Site H

Land at Bassetts Pole, A38 / A453

43ha

Site I

Fradley West, Lichfield

110ha

Site J

Land east of Junction 9, M42

103ha

Site K

Land at Junction 4, M6

76ha

Site L

Land south of J9, M42

29ha

Site M

Land west of J11, M42

97ha

A plan showing each of the alternative sites in the context of Area A, the drive-time catchment
areas and Green Belt boundaries is provided in Appendix 3.

Stage 2: Assessment of the ‘short list’
5.8

As set out in Section 4 of this report, the second stage of the assessment has involved a detailed
assessment of each of the alternative sites on the basis of:
•
•
•

5.9

market suitability and accessibility;
site specific constraints; and
contribution towards the Green Belt purposes.

Detailed assessments for each alternative site are provided in Appendix 4 of this report,
however we consider each of these key headings in turn below:

Market suitability and accessibility
5.10

Paragraph 160 of the NPPF underlines that local planning authorities should have a clear
understanding of business needs within the economic markets in and across their area. In order
to gain an understanding of business needs, local planning authorities are advised to:
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“work closely with the business community to understand their changing needs and identify and
address barriers to investment, including a lack of housing, infrastructure or viability”
5.11

Within this context, it is important to consider the market suitability and attractiveness of the
alternative locations for a strategic employment site, specifically with due regard to access to
labour supply, access to rail / intermodal facilities, and access to existing markets.

5.12

Market advice has been provided on each of the alternative sites by CBRE, and is reflected in
the detailed site assessments provided in Appendix 4. An overview of the key issues is provided
below.

Access to the Strategic Road Network
5.13

A key criterion for manufacturing and logistics occupiers when selecting sites is access to the
strategic road network. Sites with good access to the strategic road network not only benefit
the businesses which occupy them in respect of efficiency of distribution, they also minimise
potential impacts on local roads.

5.14

A number of the alternative sites are relatively poor performing when considering access to the
strategic road network.
•

Site A ‘Washwood Heath, Birmingham’ is located within the urban area of Birmingham
and accessibility to the strategic road network constrained due to its urban location;

•

Site D ‘Daw Mill Colliery’ is located away from the strategic road network and vehicular
access is severely constrained. The main vehicular access is taken from the B4114;

•

Site G ’Bowling Green Lane, Bedworth’, despite close proximity to the M6 motorway,
access to Junction 3 of the M6 is convoluted;

•

Site H ‘Land at Bassetts Pole, A38 / A453’, has good access to the A38 and is also
reasonably well connected to the M6 Toll, but otherwise does not benefit from good
accessibility from the motorway network;

•

Site I ‘Fradley West, Lichfield’ has good access to the A38 only and is not in close
proximity to the motorway network.

5.15

Site C ‘Birmingham International Gateway’ is located within good proximity to the motorway
network, however it is not clear at this stage how vehicular access into the site will be
achieved..

5.16

The Junction 9 site benefits from excellent access to the strategic road network. Access to the
site will be taken from Dunton Lane via a new signal controlled junction on the A446. This in
turn provides access to the M42 at Junction 9 as well as the M6 Toll at the same junction.

Access to labour supply / accessibility
5.17

Access to labour supply is also a key criterion for prospective manufacturing and logistics
occupiers. Most occupiers in these sectors will consider labour availability within a defined
drive-time catchment (typically 45 mins), based on the maximum travel times employees within
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6

relevant occupations are willing to travel . In addition, the availability of labour and relevant
skills profile of the labour force are both important factors.
5.18

For the purpose of this assessment, a high level consideration of each site’s proximity to major
urban areas and their connectivity and accessibility for employees has been considered.
Crucially, strategic employment sites need to be accessible to large numbers of employees at
different times of the day, recognising that many businesses operating on these sites will have
24 hour operations.

5.19

Whilst the majority of the alternative sites are located within good proximity to the urban areas
of Birmingham, Solihull, Coventry and/or Nuneaton/Bedworth, six of the sites are perform
poorly against this criteria:
•

Site D ‘Daw Mill Colliery’ is located away from the main urban areas, and access is reliant
on minor roads including the B4114;

•

Site H ‘Land at Bassetts Pole, A38 / A453’, is located beyond the north-eastern extent of
Sutton Coldfield, and strategically less favourable in terms of access for potential
employees;

•

Site I ‘Fradley West, Lichfield’ is located approximately 2.5km to the north of Lichfield,
and does not benefit from close links to major urban areas. The site would form an
extension to the existing employment park, accessed from the A38.

•

Site J ‘Land east of Junction 9, M42’, Site K ‘Land at Junction 4, M6’ and Site L ‘Land
south of J9, M42’ are located near to existing urban areas; however it is unclear how
either site would be accessible to employees via sustainable transport given the relative
isolation of the sites and barriers to access from principal urban areas.

5.20

It recognised that Site M ‘Land west of J11, M42’ is not located within close proximity to an
existing main urban area. The site is currently subject to a pending hybrid planning application
(Ref: 18/01443/FULM) for strategic mixed employment use (Use Class B1c, B2 and B8). The
application is supported by a Framework Travel Plan, which outlines that a Sustainable Access
and Transport Strategy will be defined to include a level of bus service provision from two key
locations (i.e. Burton / Swadlincote and Tamworth or Coalville / Measham.

5.21

The Junction 9 site is well located in respect of proximity and accessibility to a major pool of
7
skilled labour, as identified through separate research undertaken CBRE . The site is accessible
by sustainable modes of transport, and discussions are ongoing with relevant transport
providers to explore enhancements to services to improve accessibility further.

Access to rail / intermodal facilities
5.22

6
7

Sites in proximity to strategic rail networks provide occupiers greater choice of transport
options for long-distance movement of goods (though there is evidence to suggest these
distances are shortening). Similar to access to the strategic road network, sites with good access
to the rail terminals not only benefit the businesses which occupy them in respect of greater
efficiency and reduced costs of distribution, they also reduce road traffic levels and its

CBRE (2017) ‘Junction 9 M42 development site – sector opportunities, catchment analysis and future trends’
Ibid
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associated detrimental impacts in terms of CO2 emissions and air quality, as well as traffic
congestion.
5.23

Government policy supports the greater use of the rail network for carrying freight, to reduce
road traffic levels and associated impacts.

5.24

Few of the alternative sites benefit from very close proximity to the rail terminals at Hams Hall
and/or the BIFT at Birch Coppice. The following sites are considered to perform less favourably
when compared with the Junction 9 site against this criterion:
•

Site E ‘Box Tree Farm, J4 M42’, the nearest rail freight terminal is Hams Hall over 15km
away;

•

Site F ‘Faultlands Farm, Nuneaton’, both the Hams Hall terminal and BIFT are located
approximately 15km away;

•

Site G ’Bowling Green Lane, Bedworth’, the nearest rail freight terminal is Hams Hall over
14km away;

•

Site I ‘Fradley West, Lichfield’, BIFT is located over 15km away, Hams Hall terminal is over
20km away.

5.25

Site A ‘Washwood Heath, Birmingham’ is located within the urban area of Birmingham and
accessibility to Hams Hall and BIFT is therefore constrained. However, it should be noted that
the site could have the potential to be rail served if it were to be developed as a strategic
employment site.

5.26

Similarly Site D ‘Daw Mill Colliery’ is located away from the strategic road network and access is
severely constrained to either the Hams Hall terminal or BIFT. It should however be recognised
that the owners development proposals (which have been dismissed) for this site would have
8
included bringing into use a new rail terminal .

5.27

Junction 9 benefits from excellent proximity to the rail terminal at Hams Hall, which is located
only 4km from the site. In addition, BIFT is located 10km from the Junction 9 site.

Access to markets
5.28

The WMSESS confirms that Area A, where the boundaries of Birmingham, Solihull, North
Warwickshire and Tamworth converge, offers logistics operators "the best travel times to the
UK population as well as access to multi-modal facilities". It also confirms that Area A also gives
manufacturers and their supplier’s proximity to the main automotive facilities, JLR in particular.

5.29

All of the assessed sites are within Area A, with the exception of Site F ‘Faultlands Farm,
Nuneaton’, Site G ’Bowling Green Lane, Bedworth’, Site I ‘Fradley West, Lichfield’ and Site M
‘Land west of J11, M42’. Each of these sites has been assessed as they fall within or on the edge
of the 20 minute drive-time catchment from the JLR facility at either Lode Lane or Castle
Bromwich. Sites F, G and I are considered to be within different market areas when compared
with the land at Junction 9. Sites F and G are within the Coventry / Nuneaton areas with the
former assessed as being in a good location for logistics operators, whilst the latter is not in an
established market location.

8

Planning application PAP/2014/0339
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5.30

Site M ‘Land west of J11, M42’ is located at the interface between the East and West Midlands
market areas, and therefore is meeting needs arising in both geographies (split).

5.31

The Junction 9 site is extremely well located within the heart of Area A, the highest area of
market demand as assessed in the WMSESS and benefits from excellent access to JLR’s
operations at Castle Bromwich and Solihull with potential to support their manufacturing and
logistics networks.

5.32

A plan showing each of the alternative sites in the context of Area A, and the drive-time
catchment areas from the JLR facilities is provided in Appendix 3. This clearly shows the sites
within the centre of Area A benefit from good proximity to the key automotive facilities.

5.33

Market commentary on each of the sites is provided by CBRE within the individual site
assessment tables in Appendix 4 of this report.

Site specific constraints
5.34

For most forms of development, it is important to be within relative close proximity to
settlements, for reasons of accessibility by sustainable modes of transport. A balance is
necessary for strategic employment sites, where being too close to sensitive adjoining uses
(including residential properties) can cause issues (e.g. noise pollution and visual impact)
without careful design and appropriate mitigation.

5.35

Due regard has to made to key constraints such as flooding and heritage and the extent to
which a site can accommodate new floorspace and remain viable given likely mitigation
measures used to address any adverse impacts. In addition, it is important to consider
international and national environmental designations such as Sites of Special Scientific Interest
(SSSI), Special Areas of Conservation (SAC), Special Protection Areas (SPA), Ramsar sites or Areas
of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). Those sites with significant ecological or landscape
designations are likely to require careful design mitigation and may not be appropriate for
development.

Surrounding uses
5.36

In terms of surrounding uses, a number of the sites are located within or immediately adjacent
to existing settlements. Such sites include Site A ‘Washwood Heath’ which is bound on its
eastern and southern boundaries by residential properties and Site G ‘Bowling Green Lane’
which adjoins an existing settlement of Goodyers End, Bedworth to the north and the existing
Pedway Caravan dealership, beyond which lies residential properties.

5.37

In addition, Site J ‘Land east of Junction 9, M42’ is located within close proximity to residential
properties to the boundary of the site to the north, as well as residential properties within the
settlement of Lea Marston to the east.

5.38

To prevent the unacceptable risk from light, dust, odour and/or noise pollution and to limit the
effects of on general amenity to existing settlements, it is considered likely that significant
mitigation would be required if Sites A, G and J, are to contribute to the achievement of
sustainable development.

5.39

In contrast, Site D ‘Daw Mill Colliery’, Site E(a), (b) and (c) ‘Box Tree Farm’, Site H ‘Land at
Bassetts Pole, A38/A453’, Site K ‘Land at Junction 4, M6’ and Site L ‘Land south of Junction 9,
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M42’ perform well against this criterion given that no residential properties lie within
immediate proximity.
5.40

The Junction 9 site performs reasonably well when considering neighbouring uses, given there
are only a limited number of residential dwellings within close proximity of the site.

Flooding
5.41

Following a review of the Environment Agency’s Flood Map for Planning, it was found that all of
the shortlisted sites were wholly or partly within Flood Zone 1 (i.e. less than 0.1% chance of
flooding in any year / 1:1000 year chance).

5.42

However, it was identified that two sites contained areas of either Flood Zone 2 and/or Flood
Zone 3. Areas deemed to be in Flood Zone 2 have between 0.1% and 1% chance of flooding in
any years, whilst areas within Flood Zone 3 are at a 1% or greater probability of flooding. These
sites included:
•

Site A ‘Washwood Heath’ as its northern extent adjacent to the Commons Lane falls
within Flood Zone 2;

•

Site D ‘Daw Mill Colliery’ contains an area adjoining its western boundary that falls within
Flood Zone 3; and

•

Site E(a) and (c) ‘Box Tree Farm, J4 M42’ contain areas of Flood Zone 3 to their western
and northern boundaries respectively

5.43

Though it is recognised that the above sites are only partially constrained by areas of high risk
from flooding, it is considered that strategic employment sites within areas which are free from
flood risk, must be considered preferable.

5.44

The Junction 9 site is located entirely within Flood Zone 1.

Heritage
5.45

A review of Historic England’s online register has revealed that a number of the alternative sites
contain or are adjacent to listed buildings. Paragraph 132 of the NPPF underlines:
“When considering the impact of a proposed development on the significance of a designated
heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation. The more important
the asset, the greater the weight should be.”

5.46

It should be noted that none of the shortlisted sites contain or are immediately adjacent to
either Grade I or Grade II* listed buildings or any scheduled monuments.

5.47

However, Site C ‘Birmingham International Gateway, J9 M42’ contains a Grade II listed building
to its western extent and a further four Grade II listed buildings adjoin the western boundary.
Similarly, Site E(a) ‘Box Tree Farm’ contains a Grade II listed building to the south-eastern extent
of the site; Site I ‘Fradley West, Lichfield’ is adjoined by a number of Grade II listed buildings on
its western boundary; and four Grade II listed buildings neighbour Site J ‘Land east of Junction 9,
M42’ including Dunton Hall to the north-west corner of the site.

5.48

It is considered likely that the development of medium to large industrial and/or warehouse
units on Sites C, E(a) and I would lead to the harm of the setting of designated heritage assets
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without appropriate mitigation. In most cases, where this harm is deemed substantial, local
planning authorities should refuse consent, unless it can be demonstrated that the substantial
harm is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits.
5.49

Whilst the Junction 9 site contains the Grade II Curdworth Tunnel which spans the canal at the
southern extent of the site, the setting of the tunnel is primarily defined by the canal and
associated infrastructure. The wider landscape creates a rural character; however there has
been change to its original setting with the development of the industrial estate to the south.

Environmental designations
5.50

A review of the online mapping tool, Magic Map, has identified that a number of alternative
sites are subject to national / international environmental designations. Paragraph 110 of the
NPPF states:
“In preparing plans to meet development needs, the aim should be to minimise pollution and
other adverse effects on the local and natural environment. Plans should allocate land with the
least environmental or amenity value, where consistent with other policies in this Framework.”

5.51

In light of the above national policy, it should be noted that Site F ‘Faultlands Farm, Nuneaton’;
Site E(c) Box Tree Farm, J4 M42’ and Site J ‘Land at Junction 4, M6’ either contain or are
adjacent to nationally designated sites.

5.52

In particular, Site F lies immediately adjacent to a Site of Special Scientific Interest (“SSSI”);
whilst Site E(c) contains the River Blythe SSSI within its northern extent. A significant portion of
Site J ‘Land at Junction 4, M6’ contains Coleshill and Bannerly Pools SSSI.

5.53

SSSIs are sites designated by Natural England under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981.
Paragraph 118 of the NPPF underlines that the when determining planning applications local
planning authorities should “aim to conserve and enhance biodiversity” by applying a number of
principles. These include:
•

“if significant harm resulting from a development cannot be avoided (through locating on
an alternative site with less harmful impacts), adequately mitigated, or, as a last resort,
compensated for, then planning permission should be refused;”

5.54

In addition, Site E(c) contains areas of ancient woodland, which are highly sensitive and
protected areas of land. In a similar vein, to the protection of SSSI, the NPPF sets out that
development proposals should not result in the loss or deterioration of ancient woodland,
unless the need for, and benefits of, the development in that location clearly outweigh the loss.

5.55

Having due regard to environmental designations, priority should be afforded to sites which do
not contain nor are adjacent to national and/or international environmental designations.

5.56

The Junction 9 site is not affected by any environmental designations.

Green Belt Purposes
5.57

The alternative sites have been assessed for their contribution towards the Green Belt.
Paragraph 79 of the NPPF sets out that the fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent
urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open.

20

5.58

5.59

As referred to in Section 4 of this report, the assessment of the alternative sites focusses on the
first three purposes set out in paragraph 80 of the NPPF, which are:
•

Purpose 1 - to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas;

•

Purpose 2 - to prevent neighbouring towns margining into one another; and

•

Purpose 3 - to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment.

It should be noted that Sites A and I have not been considered in this section given their nonGreen Belt status.

Purpose 1
5.60

The assessment of the sites in the context of Purpose 1 considers whether a site protects open
land that is contiguous with large built up areas and prevents urban sprawl of large built-up
areas where development would not otherwise be restricted by a boundary of permanence.

5.61

It is considered that there are a number of sites which contribute considerably to Purpose 1,
where they adjoin an existing settlement and/or contain weak defensible boundaries. These
include:

5.62

•

Site C ‘Birmingham International Gateway, J9 M42’ adjoins the edge of the proposed
Peddimore employment site, which will form the urban edge of Birmingham. The site is
not bordered by strong defensible boundaries on its northern, eastern and western
sides.

•

Site B ‘Damson Parkway / JLR Logistics Operation Centre’ adjoins the urban area of
Solihull on two sides to the north and south. An area of Green Belt would remain
between the site and southern part of Sheldon, and a relatively strong Green Belt
boundary could be formed by existing landscape features at the northern extent of the
site, and Damson Parkway. Old Damson Lane would form a weaker Green Belt
boundary.

•

Site F ‘Faultlands Farm, Nuneaton’ whilst separated from Nuneaton by a small area of
woodland, represents an extension of the town to the south. The site is well contained
by its western boundary with the B4113.

•

Site G ‘Bowling Green Lane, Bedworth’ adjoins the urban area of Bedworth and
development of this site could contribute to urban sprawl. The site does however benefit
from a strong southern boundary formed by the M6 Motorway, which would enable a
new defensible Green Belt boundary.

•

Site J ‘Land east of Junction 9, M42’ does not lie adjacent to a large built up area, it is
within close proximity to Hams Hall, and development of the site could be considered to
lead to the unrestricted sprawl of the employment area. The site is not bordered by
strong defensible boundaries.

On the whole, it is considered that the above sites provide a mixed contribution towards the
Green Belt function of preventing urban sprawl.
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5.63

The boundary of the Junction 9 site is contiguous with the built up area of Curdworth, and
therefore development of this site would represent an expansion of the built up area
northwards. It would however remain separate to the built-up area of Birmingham, and a
strong landscape buffer proposed at the west of the site would minimise any impact on this
Green Belt purpose.

Purpose 2
5.64

The assessment of the sites in the context of Purpose 2 considers whether a site prevents
neighbouring towns from merging into one another and whether the ‘gap’ to which the Green
Belt contributes to will be significantly reduced.

5.65

In the case of the West Midlands Green Belt, Purpose 2 works to prevent the merging of
Birmingham with other large cities or towns such as Coventry, Nuneaton, Tamworth and
Lichfield. The Green Belt also restricts the merging of Birmingham with smaller settlements like
Dorridge and Coleshill, and Coventry with settlements such as Nuneaton and Bedworth.

5.66

Given this geography, it is considered that several sites would – if developed – reduce the
physical distance between settlements. These include:
•

Site C ‘Birmingham International Gateway’ when considering the proposed Peddimore
development (confirmed allocation) will result in a significant closing of the gap between
Birmingham and Curdworth. Subject to the final form of the Peddimore proposals (which
may retain areas as undeveloped to provide a green buffer to development), the edge of
Birmingham would be less than 100 metres from the north western edge of Curdworth
village.

•

Site E (specifically parcel c) ‘Box Tree Farm, J4 M42’ forms part of the physical gap
between Monkspath and Dorridge / Hockley Heath

•

Site F ‘Faultlands Farm, Nuneaton’ forms part of the 1.8km gap between Nuneaton and
Bedworth

•

Site G ‘Bowling Green Lane, Bedworth’ lies within the 800m gap between Bedworth and
Coventry. The site plays an important role in preventing the settlements from merging.

•

Site L ‘Land south of J9, M42’ lies within a 1.3km gap between Curdworth and Hams Hall,
which if developed, would significantly reduce the gap.

5.67

On the basis of the above, there are at least four of the alternative sites that contribute to the
second Green Belt purpose to prevent the physical coalescence of settlements.

5.68

It is considered that the Junction 9 site does not contribute strongly to the second Green Belt
purpose.

Purpose 3
5.69

The assessment of the sites under the context of Purpose 3 considers whether a site assists in
safeguarding the countryside from encroachment. Encroachment is considered to refer to
urbanising influences and the intrusion / gradual advance of buildings and urbanised land within
the Green Belt. One of the key factors considered here is whether the site has the
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characteristics of the countryside or whether the land already contains some urbanising
features.
5.70

Given the close proximity of the alternative sites to Birmingham and surrounding cities / towns,
it is not unusual to find man-made features within or adjacent to sites designated as Green Belt.
For instance, this is evident at Site D ‘Daw Mill Colliery’ which has historically been subject for
mineral extraction and contains permanent structures for that use.

5.71

It should be noted that none of the alternative sites contributed significantly to Purpose 3, as
most of the alternatives sites contained some urbanising elements over their area. However,
sites that were identified as being largely open countryside in nature included:

5.72

•

Site C ‘Birmingham International Gateway, J9 M42’ contains some built development at
its western extent including agricultural buildings/storage units (beyond the site
boundary), and overhead power lines through the northern portion, however it is
predominantly open and rural in character;

•

Site E (b) Box Tree Farm, J4 M42 contains no man-made features to its southern extent
and is inherently open and rural in character.

•

Site H ‘Land at Bassetts Pole, A38/A453’ contains some built development; however it
largely characterised by tracts of wooded areas and agricultural land.

•

Site J ‘Land east of Junction 9, M42’ is predominantly open countryside, but contains
some urbanising features along its southern extent in the form of overheard powerlines.

•

Site K ‘Land at Junction 4, M6’ contains no major urbanising features except for some
small farm buildings within each of the parcels.

•

Site L ‘Land south of J9, M42’ contains some built development in the form of pylons;
however it is predominantly open countryside.

The Junction 9 site is largely open in nature and therefore contributes to the third purpose of
the Green Belt. It does however contain some urbanising features including the overhead
power lines which run from east to west, and also its eastern boundary is formed by the M6 Toll
which represents a major man made feature diminishing the Green Belt and providing an
opportunity to contain development.

Summary and Conclusions on Alternative Sites
5.73

This section has set out the key analysis relating to an assessment of alternative sites which may
be capable of accommodating large scale employment facilities, similar to the land at Junction
9.

5.74

The analysis has considered the various criteria under the key headings of:
•
•
•

market suitability and accessibility;
site specific constraints; and
contribution towards the Green Belt purposes.
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5.75

It has been demonstrated that the Junction 9 site outperforms all of the alternative sites when
considering market suitability and accessibility. A number of the alternative sites perform poorly
due to access to the motorway network, access to rail terminals and access to labour supply.

5.76

It is important to note that whilst Site C ‘Birmingham International Gateway’ is located adjacent
to the Junction 9 site, and therefore within good proximity to the motorway network. It is
however unclear at this stage how vehicular access into the site will be achieved.

5.77

In respect of site specific constraints, a number of sites perform poorly due to issues of flood
risk, heritage and environmental designations, as well as proximity to conflicting neighbouring
uses. The Junction 9 site performs well against each of these criteria.

5.78

Finally, consideration has been given to the contribution of each of the alternative sites to the
first three purposes of the Green Belt, as set out in paragraph 80 of the NPPF.

5.79

Addressing the two non-Green Belt sites first, it is important to recognise the great importance
the Government attaches to protecting the Green Belt, as confirmed in paragraph 79 of the
NPPF.

5.80

Notwithstanding this, Site A ‘Washwood Heath, Birmingham’ and Site I ‘Fradley West, Lichfield’
have been demonstrated to be unsuitable to accommodate a strategic employment site to
meet the identified need established through the relevant evidence base documents. Both sites
must be ruled out on market suitability and accessibility issues, given fundamental questions
around certainty of delivery, access to labour supply and markets, proximity to rail terminals
and access to the motorway network. The assessment has also identified that both sites have
site specific constraints which would require significant mitigation.

5.81

It is also important to consider the likely impact of the HS2 rolling stock depot on the
Washwood Heath site, both in terms total of land take and time (including construction
impacts) and the uncertainty associated with this.

5.82

The assessment of the remaining sites in respect of their contribution to the first three Green
Belt purposes has revealed that whilst the Junction 9 site contributes to the first and third
purposes, the site’s boundary to the east formed by the M6 Toll, represents a major man made
feature diminishing the value of the Green Belt and providing an opportunity to contain
development.

5.83

Overall it is considered that of the alternative sites assessed, the land at Junction 9 is the most
sustainable location to address the identified need.

5.84

Notwithstanding this conclusion, it must be recognised that a number of the alternative sites
assessed may still be considered to be appropriate to meet local employment land needs of
their respective areas. Indeed, site B ‘Damson Parkway / JLR Logistics Operation Centre’, site F
‘Faultlands Farm, Nuneaton’, and site G ‘Bowling Green Lane, Bedworth’ are included as draft
allocations in emerging plans.

5.85

In addition, Site M ‘Land west of J11, M42’ is currently subject to a pending hybrid planning
application including detailed consent for 279,007m² of B8 use and outline consent for up to
70,993m² of B1c/B2/B8 use. Whilst IM Properties have not marketed the application site they
have to date received very strong enquiries from a number of potential occupiers. The
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translation of these enquiries into occupiers would, on the basis of their stated requirements,
result in the site’s contribution to the supply pipeline being substantially exhausted.
5.86

Even if these sites are taken forward and confirmed as allocations / permitted schemes, the
land at Junction 9 will be needed in addition to these sites in order to meet the identified need.
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6. Conclusions
6.1

This report has considered the exceptional circumstances which exist to justify the review of
Green Belt boundary within North Warwickshire, and specifically the exceptional circumstances
to support release of the land at Junction 9 and allocation for employment uses through the
Local Plan.

6.2

It is considered that there is a well evidenced and significant need for strategic employment
sites across the Midlands, West Midlands and CWLEP area, with the area of greatest need
focussed on the M42 corridor or Area A as identified with WMSESS.

6.3

The land at Junction 9 has been identified by CBRE as being one the few sites in the UK that
combines a number of attributes which companies in the logistics and manufacturing sector
would consider favourably when making location decisions. This is due to the site offering:

9

•

A strategic location in the heart of logistics ‘Golden Triangle’;

•

Excellent access to the automotive sector catchment, including JLR’s operations at Castle
Bromwich and Solihull with potential to support their manufacturing and logistics
networks;

•

Access to Junction 9 of the M42 and ability to serve the major West Midlands and UK
markets.

•

Sufficient land availability to support large scale manufacturing and logistics operations;

•

Proximity to a major labour pool for positions typically sought by employers in those
sectors; and

•

Access to two intermodal terminals.

6.4

Importantly, the development and operation of Junction 9 will make a substantial contribution
to job creation and investment in North Warwickshire, whilst ensuring the borough contributes
positively to the growth agenda of the region's Local Enterprise Partnerships ("LEPs"), the
WMCA, and the wider objectives of the Midlands Engine Strategy.

6.5

These factors, combined with the absence of any non-Green Belt or Green Belt alternatives
which out-perform Junction 9 as demonstrated in section 5 of this report, amount to the
exceptional circumstances which justify release of the site from the Green Belt through the
Local Plan.

9

CBRE (2017) ‘Junction 9 M42 development site – sector opportunities, catchment analysis and future trends’
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Appendix 1: Context Plan

Appendix 2: Area A and Drive-time
Catchments

Appendix 3: Alternative Sites Plan

Appendix 4: Site Assessments

Site Details
Site name / reference:

Land west of Junction 9, M42

Site area:

70ha

Ownership:

IM Properties Limited

Local planning authority:

North Warwickshire Borough Council

Criteria

Commentary

Existing Use:

Agricultural land

Nearest Town:

Birmingham / Coleshill

Surrounding Uses:

North: bound by Dunton Lane, beyond which lies Rye
Farm
East: adjoins the M6 Toll with the A46 and M42
motorway beyond
South: bound by mature hedgerows / trees and
Birmingham to Fazeley Canal, beyond which lies
Fairview Industrial Estate
West: adjoins Blindpit Lane, Wishaw Lane and the
curtilage of Nine Stones Boarding Kennels, beyond
which lies agricultural land

Policy Designation:

None

Market suitability / attractiveness:

Within close proximity to Hams Hall Rail Freight
Terminal, and also BIFT.

The site has excellent proximity and accessibility to a
major pool of skilled labour
The site is located within the heart of Area A, and is
within 20 minute drive time to both JLR manufacturing
plants at Lode Lane and Castle Bromwich.
Site specific constraints:

Flooding: the site is located wholly within Flood Zone 1
Listed Buildings: the Grade II Curdworth Tunnel lies
within the south-western extent of the site.
Environmental Designations: The site is not subject to
any national / international environmental designations.

Green Belt (if applicable):

The majority of the site is within the Green Belt, however
the Fairview Industrial Estate at the southern extent of
the site is outside of the Green Belt.
Purpose 1: the site adjoins the northern extent of
Curdworth, albeit is separated by the Birmingham to
Fazeley canal. The site is contained by Dunton Lane,
Blindpit Lane and Wishaw Lane to the north and west
respectively, whilst the east the M6 Toll provides a
strong defensible boundary.
Purpose 2: the site does not make an important
contribution to preventing the coalescence of towns.
However, the western extent of the site forms part of the
gap between Over Green and Curdworth.
Purpose 3: the site contains an irrigation reservoir to its
centre, and overhead power lines cross through the
southern part of the site. The site is dominated by manmade features along it’s eastern boundary in the form of
the M6 toll, and to a lesser extent it’s other boundaries
including Rye Farm, the Birmingham to Fazeley Canal
and the Fairview Industrial Estate.

Site Details
Site name / reference:

A - Washwood Heath, Birmingham

Site area:

51ha

Ownership:

HS2

Local planning authority:

Birmingham City Council

Criteria

Commentary

Existing Use:

Vacant

Nearest town:

Birmingham

Surrounding Uses:

North: bound by the Birmingham to Peterborough railway
line, beyond which lies the A47 and M6 motorway
East: bound by Drews Lane / Bromford Lane, beyond
which lies residential development
South: bound by residential development and Ward End
Park
West: Cemex industrial estate, beyond which lies the
Birmingham to Peterborough railway line

Policy Designation:

BDP Policy TP19: Core Employment Areas

Market suitability / accessibility:

Entire site comprises existing / older investment stock and
development land acquired by HS2 from Axa / St Modwen.
The majority of the site is to be developed to accommodate

the new HS2 maintenance depot. The exact size of this
facility and the land which will be remaining has yet to be
confirmed but it is understood emphasis will be on rail
connected units between 20,000 and 50,000sq ft. as it is
freight rail connected.
Site specific constraints:

Flooding: Majority of site falls within Flood Zone 1;
however the northern extent of the site adjacent to
Commons Lane falls within Flood Zone 2.
Listed Buildings: No listed buildings contained with the
site boundary.
Environmental Designations: The site is not subject to
any national / international environmental designations.

Green Belt (if applicable):

N/A

Site Details
Site name / reference:

B – Damson Parkway Solihull / JLR Logistics Centre

Site area:

34ha

Ownership:

Stoford Developments

Local planning authority:

Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council

Criteria

Commentary

Existing Use:

Agricultural land

Nearest Town:

Solihull

Surrounding Uses:

North: bound by A45 (Coventry Road), beyond which lies
Birmingham Airport
East: Old Damson Lane / Damson Parkway
South: bound by Damson Parkway and JLR, beyond
which lies residential properties
West: bound by Elmdon Park

Policy Designation:

Solihull Draft LPR Policy P1: UK Central Hub Area

Market suitability / accessibility:

JLR agreed to purchase 35 acres unconditionally. A further
10 acres is allocated for a football club leaving 35 acres on
the east side of Damson Parkway.
JLR secured full planning permission (Ref:
PL/2016/03131/PPFL) for up 91,800 sqm B8 floorspace

and 5,432 sqm B1a floorspace in July 2017.
Nearest freight rail connection at Hams Hall.
Site specific constraints:

Flooding: the site is located wholly within Flood Zone 1
Listed Buildings: No listed buildings contained with the
site boundary; however the Grade II Elmdon Hall Lodge
adjoins the north-western boundary.
Environmental Designations: The site is not subject to
any national / international environmental designations.

Green Belt (if applicable):

Purpose 1: the site is contained by Elmdon Park and the
A45 to the west and north respectively, whilst Damson
Parkway provides strong defensible boundaries to the
east.
Purpose 2: Catherine-de-Barnes is situated
approximately 2km to the south-east of the site and is
separated by Damson Parkway and Hampton Coppice
(Ancient Woodland).
Purpose 3: defined by urban development to the north
(i.e. Birmingham Airport), JLR manufacturing plant to the
south west and residential properties to the south.
However, no urban development is currently contained
within the site boundary.

Site Details
Site name / reference:

C – Birmingham International Gateway, J9 M42

Site area:

76ha

Ownership:

Prologis and Ashford Developments

Local planning authority:

Birmingham City Council / North Warwickshire Borough
Council

Criteria

Commentary

Existing Use:

Agricultural land

Nearest Town:

Coleshill

Surrounding Uses:

North: bound by agricultural land
East: bound by Wishaw Lane, beyond which lies
residential properties and agricultural land
South: bound by the Birmingham & Fazeley Canal
West: Wiggins Hill Road, beyond which lies Peddimore
Developable Area

Policy Designation:

None

Market suitability / accessibility:

Part of wider strategic employment land proposal, for
agricultural land sitting between Peddimore and IM
Properties own site.
Good logistics location subject to planning and head to

head competition with IM Properties site. Access unknown.
Split across LPA areas adding to challenge of delivery.
Nearest freight rail connection at Hams Hall.
Site specific constraints:

Flooding: the site is located wholly within Flood Zone 1
Listed Buildings: The Grade II Quaker Cottage lies to the
western extent of the site; whilst a further four Grade II
listed building adjoin the site boundary to the west.
Environmental Designations: The site is not subject to
any national / international environmental designations.

Green Belt (if applicable):

Purpose 1: the site does not currently adjoin an existing
settlement, however it does adjoin the proposed
Peddimore development which will form a new urban edge
to Birmingham. The site is contained by Wishaw Lane and
Wiggins Hill Road to the east and west respectively;
however, the northern boundary of the site is not bound by
any notable boundary.
Purpose 2: When considering the proposed Peddimore
development, the development of this site will result in a
significant closing of the gap between Birmingham and
Curdworth.
Purpose 3: the site contains some built development
including farm buildings and overhead powerlines cross
through the northern part of the site. The area is
predominantly open countryside in character.

Site Details
Site name / reference:

D – Daw Mill Colliery

Site area:

47ha

Ownership:

Harworth Estates

Local planning authority:

North Warwickshire Borough Council

Criteria

Commentary

Existing Use:

Former Colliery

Nearest Town:

Coleshill

Surrounding Uses:

North: mature hedgerows beyond which lies agricultural
land
East: the B4098, beyond which lies agricultural land
South: Daw Mill Lane beyond which lies agricultural land
West: bound by the Birmingham to Peterborough railway
line

Policy Designation:

None

Market suitability / accessibility:

Former colliery closed in 2013 and was subject to a
dismissed appeal (Ref: APP/R3705/W/16/3149827) in
March 2018 for employment use.
Rural location and irregular in site layout. Not considered
suitable for large logistics units, especially given drive time

to nearest motorway junctions – J3 M6 is 9 miles (20
mins+) and J4 M6/J9 M42 is 6.7 miles (15 mins).
Nearest rail connection at Hams Hall / Birch Coppice.
Site specific constraints:

Flooding: Majority of site is located within Flood Zone 1;
however land adjoining the western boundary falls within
Flood Zone 3.
Listed Buildings: No listed buildings contained with the
site boundary.
Environmental Designations: The site is not subject to
any national / international environmental designations.

Green Belt (if applicable):

Purpose 1: the site does not adjoin an existing settlement;
however it is contained by a strong defensible boundary to
the west in the Birmingham to Peterborough railway with
weaker boundaries to the north, east and south.
Purpose 2: the site forms part of the gap between
Shustoke and Arley / New Arley. It is located 2.7km to the
east of Shustoke and 2.5km and 3.1km to the west of Arley
and New Arley respectively.
Purpose 3: the land is previously developed in nature
given that it is occupied by permanent structures and has
been developed for mineral extraction.

Site Details
Site name / reference:

Ea– Box Tree Farm, J4 M42

Site area:

27ha

Ownership:

Not known – representations made by Nurton
Developments

Local planning authority:

Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council

Criteria

Commentary

Existing Use:

Agricultural land

Nearest Town:

Dorridge

Surrounding Uses:

North: bound by mature hedgerows / trees beyond which
lies a residential property and junction 4 of the M42
East: A3400 (Stratford Road) with Monkspath Wood and
agricultural land beyond
South: bound by mature hedgerows / trees beyond which
lies agricultural land
West: the M42 motorway, beyond which lies Blythe Valley
Business Park

Policy Designation:

None

Market suitability / accessibility:

Location, road infrastructure and planning sensitivities
(height) together with surrounding high land values
suggests predominantly residential and commercial office

uses.
Nearest rail connection at Hams Hall.
Site specific constraints:

Flooding: Majority of site is located within Flood Zone 1;
however a small portion of land adjoining the southwestern boundary falls within Flood Zone 3.
Listed Buildings: the Grade II listed Box Tree Farm
House lies to the south-eastern extent of the site.
Environmental Designations: The site is not subject to
any national / international environmental designations.

Green Belt (if applicable):

Purpose 1: the site does not adjoin an existing settlement.
It is well contained by existing strong defensible
boundaries to the west in the form of the M42; however
weaker boundaries exist to the north, east and south.
Purpose 2: the site forms part of the 2km gap between
Cheswick Green and Dorridge and the 3.3km gap between
Monkspath and Hockley Heath.
Purpose 3: residential properties and agricultural buildings
are contained with the south-eastern extent of the site;
however the majority of the site is open countryside in
nature

Site Details
Site name / reference:

Eb– Box Tree Farm, J4 M42

Site area:

25ha

Ownership:

Not known – representations made by Nurton
Developments

Local planning authority:

Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council

Criteria

Commentary

Existing Use:

Agricultural land

Nearest Town:

Dorridge

Surrounding Uses:

North: bound by mature hedgerows / trees beyond which
lies agricultural land
East: bound by field fencing beyond which lies agricultural
land
South: bound by farm perimeter fencing with further
agricultural land beyond
West: mostly bound by mature hedgerows and / trees with
the M42 beyond

Policy Designation:

None

Market suitability / accessibility:

As per Site Ea

Site specific constraints:

Flooding: the site is located wholly within Flood Zone 1

Listed Buildings: No listed buildings contained with the
site boundary
Environmental Designations: The site is not subject to
any national / international environmental designations.
Green Belt (if applicable):

Purpose 1: The site does not adjoin an existing
settlement. It is contained by weak defensible boundaries
on all sides.
Purpose 2: the site forms part of the 2km gap between
Cheswick Green and Dorridge and the 3.3km gap between
Monkspath and Hockley Heath.
Purpose 3: the majority of the site contains no man-made
features and is inherently rural in character.

Site Details
Site name / reference:

Ec– Box Tree Farm, J4 M42

Site area:

47ha

Ownership:

Not known – representations made by Nurton
Developments

Local planning authority:

Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council

Criteria

Commentary

Existing Use:

Agricultural land

Nearest Town:

Dorridge

Surrounding Uses:

North: bound by mature trees / hedgerows and the River
Blythe beyond which lies the M42
East: adjoins areas of Ancient Woodland (i.e. Moat
Coppice) and is bound by mature trees / hedgerows
South: bordered by Gate Lane beyond which lies
agricultural land
West: bound by Ancient Woodland (i.e. Monkspath Wood)
and junction 4 of the M42.

Policy Designation:

None

Market suitability / accessibility:

As per sites Ea and Eb
Motorway Service Area proposed for part of the site – east

of Junction 4 (EIA Screening submitted:
PL/2016/01949/PPOL)
Site specific constraints:

Flooding: the majority of the site is located within Flood
Zone 1; however the northern extent falls within Flood
Zone 2 and 3.
Listed Buildings: No listed buildings contained with the
site boundary; however the Grade II Four Ashes building is
adjacent to the eastern boundary.
Environmental Designations: the Ancient Woodland
‘Little Monkspath Wood’ is located to the centre of the site;
whilst the River Blythe SSSI is contained within the
northern extent of the site.

Green Belt (if applicable):

Purpose 1: The site does not adjoin an existing settlement
and is contained by weak defensible boundaries to the
east and south.
Purpose 2: The site forms part of the 1.7km gap between
Monkspath and Dorridge; Development would reduce this
gap.
Purpose 3: To the western extent of the site lies a
residential property and electrical pylons. The remainder of
the site is open countryside in nature.

Site Details
Site name / reference:

F - Faultlands Farm, Nuneaton

Site area:

23ha

Ownership:

Lord Daventry / Graftongate

Local planning authority:

Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council

Criteria

Commentary

Existing Use:

Agricultural land

Nearest Town:

Nuneaton

Surrounding Uses:

North: bound by PRoW and mature hedgerow / trees
East: bound by Coventry Canal beyond which lies
agricultural land
South: Gipsy Lane
West: bound by B4113 beyond which lies a gypsy and
traveller site

Policy Designation:

NBBC Borough Plan Publication Draft Policy EMP1:
Faultlands

Market suitability / accessibility:

Existing agricultural site adjacent to established Bermuda
Park development to the south of the A444.
Good access to J3 M6 and good logistics location subject

to planning.
The site would require new infrastructure and access.
Nearest rail connection at Hams Hall.
Site specific constraints:

Flooding: The site is located wholly within Flood Zone 1;
however there areas of Flood Zone 2 and 3 immediately
adjacent to the northern boundary.
Listed Buildings: No listed buildings contained with the
site boundary.
Environmental Designations: The site is not subject to
any national / international environmental designations;
however the Griff Hill Quarry SSSI immediately adjacent to
the south-west of the site.

Green Belt (if applicable):

Purpose 1: the site is adjacent to the existing settlement to
Nuneaton on its northern boundary. It is well contained to
its western boundary by the B4113.
Purpose 2: the site forms part of the 1.8km gap between
Nuneaton and Bedworth and would contribute to erosion of
that gap if developed.
Purpose 3: the site contains electric pylons and an access
track from Gipsy Lane to the agricultural buildings situated
in the north-eastern extent of the site. Whilst the site is in
agricultural use the surrounding uses are predominately
non-countryside in nature.

Site Details
Site name / reference:

G – Bowling Green Lane, Bedworth

Site area:

26ha

Ownership:

Unknown

Local planning authority:

Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council

Criteria

Commentary

Existing Use:

Agricultural land

Nearest Town:

Bedworth

Surrounding Uses:

North: bound by residential development on Goodyers
End Lane, beyond which lies further residential
development
East: bound by Bowling Green Lane, beyond which lies
agricultural land
South: the M6 motorway beyond which lies agricultural
land
West: adjacent to Pedley’s Caravan dealership and
residential development

Policy Designation:

NBBC Borough Plan 2011 – 2031 Publication - Policy
EMP7: Bowling Green Lane. The Borough Plan is currently
subject to Examination.

Market suitability / accessibility:

New site infrastructure required and located within close

proximity to the River Sowe.
Nearest rail connection at Hams Hall.
Site specific constraints:

Flooding: The site is located wholly within Flood Zone 1.
Listed Buildings: No listed buildings contained with the
site boundary.
Environmental Designations: The site is not subject to
any national / international environmental designations.

Green Belt (if applicable):

Purpose 1: the site adjoins an existing settlement on its
northern and western boundary and is well contained by a
strong defensible boundary to the south i.e. the M6
motorway.
Purpose 2: the site forms part of the 800m gap between
Bedworth and Coventry and would significantly reduce the
gap to 400m if developed.
Purpose 3: the site contains electric pylons, a holiday park
to the western extent and agricultural buildings to the
south-eastern extent. The site is in agricultural use;
however its character is influenced some man-made
features within the site and its surroundings.

Site Details
Site name / reference:

H - Land at Bassetts Pole, A38/A453

Site area:

43ha

Ownership:

Unknown

Local planning authority:

Lichfield District Council

Criteria

Commentary

Existing Use:

Agricultural land

Nearest Town:

Sutton Coldfield

Surrounding Uses:

North: bound by Canwell Drive and a PRoW, beyond
which lies agricultural land and Hall Wood
East: the A453 with agricultural land located beyond
South: bound by the A38 (London Road) and A453
beyond which lies agricultural land / residential
development and Trickley Coppice
West: bound by the A38 (London Road) beyond which lies
agricultural land

Policy Designation:

None

Market suitability / accessibility:

Provides good logistics location but nearest motorway
junction (not M6 Toll) is 6 miles (approx.12 minute drive
time) at J9 M42.

Good potential subject to planning although it is noticeable
the site is located east of the A38 amongst an established
rural area with no other commercial development.
Nearest rail connection at Birch Coppice.
Site specific constraints:

Flooding: The site is located wholly within Flood Zone 1.
Listed Buildings: No listed buildings contained with the
site boundary.
Environmental Designations: The site is not subject to
any national / international environmental designations.

Green Belt (if applicable):

Purpose 1: the site does not adjoin an existing settlement.
The site is not characterised by strong defensible
boundaries to the north; however it is reasonably well
contained to the south-east and south-west by the A38 and
A453 respectively.
Purpose 2: the site sits between the c.5.8km gap between
Birmingham and Fazeley, and if developed, would reduce
this gap to approximately 4km.
Purpose 3: the site contains residential properties and
agricultural buildings on its eastern and western extents,
whilst dispersed wooded areas and agricultural land define
the remainder of the site. The majority of the site is
countryside in nature.

Site Details
Site name / reference:

I – Fradley West, Lichfield

Site area:

110ha

Ownership:

Unknown

Local planning authority:

Lichfield District Council

Criteria

Commentary

Existing Use:

Agricultural land / Fradley Wood / water plant / recycling
plant

Nearest Town:

Fradley

Surrounding Uses:

North: bound by Trent and Mersey Canal beyond which
lies Kingfisher Holiday Park
East: Gorse Lane beyond which lies Tesco Distribution
Centre and Fradley Park
South: bound by Wood End Lane beyond which lies
agricultural land and Big Lyntus and Little Lyntus Ancient
Woodland
West: bound by Trent and Mersey Canal beyond which
lies agricultural land and Brokendown Wood

Policy Designation:

None

Market suitability / accessibility:

Large agricultural area located adjacent and north west of

established Fradley Park.
Good potential for large logistics units subject to planning.
However, the nearest motorway junction is 14 miles (20
minute drive time) to J10 M42 via A38/A5.
Nearest rail connection at Birch Coppice.
Site specific constraints:

Flooding: The site is located wholly within Flood Zone 1.
Listed Buildings: No listed buildings contained with the
site boundary; however a number of Grade II listed
buildings adjoin the western boundary.
Environmental Designations: The site is not subject to
any national / international environmental designations,
however a significant block of ancient woodland adjoins
the south western corner of the site.

Green Belt (if applicable):

N/A

Site Details
Site name / reference:

J – Land east of Junction 9, M42

Site area:

103ha

Ownership:

Junction 9 Consortium

Local planning authority:

North Warwickshire Borough Council

Criteria

Commentary

Existing Use:

Agricultural land

Nearest Town:

Coleshill

Surrounding Uses:

North: bound by Waterpark Lodge, Dunton Coppice, Lea
Marston Golf Club, and residential uses
East: agricultural land, and Lea Marston village
South: bound by electricity substation, agricultural land
and Faraday Avenue
West: adjoins A446 Lichfield Road, aggregates recycling
centre and Dunton Hall.

Policy Designation:

Green Belt; Sand and Gravel allocation (Policy S9 of Draft
Minerals Local Plan)

Market suitability / accessibility:

Within close proximity to the motorway network, Hams

Hall Rail Freight Terminal, Birmingham Intermodal Rail
Freight Terminal and Birmingham International Airport.
The site has good proximity and accessibility to a major
pool of skilled labour, however accessibility for employees
via sustainable modes is currently poor.
Site specific constraints:

Flooding: the site is located wholly within Flood Zone 1
Listed Buildings: No listed buildings are situated within
the site and the site is not located within a conservation
area. Four listed features neighbour the site, namely
Dunton Hall, Barn and Pigeonhouse to the west of the
site, and Blackgreaves Farmhouse to the north.
Environmental Designations: The site is not subject to
any national / international environmental designations.
Whitacre Heath SSSI lies approximately 0.5km east.

Green Belt (if applicable):

Purpose 1: the site does not adjoin an existing
settlement, however it could lead to the unrestricted
sprawl of the employment area including Hams Hall and
industrial land at the north of Coleshill. The site does not
have strong defensible boundaries.
Purpose 2: The site forms part of a 2km gap between Lea
Marston and Curdworth.
Purpose 3: site is predominantly open countryside,
however contains power lines running through southern
extent

Site Details
Site name / reference:

K – Land at Junction 4, M6

Site area:

5.5ha + 70ha (75.5ha)

Ownership:

Stoford Properties Limited

Local planning authority:

North Warwickshire Borough Council

Criteria

Commentary

Existing Use:

Agricultural land and woodland

Nearest Town:

Coleshill / Solihull

Surrounding Uses:

North: agricultural land, motorway maintenance
compound
East: agricultural land
South: landfill site
West: Coleshill Pool (woodland and wetland, motorway
maintenance compound

Policy Designation:

Green Belt

Market suitability / accessibility:

Within close proximity to the motorway network at the M6
and M42 Junction, Hams Hall Rail Freight Terminal, and
also very close proximity to Birmingham International

Airport and the proposed HS2 station.
The site has good proximity and accessibility to a major
pool of skilled labour, however accessibility for employees
via sustainable modes is currently poor.
Site specific constraints:

Flooding: the site is located wholly within Flood Zone 1
Listed Buildings: No listed buildings are located within or
adjacent to the site.
Environmental Designations: Coleshill and Bannerly
Pools SSSI are located within and adjacent to the site.

Green Belt (if applicable):

Purpose 1: the site relatively isolated and therefore does
not currently perform a function of restricting sprawl. The
smaller parcel has strong defensible boundaries on each
side, however, the larger parcel does not have strong
defensible boundaries on its eastern and southern sides.
Purpose 2: The smaller parcel forms part of the c.1Km
gap between Chelmsley Wood (Solihull) and Coleshill; the
large parcel forms part of the c.2Km gap between the
proposed Arden Cross site and Coleshill.
Purpose 3: the site is predominantly open countryside.
Both parcels contain small agricultural buildings but could
not be considered urbanising features.

Site Details
Site name / reference:

L – Land south of Junction 9, M42

Site area:

29ha

Ownership:

Unknown

Local planning authority:

North Warwickshire Borough Council

Criteria

Commentary

Existing Use:

Agricultural land

Nearest Town:

Coleshill

Surrounding Uses:

North: national transport infrastructure i.e. Junction 9 of
the M42 and M6 Toll
East: landfill and recycling site and agricultural land
South: agricultural land
West: national transport infrastructure i.e. M6 Tool,
beyond which lies agricultural land

Policy Designation:

Green Belt

Market suitability / accessibility:

Within close proximity to the motorway network at the M6
Toll and M42 Junction and also very close proximity to
Hams Hall Rail Freight Terminal.
The site has good proximity and accessibility to a major

pool of skilled labour, however accessibility for employees
via sustainable modes is currently poor.
Site specific constraints:

Flooding: the site is located wholly within Flood Zone 1
Listed Buildings: No listed buildings are located within or
adjacent to the site.
Environmental Designations: The site is not subject to
any national / international environmental designations

Green Belt (if applicable):

Purpose 1: the site relatively isolated and therefore does
not currently perform a function of restricting sprawl. The
site has strong defensible boundaries on each side.
Purpose 2: The site forms part of a 2km gap between Lea
Marston and Curdworth.
Purpose 3: site is predominantly open countryside;
however contains power lines running through its northern
extent.

Site Details
Site name / reference:

M – Land west of Junction 11, M42

Site area:

97ha

Ownership:

IM Properties

Local planning authority:

North West Leicestershire District Council

Criteria

Commentary

Existing Use:

Agricultural land

Nearest Town:

Appleby Magna and Measham

Surrounding Uses:

North: agricultural land
East: physical road infrastructure including the B5493 and
M42, and small vehicle hire facility
South: the B5493 and agricultural land
West: agricultural land

Policy Designation:

Countryside

Market suitability / accessibility:

Within proximity to the motorway network at the M42
Junction 11 and close proximity to BIFT. The site lies at
the interface between the West Midlands and East
Midlands market areas.

Site specific constraints:

Flooding: the site is located wholly within Flood Zone 1
Listed Buildings: No listed buildings are located within or

adjacent to the site
Environmental Designations: The site is not subject to
any national / international environmental designations.
Green Belt (if applicable):

N/A
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