
 
(6) Application No: PAP/2016/0399 
 
Former B Station Site, Faraday Avenue, Hams Hall, Coleshill,  
 
Demolition of existing buildings and redevelopment of site for 
industrial/distribution uses (Use Class B2/B8) including ancillary offices and 
associated parking, highway infrastructure, ground engineering works, drainage 
and landscaping, for 
 
-Prologis UK and E.ON UK Plc 
 
Introduction 
 
The receipt of this application was reported to the Board at its August meeting. It 
described the site and the proposals together with outlining the main issues involved in 
its determination.  
 
The Board noted the receipt and also resolved to visit the site. This took place on 3 
September and a note of that visit is attached at Appendix A. 
 
The proposals were referred to the September meeting for further consideration. The 
Board resolved that it wished to explore a number of matters in more detail and these 
were outlined in a subsequent letter to the joint applicants – see Appendix B. A 
response was received in early October and this is attached in full at Appendix C.  
 
The matter is thus now reported back to the Board. Because of the deferrals and the 
receipt of additional information it is proposed to present a fresh report for the Board’s 
attention. However from previous reports, Members will be aware of the matter of the 
2009 Direction and referral to the Secretary of State, should the recommendation as set 
out below be agreed. 
 
The Site 
 
The “B” Station site extends to around some 20 hectares and is the last remaining part 
of the former Hams Hall Power Station site that has not been redeveloped following 
closure of the power station in 1992. It lies to the north of Faraday Avenue and west of 
Canton Lane. The north-west boundary is formed by the Birmingham-Derby railway line 
which is in a deep cutting. To the north are playing fields; a church and woodland. The 
main Hams Hall estate adjoins the site to the south-east and to the south. A national 
grid 132kv substation compound is located immediately to the south. 
 
Lea Marston village is about a kilometre to the north and Whitacre Heath is about 1.5 
km to the east.  
 
The site comprises the remaining concrete foundations and basements of the former “B” 
Station and cooling towers, which have been left in situ; a disused tarmac car park and 
a number of other hardstanding areas. The majority of the site is fenced by wooded, 
chain link and palisade fencing. 
 
There are two remaining buildings on the site. Keeper’s Cottage is a residence owned 
by E.ON on the northern edge of the site and is currently used as accommodation by 
E.ON’s security staff. The other is a small maintenance building on the eastern part of 

4/134 
 



the site. A third building – the Round House – which is a domed brick building in the 
south-west corner is excluded from the site and no changes are planned for this 
building. 
 
A substantial landscaping belt and grassed earth bund runs along the boundary of the 
site with the railway line. There is also a landscaped bund along the southern boundary 
with Canton Lane and an adjoining warehouse.  
 
The former power station was located on two development plateaux with the former 
towers on the northern portion and the power station and coal handling and storage 
areas to the south. There is thus a level difference of around 1.5 metres between the 
two sections of the site – the northern section being at a higher level. 
 
Access to the site is from the existing estate network off Faraday Avenue. This avenue 
links to the A446 and thence to Junction 9 of the M42 to the north (1.5km away) and 
Junction 4 of the M6 (about 6km away) to the south. 
 
The existing estate is to the south and east of the site and is occupied by a number of 
large sheds and premises used by manufacturing and distribution uses – BMW and 
BEKO being two of the nearest. The Hams Hall multi-modal rail interchange is to the 
south where there are also the Coleshill Parkway Station and bus connections. The rail 
interchange provides daily services to the country’s ports. 
 
The landscape to the north and east is far more rural in character including the River 
Tame and Whitacre Heath Nature Reserve. The Hams Hall Environmental Studies 
Centre and Tame Valley Wetlands offices are also based to the east. 
 
The application site is close to the proposed route of HS2. This is to the west of the 
railway line and would involve the re-alignment of Faraday Avenue between the A446 
and the Hams Hall estate. During construction of this line, a temporary rail head would 
be built off the Kingsbury Road to the north of Lea Marston. As part of this there will be 
significant new drainage infrastructure off Hams Lane to the west of the application site.  
 
The application site is illustrated on the plans at Appendix D.  
 
Background 
 
Planning permission was granted in 1994 for the Hams Hall Manufacturing and 
Distribution Park as seen today – including the rail freight terminal. The “B” station site 
was not included in that consent at that time, Powergen, the predecessor of E.ON, 
considered that the site should be retained for possible future energy generation 
activity.  
 
A consequence of the 1994 consent was the removal of the development area covered 
by that permission from the Green Belt. The “B” Station site however remains in the 
Green Belt. 
 
In 2006 planning permission was refused for the redevelopment of the “B” station site 
for warehousing and distribution uses on the grounds that there were not the planning 
considerations of such weight to override the presumption of refusal for the 
inappropriate development proposed. In particular the evidence base was not of 
substantial weight. Additionally there were several other refusal reasons – the Highways 
Agency directed refusal and the Environment Agency objected. A copy of the Notice is 
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at Appendix E. A previous application in 2004 was also refused. This too was on the 
grounds that there were not the considerations of weight to provide a very special 
circumstance argument. In 2012 an application for a temporary wood processing facility 
for a period of five years was refused by the Warwickshire County Council as Waste 
Authority. The site has therefore remained unused for some length of time.  
 
The Proposals in Outline 
 
The proposal is effectively for an extension to the existing Hams Hall estate. It is an 
outline application for demolition of the existing buildings and the redevelopment of the 
site for industrial and distribution uses including ancillary offices, infrastructure and 
works. Agreement in principle is also sought for access from Canton Lane and Faraday 
Avenue. The proposals would be for up to 85,000 square metres of floor space. The 
maximum overall height of any building would be 19.5 metres.  
 
The key parameters of the proposal are set out in a Parameters Plan. This shows a 
core development zone where the buildings would be located; an outer development 
area accommodating car parking and service area and a Structural Landscaping Area 
along the site boundaries including retained and new landscaping on the northern and 
eastern edges together with areas together with areas of surface water attenuation.  
 
This Plan together with an illustrative layout plan and an indicative landscaping strategy 
are included at Appendix F.  
 
The application is supported by an Environmental Statement. It is not proposed to 
replicate that here but as indicated earlier there is a non-Technical Summary attached 
as Appendix G. This explores a range of potential impacts arising from the proposals 
both during construction and when in full operation. Mitigation measures are outlined. In 
short the Summary suggests that the construction phase will result in limited impacts 
principally on landscape and ecology but that these are likely to be short to medium 
term until the full extent of the landscaping proposals mature. In terms of the operational 
impacts then a number of mitigation measures are proposed and these are set out in 
pages 8 and 9 of the Summary at Appendix G – e.g. landscaping and bunding, 
sustainable drainage arrangements, a noise barrier and off-site highway improvements. 
The applicants accept however that there will be some residual impacts but that these 
are concluded as being minor or negligible – see page 10 of the summary. 
 
The Summary also outlines the perceived benefits of the proposals – job opportunities 
(over 1000 jobs) and ecological enhancement. 
 
Additionally the applicant has submitted: 
 

• A letter from E.ON confirming that it does not propose to pursue energy 
generation proposals for the site and thus that it is surplus to E.ON’s 
requirements. 

• A Planning Statement pulls together all of the supporting documentation and puts 
it into a planning context concluding that the new employment need outweighs 
any harm that might be done to the Green Belt. 

• A Statement of Community Involvement describes the scope of pre-application 
discussions but particularly describes the public consultation undertaken by way 
of an exhibition held in March 2016 at the Nether Whitacre Village Hall. There 
were 87 visitors. The main support for the scheme focussed on new job 
opportunities; redevelopment of brownfield land, on-site HGV parking and high 
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quality landscaping. The main concerns were the impact of more HGV’s; “rat-
running” through local villages, that HGV parking problems would be exacerbated 
and potential noise pollution. 

• A Design Statement explains how the Parameters Plan has been drawn up and 
includes examples of the design and appearance of the applicant’s other sites. 

• A Sustainable Design Statement which commits the applicant to a BREEAM 
“very good” environmental rating with energy efficient low carbon buildings – e.g. 
solar hot water systems; roof-lights, PIR lighting in offices and insulation 
exceeding Building Regulation standards.  

 
Members are invited to read the full documentation supporting the application. 
 
The Applicant’s Case 
 
The applicant agrees that the proposals are inappropriate development in the Green 
Belt. As such there is “de facto” harm to the Green Belt. 
 
In looking at the actual harm to the Green Belt the applicant explores the likely impact 
on the five purposes of including land within the Green Belt. Because of the previously 
developed nature of the site and that it is well contained by clear and permanent 
boundaries, the applicant considers that there would be no conflict with these five 
purposes and that the impact of the proposals on them would be “extremely limited” 
 
In terms of other harm then the applicant relies heavily on the conclusions of the 
Environmental Statement which suggests to him that there would be “very limited harm”. 
 
The cumulative harm is therefore said to be very limited and in his view is outweighed 
by the employment need and lack of alternative suitable strategic sites. 
 
The full case is copied at Appendix H which is taken from the Planning Statement. 
 
Initial Representations Received 
 
Representations were received in respect of the original submission. 
 
Nether Whitacre Parish Council – Objection in summary on the following grounds. The 
full letter is at Appendix I. 
 

• The significant harmful Green Belt impact is not outweighed by the applicant’s 
case for very special circumstances. 

• There will be an increased urbanising influence because of the height of the 
proposed buildings greater than those at Hams Hall presently. 

• There will be increased traffic particularly from HGV’s on the main roads and with 
lighter traffic seeking alternative routes. More traffic calming is necessary in the 
local villages. 

• There will be increased light pollution as well as increased noise. 
 
Lea Marston Parish Council - Objection in summary on the following grounds. The full 
letter is at Appendix J 
 

• The village is much closer to the site than outlined in the applicant’s statements. 
• Increased traffic generation 
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• The heights are substantial, significantly affecting the rural scale of the village 
and its surroundings. 

• There is insufficient justification for the release of Green Belt land 
• Lack of protection to heritage assets 
• Noise and Vibration 
• Landscape Impact 
• Light Pollution 
• Insufficient ecological, landscaping and nature conservation mitigation. 
• There has to be sufficient HGV parking on site so as to prevent ongoing HGV 

parking off-site 
• Far greater developer contributions are needed to mitigate adverse impacts here. 

 
The CPRE – Objection raising the following matters: 
 

• Height. The buildings will be visible from the Nature Reserve and a number of 
important footpaths and cycle ways 

• There would be significant traffic increases 
• Light and noise pollution 
• The case for very special circumstances is vague, not quantified and not 

evidenced. 
 
Coleshill Town Council – No objection 
 
Four letters of objection have been received. The issues raised are: 
 

• This should be the site of the HS2 railhead 
• Hams Hall should have direct access to the M42. This development will only add 

to the concerns about the capacity of Dunton Island – Junction 9 
• It doesn’t align with the Core Strategy 
• This will lead to the loss of Keepers Cottage 
• Impact on nature conservation  issues – particularly bats 
• There are empty warehouses around – why more? 

 
Amended Proposals 
 
As referred to in the introduction, the Board deferred a determination at its September 
meeting in order to explore a number of matters with the applicant – Appendix B. The 
letter at Appendix C explains that two changes are to be made. 
 

• Firstly there is to be a reduction in the maximum height of the proposed buildings 
from 22 metres to 19.5 metres. 

• Secondly, there is an offer through a Section 106 Agreement, for the transfer of 
land north-east of the site to a nominated public body for off-site landscaping and 
ecology protection and enhancement together with a commuted sum of £40,000 
to that body for mitigation and maintenance of that land. This land amounts to 
some 17.4 hectares in area and is shown on the plan at Appendix K. The 
research undertaken to arrive at this offer is at Appendix L. 

 
In respect of the other matters raised by the Board then Appendix C sets out the 
following: 
 

• There is no change to be made to the extent of the Core Development Area 
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• There is no change to the prospective location of the service yards along the 
north-east boundary 

• A condition would be acceptable to require noise assessments for each building 
once occupiers are known.  

• A condition would be acceptable to reserve detailed lighting designs. 
• Detailed drawings for the upgrading of the access road have been submitted and 

forwarded to the Highway Authority 
• A condition to ensure that  Green Travel Plans are bespoke to occupiers and that 

they refer to Coleshill Parkway Station is acceptable 
• HGV on-site parking will be greater than normal and a condition specifying a 

standard is agreeable. Driver’s facilities will be accommodated within each 
building. 

• A condition requiring a bespoke Service Yard Management Plan for each 
occupier is acceptable (see Appendix M) 

• There is no agreement to limiting the extent of B8 on the site 
• The applicant has provided technical evidence from recent surveys of its 

customers across the country relating to job creation and types of job 
opportunities provide (see Appendix N) 

• There is an offer to include Job training and Skills within a 106 Agreement 
provided that this is statutorily compliant 

• Keepers Cottage is not to be retained 
• The Roundhouse is not within the control of the applicant and thus he is not 

responsible for its future or maintenance. 
 
In terms of a Section 106 Agreement, the draft Heads of Terms would be: 
 

• Off-site highway works as required by WCC Highways at the A446 roundabout 
• The transfer of the land referred to above with the commuted sum and 
• A potential contribution towards local employment and skills training. 

 
Re-Consultation 
 
Previous objectors have been re-consulted on the content of the letter at Appendix C. 
 
The Lea Marston Parish Council has withdrawn its objection in light of the content of the 
draft Agreement and now fully supports the application. 
 
The Nether Whitacre Parish Council maintains its objection. It says that the site is in the 
Green Belt and that the proposal is premature pending the outcome of the new draft 
Local Plan. The applicant has not addressed the main concern of traffic being diverted 
through the village. Whilst the Council agrees that there should be a protected area 
between Hams Hall and Lea Marston, there are long term costs involved which the 
people of Lea Marston should be consulted on. 
 
No further response has been received from the CPRE. 
 
A letter of objection was received from St Modwen Developments Ltd shortly after the 
September Board meeting. This is attached in full at Appendix O.  The joint applicants 
have prepared a response and this is attached at Appendix P. Member’s attention is 
particularly drawn here to the heritage assessment undertaken and to the additional 
commentary addressing the issue of alternative sites.  This letter has been forwarded to 
St Modwen Developments for any further representations that they see as appropriate 
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and a response is attached at Appendix Q. The matters raised in these letters will be 
dealt with in the later sections of this report. 
 
Consultations 
 
Network Rail – It has no objection but draws attention to a substantial number of 
operational matters so as to reduce risk to the adjoining rail infrastructure and cutting 
particularly through the construction period.  
 
HS2 Ltd – No objection 
 
Highways England – No objection to a condition requiring a Construction Management 
Plan 
 
Natural England – The proposal is unlikely to affect any statutory protected sites. The 
Council should ensure that Standing Advice is followed in respect of protected species 
and bio-diversity enhancements should be sought. 
 
WCC Footpaths – No objection 
 
WCC Highways – No objection subject to conditions. 
 
WCC Flooding – No objection subject to a standard condition 
 
Environmental Health Officer – The suggested conditions relating to further noise and 
lighting assessments; the location and specification of the acoustic fence together with 
the proposed Service Yard Management Plan address his concerns. In respect of future 
investigation into potential ground contamination and remediation, then standard 
conditions can be recommended.  
 
Development Plan 
 
The Core Strategy 2014 – NW1 (Sustainable Development); NW2 (Settlement 
Hierarchy), NW3 (Green Belt), NW9 (Employment), NW10 (Development 
Considerations), NW11 (Renewable Energy and Energy Conservation), NW12 (Quality 
of Development), NW13 (Natural Environment), NW14 (Historic Environment), NW15 
(Nature Conservation), NW17 (Economic Regeneration), NW21 (Transport) and NW22 
(Infrastructure) 
 
Saved Policies of the North Warwickshire Local Plan 2006 – ENV4 (Trees and 
Hedgerows); ENV6 (Land Resources), ENV8 (Water Resources), ENV9 (Air Quality), 
ENV12 (Urban Design), ENV13 (Building Design), ENV14 (Access Design), TPT1 
(Transport Considerations), TPT2 (Traffic Management) TPT3, (Sustainable Travel) and 
TPT6 (Vehicle Parking) 
 
Other Material Planning Considerations 
 
The National Planning Policy Framework 2012 – (the “NPPF”) 
 
The National Planning Practice Guidance 2014 – (the “NPPG”) 
 
The Draft Site Allocations Plan 2014 
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The North Warwickshire Landscape Character Appraisal 2010 
 
The Coventry and Warwickshire Joint Green Belt Study 2016 – Parcel CH1 
 
Growth Options for North Warwickshire 2016 
 
The Coventry and Warwickshire Employment Land Use Study 
 
The West Midlands Strategic Employment Sites Study 
 
The draft Local Plan for North Warwickshire 2016 
 
The Local Development Scheme 2016  
 
Observations 
 

a) The Green Belt 
 
The site is in the Green Belt. The development involves the construction of new 
buildings and as such it is not appropriate development in the Green Belt. Thus by 
definition it is harmful to the Green Belt. The proposal neither satisfies any of the 
exceptions to this definition as set out in the NPPF. The proposal therefore carries the 
presumption of refusal. If this is to be overturned, the total weight attributed to harm – 
that is Green Belt harm and other harm - has to be outweighed in the final planning 
balance by those considerations and benefits which are considered to amount to the 
very special circumstances supporting the application. 
 
It is thus proposed to first establish the weight of the total harm on the one side of this 
balance. It will then be necessary to establish the weight of those material planning 
considerations and benefits that sit on the other side of the balance. A final assessment 
can then be made. 
 

b) Green Belt Harm 
 
Apart from the “de facto” harm caused here by reason of “inappropriateness” the 
Council has to assess the actual harm to the Green Belt. This is explored through two 
measures – the impact on the openness of the Green Belt and the impact on the 
purposes of including land within the Green Belt. These will be looked at in turn. 
 
Members will be familiar with the assessment of harm against the “openness” of the 
Green Belt. There is no definition of “openness” in the NPPF or indeed the Core 
Strategy. However in a planning context, it is generally taken to mean the absence of 
development. In this case the application site is presently a wholly open space with the 
former power station use abandoned. The site is also very largely surrounded on its 
north–western and northern boundaries by heavily landscaped areas of woodland. The 
existing commercial units to the north–east are some distance away and there is little in 
the way of existing building to the south. This setting accentuates the open character of 
the site. The presence of the “Roundhouse” at the southern end but excluded from the 
application site and the overhead lines and pylons towards the north do not materially 
alter this conclusion. Members were able to understand the setting of this site from their 
own visit.  
 

4/141 
 



The proposal would in essence “fill” this site. It would be wholly developed with new 
buildings, service and parking areas, new lighting and all of the associated highway and 
human activity. This will have a substantial impact on the present open character 
described above which would not be retained in part or in whole. This is due not only to 
the quantum of development proposed but also due the qualitative nature of that 
proposal - a number of large, tall sheds. Views out of the site would be constrained and 
restricted, with views into the site being attenuated at the site boundary. As a 
consequence it is concluded that the proposal would lead to substantial harm on the 
openness of the Green Belt. 
 
Members will know that there are five purposes of including land within the Green Belt. 
The proposal should be assessed against each of these. The first is to “check the 
unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas”. This is not considered to be relevant here as 
the site does not physically adjoin a large built up area. It neither plays a role in 
preventing ribbon development. The second is to “prevent neighbouring towns merging 
into one another”. This is not the case here as Coleshill is the only recognised town in 
the Core Strategy in the locality. However the site is part of a “gap” of land that 
separates the extent of the existing Hams Hall estate from Lea Marston.  It could be 
argued that this development would reduce that gap and thus potentially increase the 
likelihood of their merger. The provision of the Section 106 Agreement for the open land 
beyond the application site being transferred to a public body does however lessen this 
impact on this particular purpose. The third is to “assist in safeguarding the countryside 
from encroachment”. The site is not countryside having the characteristics of being in 
former commercial use, still retaining its hard-standings and it is seen as having has an 
urbanising influence. The site also has permanent defensible boundaries. The fourth is 
to “preserve the setting and special character of historic towns”. This is not considered 
to have any weight in this case. The final one is to “assist urban regeneration by 
encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land”. This does have some 
impact as the site is large and could lessen the likelihood of other brown field sites 
within the conurbation coming forward. However that impact is lessened as the site was 
itself used for employment purposes and is previously developed land as defined by the 
NPPF. In overall terms therefore the site could be considered to perform against the 
second and fifth reasons but there are arguments that lessen that conclusion. Overall 
therefore it is not considered that the proposals materially conflict with the purposes for 
including land within the Green Belt. The 2016 Green Belt Study – referred to above - 
looked specifically at a parcel of land including the application site. It concluded that the 
parcel did perform against the second and fifth purposes. However as indicated above 
the specific circumstances of the proposal as explained above, were not explored by 
that Study.  
 
In conclusion therefore it is considered that notwithstanding the conclusions about the 
five purposes of including land within the Green Belt, the actual harm caused by the 
proposal is substantial, essentially because of its impact on the openness of the Green 
Belt. 
 

c) Other Harm  
 
Also on the “harm” side of the final planning balance, is “any other harm”. In the main 
this revolves around the identification of adverse impacts. There are a number of 
potential impacts arising from the proposal that need to be assessed in this section. 
Members will have seen the conclusions of the Environmental Statement undertaken by 
the applicant – particularly in the non-Technical Summary attached as Appendix G. 
They will also note the responses from the various Agencies and Bodies consulted on 
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the proposals and who have provided their own expert respective assessment of the 
technical matters covered by the Statement. These need to be considered.  
 

i) Landscape Character and Visual Impact 
 
The base-line against which to assess landscape impact is to understand the character 
of the landscape in which the application site is located. This is described in the North 
Warwickshire Landscape Appraisal of 2010. The site itself however is not within one of 
the zones identified there-in, as it is within the Hams Hall and Coleshill built-up area. 
However immediately to the north, Lea Marston is right at the southern end of the Tame 
Valley Wetlands Landscape Zone. This is characterised by broad flat alluvial terraces 
set against the open backdrop of the Hams Hall estate and other urbanising features. 
However the containment afforded by extensive areas of wetland vegetation and 
woodland mean that these influences occur only locally rather than throughout the 
landscape. It is agreed with the applicant that given this description, the site is self-
contained visually. As a consequence the impacts from further afield are considered to 
be minor if not limited. In this case there is considered to be only a limited impact on the 
landscape of the surrounding area. In other words that character is not materially 
worsened. 
 
However the two “local” areas where visual impacts will be felt are on the area 
extending through the playing fields towards the village of Lea Marston and secondly 
from the other side of Hams Lane to the north-west of the site. Attention is now 
focussed on the nature and scope of those impacts. The proposal is for tall and solid 
buildings with strong horizontal lines. The subsequent impacts would thus be a strong 
urbanising influence out of scale and keeping with the rural setting of the village. The 
issue is to identify the degree of that influence. It is considered that there would be an 
adverse impact from the playing field. This impact however quickly reduces moving 
north towards the village due to distance and particularly to intervening trees and 
woodland. It is thus a localised impact. In terms of the village as a whole, this will be 
limited, but the properties in Hams Lane and Church Lane will have impacts. The 
submitted proposals go some way to mitigating these impacts. However, the amended 
proposals go further and materially so. In this regard there are two significant alterations 
– the reduction in height of the proposed buildings and the transfer of this adjoining land 
to a public body with a “dowry” for enhancement which includes further off-site planting 
particularly to the east of the application site. There is public access to this area but this 
is considered to be transitory and temporary even in the case of the use of the playing 
field. As a consequence the level of harm is reduced to limited harm. The impact from 
the other side of Hams Lane will also be reduced as a direct consequence of the 
amended height of the buildings. In conclusion therefore it is considered that overall, 
there will be limited harm arising from visual impact. 
 

ii) Heritage Matters 
 
There are heritage assets close to the site. These are the Church of St John the Baptist 
and its associated stone cross some 100 metres to the north-east of the application site 
boundary and 245 metres from the proposed core development zone. Both are Grade 2 
Listed Buildings. The significance of these assets is that the Church is a surviving early 
14th Century Church with 15th Century and later Victorian additions. It is likely to be the 
oldest building in the Parish. The cross is late 19th Century. The Church has important 
architectural and local historic interest and is still in use. Its setting is isolated being 
located away from the village with no vehicular passing traffic and with substantial tree 
and woodland cover. The setting is enhanced by the Cross and the small church yard.  
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The proposed development would not directly impact on the architectural or historic 
interest of these assets, but the setting of them could be affected by the visual impact of 
that development. From outside of the Church and by the cross there would be limited 
visibility of the proposed buildings – more so in the winter months. Because of the 
significance of the rural setting of the assets, this impact would be adverse and of 
moderate harm. The proposed mitigation includes substantial peripheral planting, but 
the amended proposals would make a material difference in that there would be a 
reduction in the height of the proposed buildings and the enhancement proposals 
include additional off-site planting along Church Lane. As a consequence it is 
considered that the level of harm is thus reduced to limited harm.  
 
It is proposed to demolish Keepers Cottage. This is not a listed building and it is not 
protected by any other designation.  
 
 
 
 
 

iii) Bio-Diversity and Ecology 
 
The application site is close by an Ancient Woodland (Sych Wood to the north–west 
adjoining Hams Lane) and the Whitacre Heath Nature Reserve (an SSSI) to the east. In 
addition Ladywalk Nature Reserve is further to the south-east. Both of the reserves are 
part of the wider Tame Valley Wetland extending further to the north. Importantly 
Natural England has not raised an objection in respect of the likely impacts on nationally 
designated sites. The extensive survey work recorded in the Environmental Statement 
has been undertaken professionally and in accordance with best practice and thus 
aligns with the Standing Advice issued by Natural England.  This work did find potential 
local and county wide impacts on fauna at the site. However mitigation measures 
proposed would enhance bio-diversity of the site and enable linkages to be created to 
the adjoining larger and more significant ecological sites. Overall it is not considered 
that there is the evidence available to suggest demonstrable harm. The amended 
proposals include the transfer of land together with a “dowry” for planned ecological 
enhancement. This land is significant as it provides linkages to the existing sites of 
interest from the ecological enhancements proposed on site and because it is a transfer 
to a public body. As a whole therefore it is considered that the proposals will enhance 
bio-diversity rather than reduce it.  
 

iv)  Environmental Matters 
 
This application is in outline and thus the actual layout of the site is presently not known. 
Issues such as looking in detail at light and noise impacts are thus not practicable. The 
site will be lit and the service yards will generate activity and its associated noise. The 
Environmental Statement concludes that these impacts are not likely to be significant 
particularly given the separation distances to existing residential property; the level 
nature of the site and its surroundings and the degree of intervening woodland. This 
overall conclusion is accepted by the Environmental Health Officer who has not raised 
an objection. Harm is thus likely to be limited.  
 
This outcome is dependent upon the imposition of conditions in order to mitigate those 
likely impacts. In this regard it is material that the applicant has agreed to conditions 
which require noise and lighting assessments to be undertaken once occupiers are 
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known, rather than generic assessments, so that any agreed details and measures can 
be treated as bespoke. Additionally full details of the acoustic fence along the northern 
boundary are to be reserved and the applicant has agreed to the inclusion of a bespoke 
service yard management plan for each occupier.  
 

v) Highways and Traffic 
 
It was indicated above that Highways England had not objected in respect of the 
impacts of the development on the strategic highway network. As a consequence it is 
acknowledged that there would be no harm in this respect. Members are reminded that 
for such harm to be used as a potential refusal reason, it has to amount to “severe” 
harm. Without the support of Highways England, the defence of such a reason would 
not be advised. 
 
In respect of the local highway network then the proposals include the addition of a third 
lane to the southbound A446 at the Hams Hall roundabout thus providing a more direct 
line into Faraday Avenue as well as upgrading the presently unnamed road from the 
Faraday Avenue/Edison Road roundabout into the site to adopted standard. The County 
Council as Highway Authority agrees that these measures are necessary to make the 
development acceptable from its highway network perspective. As a consequence the 
same conclusion arises as set out above. 
 
However there are other highway issues that arise with this proposal and these need to 
be addressed. Although the application is in outline and thus details cannot be seen on 
plan, it is important that these are raised now and addressed either by condition or 
through Agreement. Firstly, Members will be fully aware of the problems caused on the 
Hams Hall site by HGV’s parked off-site and on the estate roads because of there being 
insufficient parking on site or because of site occupiers not allowing site access. 
Members may be aware too that double yellow lines have been agreed along the main 
estate roads to combat this issue. As a consequence, in order to reduce the risk of 
HGV’s “parking–up” elsewhere the details of each overall service yard and parking 
areas will have to include adequate on-site HGV parking as well as sufficient “stacking” 
lanes for waiting HGV traffic. The applicant is aware of this issue. Members will be 
aware that it is beyond the remit of this application for it to resolve existing issues on the 
Hams Hall estate. What can be expected however is the inclusion of measures so as 
not to make existing concerns materially worse. In this regard the applicant has agreed 
to an HGV parking standard greater than the Council would normally require and has 
offered driver facilities on each plot so as to encourage on-site parking. It is considered 
that this is an improvement over past cases and would therefore lessen the potential 
harmful impact of off-site parking. Secondly, there is the concern about increased use of 
local roads. The County Council requires an HGV routeing condition and this will lead to 
HGV use of only the strategic highway network. In the case of other traffic then the 
Highway Authority has concluded that there would be no material impact as a direct 
consequence of this development. Thirdly, it is now agreed with the applicant that 
Travel Plans associated with any occupiers should positively promote the use of 
Coleshill Parkway Station. This will be included within a planning condition. Fourthly, in 
a similar way the promotion and encouragement for the use of the Rail Freight Terminal 
should be made explicit. Finally there is the issue of public transport provision. The 
County Council makes the point that past services into Hams Hall have had to be 
withdrawn due to lack of patronage. Re-introduction on the back of this application 
would not be seen by that Authority as proportionate or compliant with the statutory 
requirements for contributions. This conclusion is agreed.  
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In all of these respects it is considered that the harm arising from highway and related 
traffic impacts and attributed to this proposal can be reduced to limited harm. 
 

vi) Drainage 
 
The Environmental Statement describes the measures and details of how the proposed 
development can meet the requirements of the NPPF through a sustainable drainage 
scheme and it is noteworthy that the lead local flooding Authority has not raised an 
objection. Harm as a consequence is thus considered to be minor. 
 

d) Overall Conclusion on “Harm” 
 
In conclusion therefore it is considered that on the “harm” side of the balance is the 
substantial Green Belt harm caused by the impact of the development on the openness 
of the Green Belt, together with the limited harm to the environs of Lea Marston arising 
from visual and landscape impact as well as the limited harm to the nearby heritage 
assets. Further potential residual harm to the area through noise and light pollution as 
well as to highway and traffic impacts is capable of mitigation through planning 
conditions.  

 
 
 
 
 

e) The Applicant’s Material Planning Considerations 
 
Because of the presumption of refusal for this inappropriate development in the Green 
Belt, the onus is on the applicant to identify the material planning considerations which 
he considers are of sufficient weight to amount to the very special circumstances 
necessary to outweigh this presumption. The applicant identifies four such 
considerations. Each of these will be now be explained and explored in more detail.  
 

i) The Demand for Employment Land 
 
The first consideration he argues is that there is a significant demand for employment 
land in the area and that satisfying this would assist in achieving the Council’s strategic 
employment objectives. In support of this the applicant draws on the evidence of three 
up to date studies undertaken by the various Local Planning Authorities in the area as 
part of their reviews of strategic plans. These are referred to in Appendix H (pages 44 to 
46). It is said that all three studies conclude that there is a substantial need for 
additional employment land and specifically for strategic sites. The North Warwickshire 
Employment Land Review identified demand for between 212 and 401 hectares, 
concluding that this demand is significant in the Borough and that it is driven particularly 
by B8 distribution space.  This demand arises from not only local growth but by the 
ongoing desire for national companies to locate in the sub-region. The Coventry and 
Warwickshire Employment Land Use Study identifies a requirement of up to 630 
hectares throughout its study area concluding that there is a demand for strategic sites 
as well as for R and D sites. The third report – the West Midlands Strategic Employment 
Study identifies the M42 corridor as one of the highest demand in the region for both 
distribution specialists and for the manufacturing sector. The applicant therefore 
concludes that the Borough is being placed under pressure from this demand as well as 
from the local requirements of its neighbours. In summary he suggests that this recent 
and up to date relevant evidence should carry significant weight.  
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This argument will carry weight. The evidence base referred to here has been 
commissioned jointly by the Local Planning Authorities in the region and sub-region in 
order to provide up to date and relevant background information to inform their forward 
planning and thus the preparation of Local Plans or reviews of current Plans. Indeed it is 
the evidence base that this Council has used to inform the content of its recently 
published draft Local Plan. Recognition of the pressure that the Borough is under is 
therefore acknowledged.  
 

ii) The Lack of Strategic Sites 
 
The second consideration was hinted at above – namely the lack of immediately 
available strategic sites to meet this demand. The studies have been updated by the 
applicant in terms of land availability and he considers that there is around a 1.4 year 
supply of immediately available strategic land in the M42 corridor. This is further 
explored by him looking at the sites that might be available and assessing their 
likelihood of coming on stream quickly. The Peddimore site is said to have major 
infrastructure requirements; the Birmingham International Gateway has no Development 
Plan status and as yet no planning proposals and Junction 10 of the M42 (the St 
Modwen site) is the subject of a planning appeal. He thus considers that the current 
application site is well placed and can come forward quickly with little in the way of new 
infrastructure requirements.  
 
The applicant has supplemented this argument in his subsequent letter at Appendix C. 
This runs through a number of existing available sites and identifies progress on each. 
There is also an expanded list of potential sites provided with a commentary on their 
status. It can be seen that these alternatives are over a wider geographic area than the 
M42 corridor.  
 
Again this argument will carry weight. The list of existing and potential sites is well 
known by the Local Planning Authorities and the development industry. The evidence 
base has also been prepared by independent consultants commissioned by the Local 
Planning Authorities. The applicant’s recent supplement is acknowledged as adding 
weight to his initial argument in that it does look at the availability of non-Green Belt 
sites. It is also noteworthy that at the recent St Modwen Public Inquiry, the appellant 
was using the same arguments as the current applicant in promoting the evidence base. 
 

iii) Job Creation 
 
The third argument is the economic benefit that would accrue – particularly in the 
provision of job opportunities at the construction stage and when it is operational (at 
least 1000 jobs is quoted). This is also an issue which could be of significant weight. 
The weight afforded will depend on further exploration of the issue. 
 
The first matter is to consider whether the number of jobs quoted could be provided in 
practice. To evidence this, the applicant has submitted the result of surveys of its 
national property portfolio (Appendix N). This shows that employment density has 
increased from one person for every 95 square metres within its logistics facilities in 
2006, to one for every 69 square metres by 2014. In respect of this current application 
this would give a figure of just under 1250 jobs. Corroborative evidence from the Birch 
Coppice estate at Dordon shows an employment density in line with this figure. 
Additionally at the recent St Modwen appeal, that provider was working to between 
1100 and 1700 jobs over the same general floor area of building. National research 
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(The British Property Federation in 2015) points to an average employment density of 
one employee for every 70 square metres of logistics floor space. It is thus considered 
on the basis of this corroborative evidence that the anticipated number of jobs arising 
from this development is a reasonable assumption.  
 
The second matter is to consider the range and type of job opportunity to be provided. 
The BPF research referred to above, shows that whilst 32% of jobs nationally were part 
time, the equivalent figure for the logistics sector was 15%; average salaries in the 
logistics sector were £28k compared with the national average of £20k and that the 
salary growth over the last five years had been greater than the national average (7% 
compared with 3%). The range of jobs had also widened. The Prologis research 
referred to above shows that whilst 68% of staff worked on the warehouse floor in 2006, 
this had reduced to 50% in 2014 with a corresponding increase in office staff and 
particularly in IT and in engineers (MHE). This is substantially due to the technological 
advances within the warehouses in the way in which goods are handled. It is considered 
that this evidence supports the claim that a wider range of job opportunities is likely to 
be provided and that there is a strong likelihood that these are not to be all low skilled 
jobs. 
 
The third matter is the matter of local employment. The BPF study above found that the 
majority of employees lived within 15 miles of their work and at the Birch Coppice estate 
IM Properties has found that 38% of employees live within five miles of the site. 
Geographically of course the Hams Hall site is closer to Birmingham than most of North 
Warwickshire but the evidence quoted suggests that employment sources will be local, 
which includes the Borough. 
 
The final matter is that the application seeks a flexible mixed use of B2 and B8. 
Evidence from the applicant’s property portfolio shows that such mixed planning 
permissions does attract a mix of different uses. Their Ryton site, which benefits from a 
flexible planning permission, presently has 42% of the site in B2 use. As indicated 
above too, the logistics industry is increasingly becoming responsive to technological 
advances when it comes to the handling of goods – e.g. robotics and driverless on-site 
vehicles – such that the “type” of employment in the B2 and B8 use classes is 
increasingly becoming blurred. Planning advice to Members is to beware of considering 
conditions requiring a proportion of B2 use on this site in the absence of available 
evidence to support any such figure. 
 
In this particular case too, the applicant is prepared to agree terms within a Section 106 
Agreement such that they will contribute to a programme of careers advice and 
employer engagement aimed at serving those who are either in education, employment 
or training (NEET’s) and those identified as being at risk of becoming NEETs, and 
funding work to facilitate this within North Warwickshire. The applicant is already 
supporting local training initiatives and would be fully involved in the arrangements to be 
agreed under the Agreement. On other projects around the country, the applicant has 
formed linkages with local colleges to help with the delivery of programmes linked to the 
skills needs of its employees. Here the applicant would like to seek to work with the 
Aston, Coventry and the City of Birmingham Universities all of whom already offer 
courses linked to the types of occupiers who would be attracted to Ham Hall.  
 
In light of all of the matters it is considered that the applicant’s argument here does 
carry weight. 
 

iv) The Suitability of the Site 
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The fourth and final consideration is the suitability of the site. The applicant argues that 
it is an extension of an existing large established estate with direct access to the 
strategic highway network and access to the station and rail freight terminal. It has had 
a past employment use and is of size and general disposition to be able to 
accommodate market requirements.  
 
In physical terms this carries significant weight as this outline is factual. The weight that 
it is given in the final balance however has to be reviewed because there is no 
reference here to planning policy matters and to the degree of “harm” that might be 
caused. 
 

f) Overall Conclusion on the Applicant’s Case 
 
In conclusion therefore on the other side of the planning balance, these four 
considerations each carries weight.  Cumulatively they amount to substantial weight 
because they are based on up to date and relevant evidence and because they do 
relate to priorities set out in the Core Strategy.   
 

g) The Draft Section 106 Agreement 
 
As indicated earlier in this report, the applicant is proposing a Section 106 Agreement. 
Before consideration is given to the final planning balance, Members should be satisfied 
first that the terms of that Agreement are statutorily sound. In addition, they should 
come to a view of the weight that is to be attached to it in that final balance. 
 
There are three areas identified. 
 
The first is the undertaking of the highway works at the A446 roundabout. This is a 
direct requirement of the Highway Authority to mitigate increased traffic movement and 
thus reduce harm. It is thus necessary to make the development acceptable in both 
highway and planning terms. Moreover it is directly related to the development (Core 
Strategy policy NW10) and it is proportionate to that development. It thus meets the 
statutory requirements. In this case however, as the works are within the highway it is 
more appropriate that their funding is dealt with directly by the County Council under the 
Highways Act. The Council as Local Planning Authority can use conditions to require 
completion of the works before occupation. 
 
The second is the proposed land transfer and its accompanying “dowry” for ecological 
and landscape enhancement. This is again considered to be wholly required to mitigate 
any visual and bio-diversity harm arising from the development and to enhance the bio-
diversity of the area by linking to existing nature conservation assets. It thus meet the 
objectives of the Core Strategy (Policies NW12; NW13, NW14 and NW16) and the 
NPPF (paragraph 118). The proposal is directly related to the development and 
proportionate to the scale of the proposal.  
 
The third is the training and skills contribution. This is required to make the development 
acceptable in planning terms through focussing new job opportunities locally and to 
provide the opportunity of training and upskilling to fill vacancies (Core Strategy policy 
NW22 and one of the priorities set out in the Spatial Vision of the Core Strategy). It is 
directly related to the development and it is proportionate as the scale of the 
contribution is comparable to similar contributions throughout the Borough. 
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It is thus considered that the draft Agreement does satisfy the statutory requirements as 
set out in Regulation 122 of the CIL Regulations 2010. As a consequence it is also 
considered that significant weight should be attached to the draft Agreement. It directly 
addresses three main planning issues that arise from the development proposed and 
the focus of each is beneficial.  
 

h) The Planning Balance 
 
As in all Green Belt cases involving inappropriate development, Members have now to 
undertake the final assessment or planning balance. The issue is whether the 
considerations put forward by the applicant as described above are of sufficient weight 
to override the Green Belt and other harm caused by the proposals as concluded earlier 
in this report. There is clearly a “tension” here as both protection of the Green Belt and 
employment provision are key priorities of the Core Strategy. Moreover in this case the 
harm has been evaluated as being substantial to the Green Belt and the planning 
considerations cumulatively put forward by the applicant are also evaluated as 
substantial. The judgement here is thus finely balanced. 
 
It is considered that the planning balance lies in supporting the application. There are 
three reasons for doing so.  
 
The first is on the Green Belt issue. The analysis above concludes that the substantial 
harm to the Green Belt is caused primarily by the impact on the openness of the Green 
Belt. The Council commissioned an independent Green Belt Study which looked at a 
large number of specific parcels of land within the Green Belt and other broad areas. Its 
purpose was to see how these parcels and areas “performed” against the five purposes 
of including land within the Green Belt. This Study reported earlier this year. One of the 
parcels identified for study included the application site and land immediately to the 
north. The conclusion from the Study was that this parcel was that whilst it did perform 
against two of the Green Belt purposes, it was the least performing parcel of land of all 
of those considered in that Study.  This suggests that the weight to be given to the 
Green Belt issue on this particular site could be lessened. The openness factor still 
remains, but this too could be lessened by the reduction in the heights of the building; 
the self-containment of the site visually, its visual linkage and connection more with the 
existing estate and the inclusion of a buffer strip between the site and Lea Marston. 
Public ownership of that buffer should maintain it in the longer term. There are two 
further issues. The first is that it has been suggested that the past refusals here add 
strength to the Green Belt argument. The most recent of these was for the wood 
recycling operation on part of the site. The refusal here was very largely to do with the 
environmental impacts arising directly from that specific use (ie. dust) and thus is not 
considered to be comparable to the present application. The previous refusals were for 
similar proposals and these were refused for Green Belt reasons. However it is 
important to understand that the reasons for refusal refer to the lack of evidence to 
support an employment case for very special circumstances. This is not the case today 
and importantly they were pre-NPPF when the degree of evidence and the focus on 
deliverability was not so pronounced as now. In other words the weight to be given to 
the respective applicant’s case is different. The second issue is the view that Green Belt 
boundaries are permanent and should only he changed through the Local Plan process. 
This is indeed the case but planning applications have to be determined outside of that 
process and the NPPF provides a clear process for making those determinations. The 
issue here is whether the application itself can be supported under the analysis of that 
process. If it is then the Council will need to consider Green Belt boundaries after that 
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decision. In conclusion therefore it is considered that in all of the circumstances outlined 
here that the weight to be given to the Green Belt harm identified here is lessened. 
 
The second is on the employment provision issue. As indicated above this issue carries 
far more weight today than it did at the time of the previous applications at this site. The 
Council has a Core Strategy which identifies an employment need in the absence of the 
Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS). The NPPF requires Local Planning Authorities to keep 
their forward planning policies up to date and to manage growth in a sustainable way. 
The Duty to Co-operate has to some extent replaced the RSS and to this end there is 
joint working on both housing and employment requirements. That has resulted in 
independent research and conclusions which have been accepted by the Council in the 
preparation of its review of the Core Strategy. That evidence is up to date and relevant. 
This is why it is given significant weight. The Council needs to act on it. The NPPF 
requires this process to be undertaken and for Local Planning Authorities to use that 
evidence base (paragraphs 158, 160 and 161).That evidence points to an employment 
land gap. Notwithstanding the Green Belt status of this site, its physical attributes are 
appropriate for accommodating the type of proposal being promoted here. That 
proposal has been amended in part, to mitigate the levels of harm that would arise such 
that these are now concluded to be limited.  It is also noteworthy that the site is 
available and that the proposal is deliverable. In conclusion therefore it is considered 
that in these circumstances outlined here that the weight to be given to this matter 
retains its significance.  
 
The third is to look at the Council’s strategic view. The NPPF requires Local Plans to be 
both aspirational and realistic (paragraph 154) as well as to be kept up to date. `The 
Council has embarked on a review of its Core Strategy with these features in mind. It 
has therefore taken the opportunity to “manage” the growth agenda through its 
resolution to publish a draft Local Plan. The evidence base – both the economic 
development research and the Study on the Green Belt – has informed that process 
and in conclusion it leads to an employment allocation on this application site. The 
process is at an early stage and the draft Local Plan carries limited weight. It has been 
suggested that a decision in this case is thus “premature”. However, Members will be 
aware that this site is safe-guarded for potential renewable energy schemes through the 
2014 draft Site Allocations Plan and thus the Council has previously accepted the 
principle of its redevelopment for commercial purposes. That acceptance is not new – it 
precedes the draft 2016 Local Plan. It is agreed that the normal process of releasing 
land in the Green Belt is through the Local Plan process but as explained above, the 
Council has to react to this planning application. Members are advised that the 
determination here rests on the planning merits of the application itself and that should 
be the focus of their attention. 
 
In conclusion therefore the application before the Board has to be determined on 
whether it accords with the Development Plan, unless other material planning 
considerations indicate otherwise. Here it is considered that they do. The Green Belt 
issue is not all encompassing for the reasons outlined whereas the employment need 
issue is heightened because of the current evidence base and the NPPF’s objective of 
delivering sustainable development. The balance here is thus falls on the side of 
support for the proposal.  
 
 
Recommendation 
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a) That the Council is minded to support the grant of planning permission for the 
reasons stated in this report; the schedule of conditions that follow and the 
completion of the Section 106 Agreement as referred to in this report. 
 

b) As a consequence the application should be referred to the Secretary of State 
under the 2009 Direction as Green Belt development in order to ascertain 
whether he wishes to determine the application himself.  

 
Conditions 
 
Standard Conditions 
 
1. First Standard Outline Condition – reserving appearance; landscaping, layout 

and scale 
 

2. Second Standard Outline Condition 
 
3. Third Standard Outline Condition 
 
4. Standard Plan numbers condition - the site location plan number 30659-PL-101B 

and the Parameters Plan number 30659-PL-102E. 
 

Defining Conditions 
 
5. The reserved matters shall be designed in general accordance with the 

parameters contained in the plan approved under condition (4) above. 
 
REASON 
 
In order to define the scope of the permission 

 
 
 
 
 

6. The total amount of floor space within the development hereby approved shall 
not exceed 85,000 sq m GIA. 
 
REASON 
 
In the interests of highway safety and to reduce the environmental impacts of the 
proposal. 
 

7. No part of the development shall be occupied until all of the highway measures 
as shown on plan numbers NK017857/SK0100B and A094015-011A with respect 
to the site access road and plan number A09415-010F in respect of the Hams 
Hall roundabout mitigation scheme have been implemented in full to the written 
satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority.  
 
REASON 
 
In the interests of highway safety.  
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8. As part of the reserved matters submitted under Condition 1, full details of the 
proposed access points off Canton Lane shall be submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority. Thereafter and prior to first occupation, 
the access(es) shall be provided in full in accordance with the approved plans. 

 
REASON 
 
In the interests of highway safety. 

 
9. Reserved matters applications submitted under condition 1 shall include full 

details of on-site HGV and car parking provision and must accord with the Local 
Planning Authority’s standards. HGV parking provision on each plot as agreed 
under condition 1 in respect of the layout shall be at a minimum of 1 HGV parking 
space per 375 square metres of B8 floor-space.  

 
REASON 
 
In the interests of highway safety 

 
Pre-Commencement Conditions 
 
10. No work shall commence on the construction of any building hereby approved 

until full details of the landscaping and boundary treatment around the perimeter 
of the site together with arrangements for its maintenance has first been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The 
approved details shall be implemented in full in accordance with a programme to 
be submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority. 

 
REASON 
 
In the interests of the visual amenities of the area and to enhance bio-diversity. 

 
 
 
 
 

11. No work shall commence on the construction of any building approved until full 
details of the roofing and facing materials to be used on that building have first 
been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Only 
the approved materials shall then be used on site. 

 
REASON 
 
In the interests of the visual amenities of the area 

 
12. No work shall commence on the construction of any building hereby approved 

until details of the provision of adequate water supplies and fire hydrants 
necessary for fire-fighting purposes have first been submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority. Only the approved details shall then be 
provided in full on the site. 

 
REASON 
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In the interests of public safety. 
 

13. No work shall commence on the permission hereby granted other than the 
approved highway works and site remediation works until such time as fully 
detailed surface and foul water drainage schemes for the site, based on 
sustainable drainage principles reflecting the submitted drainage design 
philosophy including details of attenuation measures and their future 
management and a foul water drainage scheme that is agreed by Severn Trent 
Water Ltd have first been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority. Only the approved schemes shall then be fully implemented 
on site. 

 
REASON 
 
To reduce the risks of flooding and pollution.  

 
14. No work shall commence on any of the buildings hereby approved until full 

details of the location and specification of the acoustic fence at the eastern end 
of the site have first been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority. Only the approved details shall then be fully implemented on 
the site. 

 
REASON 
 
In the interests or reducing noise impacts. 

 
15. No earthworks shall take place on site until a site investigation of the nature and 

extent of contamination, based on a Phase 1 Assessment for the whole site, 
together with a controlled waters risk assessment, the delineation of any 
contamination hotspots identified and a comprehensive gas risk assessment 
have first been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority.  

 
REASON 
 
In the interests of reducing the risk of pollution 

 
 
 

16. No earthworks shall take place on the site until a report, based on the work 
undertaken under condition (15), specifying remedial measures to render the site 
suitable for the use hereby permitted has first has been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The report shall also include 
details to show how those remedial measures have been adhered to during 
construction.  

 
REASON 
 
In the interests of reducing the risk of pollution. 

 
17. The site shall be remediated in accordance with the measures agreed under 

condition (16) before any construction works commence other than earthworks. A 
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verification report shall be submitted to the Local Planning Authority within three 
months of the completion of remediation. 

 
REASON 
 
In the interests of reducing the risk of pollution.  

 
18. No development shall commence on site until a Construction Environmental 

Management Plan has first been submitted to and approved in writing by the 
Local Planning Authority. The Plan shall include details of how it is to be 
monitored and reviewed and a procedure for handling complaints. In particular it 
shall provide details of the arrangements for: 

 
a) The routing of all vehicles associated with the construction and phasing of 

the development and its associated signage; 
b) The location of the site compound throughout the whole period of the 

construction. 
c) The hours of working on the construction of the development 
d) The hours within which deliveries are to be made including any loading 

and unloading 
e) Wheel washing facilities and dust suppression arrangements 
f) Measures to control noise and vibration during construction and 
g) Site Lighting during construction 
 

The approved Plan shall remain in force through construction until the written 
agreement of the Local Planning Authority is given 

 
REASON 
 
In the interests of highway safety and the visual and environmental amenities of 
the area 

 
19. No work shall start on the construction of any building hereby approved until such 

time as an onsite Habitat Creation, Enhancement and Management Plan and 
Programme have first been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority. The approved Plan shall be implemented in full in accordance 
with the approved Programme 

 
REASON  
 
In the interests of enhancing the bio-diversity of the site  

 
Pre-Occupation Conditions 
 
20. Within three months of the occupation of any building hereby approved, the 

occupier(s) shall submit a Service Yard Management Plan bespoke to its 
operations, to the Local Planning Authority for approval. This Plan shall include 
measures to prevent overnight HGV parking on public roads; keeping highways 
clear by managing delivery and gate opening times, encouraging the use of the 
rail freight terminal, the provision of on-site driver facilities and for noise 
reduction. Once approved the arrangements of the approved plan shall be 
adhered to at all times. 
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REASON 
 
In the interests of reducing adverse environmental impacts and in the interests of 
highway safety. 

 
21. There shall be no installation of any external lighting until such time as a scheme 

for any such lighting has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority. This shall include an assessment of the lighting impacts and 
include measures to mitigate any adverse lighting impacts together with the 
arrangements for monitoring and reviewing of the approved measures. There 
shall be no occupation of any building until the measures approved under this 
condition have been fully implemented on site to the written satisfaction of the 
Local Planning Authority.  

 
REASON 
 
In the interests of reducing the risks of adverse noise and lighting impacts. 

 
22. There shall be no installation of any external plant and machinery associated with 

the approved buildings, including air conditioning and refrigeration plant, until 
such time as full details are submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority. This submission shall include noise assessments. Any noise 
attenuation measures agreed under this condition shall be fully implemented 
prior to the use of the plant or machinery. 

 
REASON 
 
In order to reduce the risk of noise pollution. 

 
23. Within six months of occupation of any building hereby approved, the 

occupiers(s) shall first submit a Green Travel Plan bespoke to their operations, 
including the arrangements for monitoring and review, to the Local Planning 
Authority. The Plan shall specifically refer to the potential to use the Coleshill 
Parkway Station for employees and visitors as well as to the Rail Freight 
Terminal for the transfer of goods. Once approved the approved measures shall 
remain in force at all times. 

 
REASON 
 
In the interests of promoting sustainable travel. 

 
 
 

24. There shall be no occupation of any of the buildings hereby approved until such 
time as the whole of the service yards, parking and turning areas and access 
arrangements for that building have first been fully completed in accordance with 
the details approved under reserved matters through condition 1. 

 
REASON 
 
In the interests of highway safety and to reduce environmental impacts.  
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25. There shall be no occupation of any of the buildings hereby approved until such 
time as an HGV routing strategy has been submitted to and approved in writing 
by the Local Planning Authority. Once approved the strategy shall be adhered to 
at all times. The Strategy shall show that it prevents the use of roads through 
surrounding villages and settlements. 

 
REASON 
 
In the interests of highway safety.  

 
 
Notes 
 
1. The Local Planning Authority has met the requirements of the National Planning 

Policy Framework in this case through the consideration of amended and revised 
plans as a consequence of consultations received in order to reduce adverse 
impacts. 
 

2. Attention is drawn to the advice and guidance of Network Rail which is attached 
 
3. The Service Yard Management Plans referred to above should be based on the 

draft submitted to this Authority as part of this application 
 
4. The Green Travel Plan referred to above should be based on the draft submitted 

to this authority as part of this application. 
 
5. Attention is drawn to Section 38 and to 278 of the Highways Act 1980; the Traffic 

Management Act 2004, the New Roads and Street Works Act 1991 and all 
relevant Codes of Practice. Advice and guidance should be sought from the 
Warwickshire County Council. 
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11 Coleshill Town Council Representation 3/8/16 
12 R Keatley Objection 6/8/16 
13 CPRE Objection 7/8/16 
14 S Farrell Objection 8/8/16 
15 Lea Marston Parish Council Objection 11/8/16 

16 Nether Whitacre Parish 
Council Objection 1/8/16 

17 Environmental Health 
Officer Consultation 24/8/16 

18 WCC Highways Consultation 1/9/16 

19 Head of Development 
Control Letter 7/9/16 

20 Applicant E-mail 7/9/16 

21 Environmental Health 
Officer Consultation 15/9/16 

22 Planning Prospects  Representation 19/9/16 
23 M Triplett Objection 26/9/16 
24 Applicant Letter 13/10/16 
25 WCC Highways Consultation 20/10/16 
26 WCC Highways Consultation  
27 Lea Marston Parish Council Consultation 24/10/16 
28 WCC Highways Consultation 24/10/16 

 
Note: This list of background papers excludes published documents which may be referred to in the 
report, such as The Development Plan and Planning Policy Guidance Notes. 
 
A background paper will include any item which the Planning Officer has relied upon in preparing the 
report and formulating his recommendation.  This may include correspondence, reports and documents 
such as Environmental Impact Assessments or Traffic Impact Assessments. 
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