
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Proposal: Formation of up to 385 No. additional car parking spaces to 
serve Units A and B at Prologis Park Birmingham 
Interchange with associated earthworks, engineering, 
landscaping and sustainable urban drainage systems. 
 
 

Web link to Plans: Full details of the proposal and statutory consultee 
responses can be found by using the above planning 
application reference number at:  
 
https://publicaccess.solihull.gov.uk/online-applications/ 
 

 
 

Reason for 
Referral to 
Planning 
Committee: 

 

 

Application requested to be determined by the Planning 
Committee by Councillor Rolf and the proposal has 
given rise to substantial weight of public concern and in 
the opinion of the Head of Development Management 
should be referred to Planning Committee. 
 

 

Recommendation: REFUSAL 

 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The proposal would be inappropriate development in the Green Belt, would harm the 
openness of the Green Belt, and conflict with one of the five purposes of including 
land within it (encroachment). Paragraph 144 of the Framework advises that “when 
considering any planning application, local planning authorities should ensure that 
substantial weight is given to any harm to the Green Belt. ‘Very special 
circumstances’ will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of 
inappropriateness, and any other harm resulting from the proposal, is clearly 
outweighed by other considerations”. 
 
In terms of the benefits of the scheme (other considerations), the proposal would 
make a significant contribution to the local economy and employment which should 
be accorded significant weight in the planning balance. The proposal would also 
deliver some qualitative landscape and ecological benefits which should be accorded 
limited weight in the planning balance. All other material planning considerations 
pertinent to the determination of this application, subject to conditions, should be 
accorded neutral weight in the planning balance.  
 

APPLICATION REFERENCE: PL/2021/00189/PPFL 
 
Site Address: Land South Of Solihull Parkway Blackfirs Lane Marston Green 
Solihull   

https://publicaccess.solihull.gov.uk/online-applications/


Consequently, when applying the Green Belt balance, despite the significant merits 
of the proposal, these would not clearly outweigh the conflict with the development 
plan and national policy with regard to the permanence of harm to the Green Belt. 
For this reason, the very special circumstances necessary to justify the proposed 
development have not been demonstrated and thus, the overall planning balance is 
not in favour of the scheme.  
 
PROCEDURAL MATTERS 
 
The existing and proposed plans have been amended during the lifetime of the 
application to ensure consistency with plans recently approved for a new ‘welfare 
suite’ (break area) located to the south of Unit B (SMBC Ref. PL/2021/00158/PPFL).    
 
The modification has resulted in the overall numbers of parking spaces being 
reduced with the current application now seeking now planning permission for 385 
no. spaces.       
 
Finally, the proposed landscape plans have been amended to include the following:         
 

a) 17no. Semi-Mature trees have been added adjacent to the car parking to 
the west of Unit A; and  
b) The area of mixed native planting adjacent to the car parking to the west of 
Unit A has been increased.  

 
MAIN ISSUES 
 

 Whether the proposal is inappropriate development in the Green Belt having 
regard to the Framework and relevant development plan policies 

 

 The effect the proposal would have on the openness and purposes of including 
land in the Green Belt 

 

 The effect of the proposal on highway safety and the free flow of the road 
network 

 

 Other Material Considerations 
 

- Living Conditions 
- Landscape 
- Ecology 
- Drainage 
- Other Considerations (Case for Green Belt Very Special Circumstances) 
- Other Matters  

 

 Whether any harm by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly 
outweighed by other considerations. If so, would this amount to the very special 
circumstances required to justify the proposal 

 
 
 



CONSULTATION RESPONSES 
 
Statutory Consultees The following Statutory Consultee responses have been 
received: 
 
Lead Local Flood Authority - No objection subject to conditions. 
 
Non Statutory Consultees The following Non-Statutory Consultee responses have 
been received: 
 
SMBC Ecology - No objection subject to conditions. However, as amended 
landscape plans have been received which include an increase in the number of 
trees planted and the area of mixed native planting, the Biodiversity Impact 
Assessment needs to be amended to reflect the proposed changes. 
 
SMBC Highways - No objection subject to conditions. 
 
SMBC Landscape -   No objection subject to conditions. 
 
SMBC Policy – Assessment of case for very special circumstances required.  
 
SMBC Public Protection - No objection subject to conditions with respect to matters 
of air quality, noise, lighting, contaminated land and construction work.  
 
Esso Petroleum Co Ltd - No apparatus are situated near the proposed works. Esso 
Petroleum Co Ltd have no objections to the proposals so long as the enclosed 
‘Special Requirements for Safe Working’ booklet and the covenants are adhered to. 
 
CPRE Warwickshire – We do not believe very special circumstances have been 
demonstrated.   
 
West Midlands Police – Recommend that additional car parking is built to comply 
with the principles laid out park mark, lighting against crime and secure by design 
guides.   
 
PUBLICITY 
 
The application was advertised in accordance with the provisions set down in the 
Town and Country Planning (General Development Procedure) Order 2015. 
 
133 responses were received including 49 proformas and letters from Cllr Rolf, Cllr 

Sleigh and Saqib Bhatti MBE MP. A petition with 1039 signatures has also been 
received.  
 
All correspondence has been reviewed and the main issues raised are summarised 
below (Planning Committee Members have access to all third party correspondence 
received): 
 
Green Belt 
 



 Loss of Green Belt. 

 Erosion of the Green Belt.  

 Encroachment into Green Belt.    

 Very special circumstances have not been demonstrated to justify the grant of 
planning permission.    

 The proposal is contrary to Policy P17 (Countryside and Green Belt) of the 
Solihull Local Plan 2013.  

 
Landscape 
 

 Loss of trees. 

 Erosion of important green spaces.   

 The whole character of the landscape created would be ruined. 

 Erosion of landscape bund. 

 The pandemic has highlighted the importance of green spaces and getting out 
in nature - taking another strip of Green Belt for parking would be obscene. 

 This development will add to the adverse impact that the development has 
already made to the character of the area which is semi-rural. 

 Replacement trees and landscaping takes time to establish and would not 
mitigate for the loss of established trees and landscaping.    

 
Ecology 
 

 Impact on local habitat / wildlife.  

 Detrimental to this area and the environment in general.  

 No more land should be taken away from nature. 
 
Amenity 
 

 Noise and disturbance.  

 Air pollution. 

 Light pollution.  

 Negative impact on residents’ enjoyment of this local green space which is 
used for walks and daily exercise which has been proven to be good for 
mental and physical health. 

 
Highways 
 

 Increase traffic. 

 Impact on local road network.  

 Congestion on local road network.  

 More car park spaces will not encourage cycling, walking or the use of public 
transport. 

 There are car parks on the existing business park that could be utilised for 
parking.  

 Suitable modes of transport should be encouraged rather than car parking 
which would reduce the carbon footprint by reducing traffic volumes. 

Drainage  
 



 Increased risk of flooding. 

 Pollution from run off into local water courses. 
 
Other Matters 
 

 This expansion will not make a significant contribution to the local economy or 
employment. 

 Why is additional parking required. 

 Disruption during construction phase. 

 I.A.C were aware of the layout of the buildings and number if car parking 
spaces available on the development before they took the lease on. 

 There are plenty of empty offices on Birmingham Business Park which could 
be knocked down and replaced with car parks. 

 In this age of working from home the empty office space is going to become a 
problem leading to vandalism and other problems. 

 Will the proposal effect existing JLR and AIC UK operations.  
 
One letter of support has been received from Finance Birmingham which may be 
summarised as follows:  
 

 The job creation potential is significant in the company and the rest of the 
supply chain and the longer term benefits could also be very significant in 
terms of being able to offer a stronger and better positioned supply chain for 
other original equipment manufacturer (OMDs) in the UK as well as potential 
for export. We therefore support investment at Progress Way. 

 
PLANNING ASSESSMENT 
 

Section 38(6) of the Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that: - 
 
‘Where in making any determination under the planning acts, regard is to be had to 
the development plan, the determination shall be made in accordance with the plan 
unless material considerations indicate otherwise’. 
 
The National Planning Policy Framework at paragraph 2 states that planning law 
requires that applications for planning permission be determined in accordance with 
the development plan, unless material considerations indicate otherwise. The 
National Planning Policy Framework must be taken into account in preparing the 
development plan, and is a material consideration in planning decisions. Planning 
policies and decisions must also reflect relevant international obligations and 
statutory requirements. 
 
This report considers the proposal against the Development Plan (Solihull Local 
Plan), the relevant polices of the National Planning Policy Framework (the 
Framework) 2019 and the National Planning Practice Guidance (PPG). 
 
Whether the proposal is inappropriate development in the Green Belt having regard 
to the Framework and relevant development plan policies 
 



The application site is within the West Midlands Green Belt. Policy P17 of the Solihull 
Local Plan 2013 states that the Council will not permit inappropriate development in 
the Green Belt, except in very special circumstances. Policy P17 of the Solihull Local 
Plan is consistent with policies set out in the Framework and full weight can be 
attributed to this Local Plan Policy. 
 
The Framework explains that the Government attaches great importance to Green 
Belts. Paragraph 146 establishes that development would be inappropriate unless it 
falls within one of the listed exceptions. Within those exemptions, paragraph 146(b) 
identifies that engineering operations would not be inappropriate development in the 
Green Belt provided they preserve its openness and do not conflict with the 
purposes of including land within it. The formation of up to 385 No. additional car 
parking spaces with associated earthworks, engineering, landscaping and 
sustainable urban drainage systems qualifies as an engineering operation under 
paragraph 146(b) of the Framework.  
 
It is therefore the test in paragraph 146(b) which determines whether the proposal is 
inappropriate development in the Green Belt. This is discussed further in the next 
section of the Report.  
 
The effect the proposal would have on the openness and purposes of including land 
in the Green Belt 
 
Openness 
 
Paragraph 133 of the Framework identifies that the fundamental aim of the Green 
Belt is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open. In regard to 
paragraph 146(b), engineering operations are acceptable in principle despite this by 
definition having an impact on openness. Therefore, impact on openness is a matter 
of fact and degree taking into account scale, locational context and visual/spatial 
matters. These matters would therefore affect whether the proposed development 
would have a tangible and greater impact than the existing development on the 
openness of the Green Belt.  
 
It has been established that rather than treating any change as having a greater 
impact on openness of the Green Belt, the correct approach is to consider the impact 
or harm, if any, brought by the change. The word ‘openness’ is open-textured and a 
number of factors are capable of being relevant when it comes to applying it to the 
particular facts of a specific case. Prominent among these will be factors relevant to 
how built-up the Green Belt is now, and how built-up it would be if development 
occurs. 
 
In terms of how built-up the Green Belt is now, outline planning permission was 
granted on 2nd December 2016 (the 2016 application) for the erection of building(s) 
within use classes B1a office, B1b research and development, B1c light industrial, 
B2 general industrial, and B8 storage & distribution with associated access, 
earthworks, engineering, landscaping, car parking and amendments to existing 
highway to create new turning head. All matters reserved apart from access (SMBC 
Ref. PL/2016/02001/PPOL). 
 



The Committee Report advises, “the substantive site where the majority of the built 
development is proposed has been taken out of the Green Belt by virtue of its Local 
Plan allocation as a strategic employment site but there are elements to the proposal 
outside of this allocation where Green Belt Policies need to be applied, notably: 
 
• Drainage attenuation ponds and landscape bund within the landscaped buffer zone 
• New access off Bickenhill Parkway; and   
• Extension of built development zone beyond allocated boundary” (page 6). 
 
Reserved matters relating to appearance, landscaping, layout and scale pursuant to 
condition 3 of the 2016 application was approved on 6th October 2017 (SMBC Ref. 
PL/2017/01509/PPRM).  
 
Reserved matters for revised landscaping pursuant to condition 3 of the 2016 
application was approved on 22nd January 2019 (SMBC Ref. PL/2018/02297/PPRM). 
The approved landscape plans (drawing numbers 2109_PL001_1 Rev L and 
2109_PL001_2 Rev Q) show the land on which the proposed development would be 
sited (Areas 2 & 3) to be open and undeveloped and landscaped with a mixture of 
trees, mixed native planting and a wildflower meadow. 
 
In terms of how built-up the Green Belt would be if development occurs, the 
proposed development involves the formation of up to 385 No. additional car parking 
spaces with associated earthworks, engineering, landscaping and sustainable urban 
drainage systems. The proposed Site Layout Plan (drawing number 6632 - 01 REV 
G) details the works, specifically: 
 

 Area 1 (green): 94 additional spaces created through the infilling of certain 
amenity landscaping areas around the Units A & B. This area is not in the 
Green Belt.  

 

 Area 2 (red): 90 additional spaces to be provided on land to the west of Unit 
A, to be accessed via the internal site road. In order to drain this part of the 
car park, an attenuation pond is proposed to the north of the car park. This 
area is in the Green Belt. 

 

 Area 3 (orange): 201 additional spaces to be provided as an extension to the 
existing parking areas on the southern side of the internal access road. The 
new car parking area necessitates the creation of a retaining wall with a 
gabion wall face along the northern part of the landscaped bund. This area is 
in the Green Belt. 

 
The proposed development would result in the creation of substantial hard surfaced 
areas (approximately 5165 sq m) and associated excavations, retaining walls and 
lighting on areas of land which are currently open and undeveloped and landscaped 
with a mixture of trees, mixed native planting and a wildflower meadow. In addition to 
the permanent works, the proposal would result in additional vehicles movement and 
see vehicles parked on the land for significant periods of time.  
 
Purposes 
 



The fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land 
permanently open. One of the purposes of the Green Belt is to assist in safeguarding 
the countryside from encroachment. One of the objectives of the Local Plan is to 
maintain the Green Belt in Solihull.  
 
Whilst the proposed development does not extend the application site into ‘open’ 
countryside, it would extend the application site further into the Green Belt. The 2016 
application allowed the application site to be extended beyond the allocated 
boundary into the Green Belt to incorporate a reservation corridor within the 
application site to make way for a future mass public transport scheme (metro) to 
pass the site. The 2016 application was support by a Development Zone Plan 
(drawing number 5952 – 053) which details the development parcels and extent of 
encroachment into the Green Belt. To safeguard Green Belt land in accordance with 
Policy P17 of the Solihull Local Plan a condition was attached to the 2016 
permission requiring that “all built development and associated infrastructure, with 
the exception of means of access from Bickenhill parkway, drainage attenuation and 
landscaping, shall be restricted to the Revised Development Zone area (6.5ha) as 
identified on the plan drawing no. 5952 – 053” (condition 5). The proposed 
development would extend the application site further into the Green Belt beyond the 
development boundary established by the 2016 permission and detailed in 

Development Zone Plan (5952 – 053). The physical presence and scale of the 
substantial new car park and associated infrastructure and operations would 
undoubtedly impact further upon the openness of the Green Belt and would also lead 
to further encroachment into this part of the Green Belt. 
 
Green Belt Conclusion 
 
Taking all of the above together, the proposed development would have a materially 
greater visual and spatial effect on the openness of the Green Belt than the existing 
use of the land. Accordingly, the proposed development would not preserve the 
openness of the Green Belt and would also conflict with one of its purposes. The 
proposal would not therefore constitute an exemption under paragraph 146(b) 
(engineering operations) of the Framework. Consequently, the proposed 
development would be inappropriate development in the Green Belt and very special 
circumstances would be required to justify it. 
 
The effect of the proposal on highway safety and the free flow of the road network 
 
Policy P8 of the Solihull Local Plan explains that development which results in a 
reduction in safety for any users of the highway will not be permitted. Policy P7 of the 
Solihull Local Plan explains all new development should be focused in the most 
accessible locations and seek to enhance existing accessibility levels and promote 
ease of access and encourage walking and cycling. Policies P7 and P8 of the Local 
Plan are consistent with policies set out in the Framework and full weight can be 
attributed to these Local Plan Policies.  
 
Paragraph 109 of the Framework explains that development should only be 
prevented or refused on highways grounds if there would be an unacceptable impact 
on highway safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on the road network would be 
severe. 



 
Background 
 
A Transport Assessment (TA) prepared by Vectos was submitted in support of the 
2016 application to assess the impact of the development proposals on the highway 
network. Due to the number of uses proposed at the application site, a number of 
scenarios were assessed with the most intensive use in traffic generation terms 
being a combination of 18,850m2 of B1a and 10,220m2 of B8. In this scenario, the 
development would generate approximately 308 two-way vehicle trips during the AM 
peak hour (08:00-09:00) and approximately 256 two-way vehicle trips in the PM peak 
hour (17:00-18:00). A Framework Travel Plan prepared by Vectos was also 
submitted in support of the 2016 application. The Framework Travel Plan included a 
target for a 5% reduction in single-occupancy car journeys to/from the application 
site over a 5 year period. 
 
Planning permission was granted by Solihull MBC on 06th October 2017 for details 
of reserved matters for the 2016 application.  A Transport Statement (TS) prepared 
by Vectos was submitted in support of the reserved matters planning application. 
The TS indicated that a total of 212 car parking spaces would be provided to serve 
the two units. The rationale for the number of spaces proposed has been based on 
the maximum number of spaces that can be provided, based on SMBC’s Vehicle 
Parking Standards and Green Travel Plans (2006) for B2 and B8 uses. A maximum 
of 1 space per 40m2 is permitted for B2 and B8 uses, which would equate to a 
maximum of 720 spaces being provided in total. 
 
Current Proposal 
 
Transport Assessment applicant has been submitted in support of the development 
proposals. The following text provides commentary of the assessment of the TS 
undertaken by the Highway Authority. 
 
Car Parking Provision  
 
There are currently 205 existing car parking spaces provided at the application site, 
13 of which are disabled parking bays. The level of existing parking provided was 
based on the maximum car parking standards set out in the Council’s Vehicle 
Parking Standards and Green Travel Plans SPD. It also appears that the level of 
parking proposed was limited due to the Green Belt constraints surrounding the 
application site. The proposals include the provision of 385 additional car parking 
spaces at the site so that a total of 590 spaces are provided.  
 
The TS indicates that the intended future occupier, International Automotive 
Components Group (IAC Group), will employ a total of 1,140 employees at the site; 
870 employees will be split across three shifts with an additional 270 employees 
working within the ancillary office. IAC consider the existing level of parking to be 
insufficient to meet their operational demands.  
 
The justification for providing an increase in car parking is to accommodate the 
parking demand generated during shift change-over periods. Table 4.3 (Parking 
Accumulation Shifts) of the TS provides the results of a car parking accumulation 



assessment based on the number of employees that are anticipated to arrive and 
depart the site during different periods of the day, taking into consideration the 
proposed shift patterns. The assessment also takes into consideration the journey to 
work data that has been extracted from the 2011 Census, to predict the modal split 
of future employees and the method of travel employees are likely to use when 
travelling to/from the application site. The 2011 Census data suggests that 76% of 
future employees will travel to the site by single-occupancy private car. The parking 
accumulation assessment indicates that a peak parking demand is likely to occur  
between 14:25 and 14:35 where there is predicted to be a demand for 544 car 
parking spaces. The predicted demand does not take into account additional parking 
demand generated by customers or visitors to the site. 
 
The Highway Authority acknowledges that it can be common practice for an 
overprovision of car parking spaces to be provided at business / industrial sites 
where the operation includes multiple shifts. The increase in parking provision is to 
ensure that during the shift change-over periods, employees of the following shift are 
not waiting for car parking spaces to become available and potentially obstructing 
the internal access roads and even obstructing the operation of the local highway 
network.  
 
The parking accumulation assessment is based on 76% of employees travelling 
to/from the application site by single-occupancy private car journeys. The Highway 
Authority is therefore satisfied that the increase in parking provision should not 
discourage future employees from travelling to/from the application by sustainable 
modes of transport (i.e. walking, cycling, and use of public transport).  
 
The Highway Authority also notes that the Council’s Vehicle Parking Standards and 
Green Travel Plans SPD require a maximum parking provision of one space per 
40m2 for B2-B8 developments. Based on the total approved floor area of the units 
being 28,800 sq m, the Council’s parking standards would permit a maximum of 720 
car parking spaces being provided. The proposals would result in a total of 600 car 
parking spaces being provided at the application site, which is still below the 
maximum number of spaces that could be permitted.  
 
The additional car parking proposed does not appear to include an increase in the 
provision of disabled bays. A total of 13 disabled bays are currently provided at the 
application site. DfT’s Inclusive Mobility guidance documents recommends that for 
car parks associated with existing employment premises, 2% of the total car park 
capacity is allocated for Blue Badge holders. The 13 existing disabled bays is 
therefor considered to be compliant with the guidance included within Inclusive 
Mobility.  
 
The Highway Authority is also satisfied that the location of the proposed additional 
car parking will not affect the land that is safeguarded for the delivery of a metro 
transit route. 
 
Traffic Impact  
 
The approved units remain unaltered as part of the current proposals. The number of 
vehicle trips the units could generate was included and assessed as part of the 2016 



outline application. Whilst the proposals will increase the number of car parking 
spaces available at the application site, it should not lead to a significant increase in 
vehicle trips being generated. Instead, the provision of the additional car parking 
spaces should allow employees of the following shift to park immediately, rather than 
wait for employees of the previous shift to vacate the site. The provision of the 27 car 
parking spaces allocated to customer and visitors could generate an increase in 
vehicle trips being generated however, it is likely that the increase will be minimal 
and will have a negligible impact on the operation of the local highway network.  
 
The vehicle trip generation assessments undertaken as part of the 2016 outline 
application predominantly focused on the number of vehicle trips the development 
could generate during the highway networks typical AM and PM peak periods 
(08:00-09:00 & 17:00-18:00). The Highway Authority acknowledges that the intended 
future user will operate with three shifts per day, which would likely result in the 
majority of vehicle movements occurring outside of the peak periods and during 
times where traffic flows on the local highway network is usually quieter. It is 
therefore considered that the development proposals should not generate a 
significant increase in vehicle trips to have a severe impact on public highway safety, 
or on the operation of the local highway network. 
 
The proposal therefore accords with Policies P7 and P8 of the Local Plan and 
guidance in the Framework. 
 
This should be accorded neutral weight in the planning balance. 
 
Other Material Considerations 
 
- Living Conditions 
 
Policy P14 of the Solihull Local Plan seeks to protect the amenity of existing and 
potential occupiers of houses and businesses. Policy P14 of the Local Plan is 
consistent with policies set out in the Framework and full weight can be attributed to 
this Local Plan Policy. 
 
To the north and east of the site the area is dominated by existing large commercial 
developments of Birmingham Business Park. Residential dwellings are located in 
reasonably close proximity to the site, the nearest being located on Blackfirs Lane 
to the south.  
 
The separation distances shown on the plans together with the additional 
landscaping through the green buffer zone and elsewhere on the site demonstrates 
that the proposed development could be provided without causing any harmful 
impact from an unacceptable loss of light, loss of privacy or by being overbearing. 
Conditions can be imposed to ensure lighting would not impact on residential 
amenity. 
 
Concerns have been raised about regarding air quality as a result of additional 
vehicle movements. As set out earlier in this Report, the number of vehicle trips the 
units could generate was assessed as part of the 2016 application. Whilst the 
proposals will increase the number of car parking spaces available at the application 



site, it should not lead to a significant increase in vehicle trips being generated. 
Instead, the provision of the additional car parking spaces should allow employees of 
the following shift to park immediately, rather than wait for employees of the previous 
shift to vacate the site. Given this context, it is unlikely that significant air quality 
impacts will be presented by the proposed development and no air quality 
recommendations or conditions have been requested. 
 
Concerns have been raised about impact on amenities of local residents from 
additional vehicle movement and associated noise and disturbance. In this regard, 
any impact resulting from the proposed development needs to be considered in 
context with the lawful uses permitted on the site, namely B1a (office), B1b (research 
and development), B1c (light industrial), B2 (general industrial) and B8 (storage & 
distribution). The proposed development would generate additional vehicular 
movements in the area but with the new access road from Bickenhill Parkway 
additional vehicular movements to and from the site would be kept a suitable 
distance from nearby residential properties on Blackfirs Lane. In addition, the new 
car parking areas would be screened from the nearest properties on Blackfirs Lane 
by the existing landscape bund and associated planting and trees. The application 
has been accompanied by a Noise Impact Assessment prepared by Sustainable 
Acoustics. The Council’s Public Protection Officer reviewed the Assessment and 
sought clarification on a number of points. The Assessment has been updated to 
address the points raised and  concludes that “with the proposed mitigation 
measures the noise levels incident on the closest residential properties would be 
sufficiently low, so are not considered likely to cause an adverse effect at the nearest 
residential receptors” (p.27). The Council’s Public Protection Officer has reviewed 
the amended submission and is content that the scheme is acceptable, subject to a 
condition that works through recommendations of this report to therefore control 
noise emanating from the site. 
 
The Council’s Public Protection Officer raised no objection, subject to conditions, 
with respect to matters of air quality, lighting, contaminated land and construction 
work.  
 
The proposal accords with Policy P14 of the Local Plan and guidance in the 
Framework. This is accorded neutral weight in the planning balance. 
 
- Landscape & Ecology  
 
Policy P10 of the Solihull Local Plan recognises the importance of a healthy natural 
environment in its own right. Policy P14 requires new development to safeguard 
important trees, hedgerows and woodlands. Policies P10 and P14 of the Local Plan 
are consistent with policies set out in the Framework and full weight can be attributed 
to these Local Plan Policies. 
 
The proposed development involves the formation of up to 385 No. additional car 
parking spaces with associated earthworks, engineering, landscaping and 
sustainable urban drainage systems. The proposed Site Layout Plan (drawing 
number 6632 - 01 REV G) details the works, specifically: 
 



 Area 1 (green): The new car parking area immediately south and east of Units 
A and B is proposed in areas where footpath or paved area for the servicing 
of Units A and B was approved under the 2018 reserved matters application  
and new welfare suite (break area) area approved in 2021.  This area is not in 
the Green Belt. 

 

 Area 2 (red): The new car parking area immediately west of Unit A is 
proposed where new trees were proposed and an area of wildflower meadow 
planting were approved under the 2018 reserved matters application. This 
area is in the Green Belt. 

 

 Area 3 (orange): The new car parking area to the south of existing car parking 
areas and the swale is proposed in areas where native mixed planting and 
native and trees were approved under the 2018 reserved matters application.  
This area is in the Green Belt. 

 
In summary, the Detail Landscape Proposals (as amended) detail that 41no. trees 
which were planted as part of the landscaping scheme approved under the 2018 
reserved matters application will be removed.  In addition, the Arboricultural Impact 
Assessment recommends that two English Oaks along the western site boundary 
(T22 & T23) are removed. The Assessment concludes that these trees are in poor 
structural condition, with multiple significant defects, and considered to be unsuitable 
for long-term retention within the site. Finally, some of the native planting and 
grassland on the site created to mitigate the impact of the previously approved 
development will be lost to accommodate the proposed development. 
 
The application has been accompanied by Detail Landscape Proposals (as 
amended) which provides the following:     
 

 One-for-one replacement is proposed; transplanting existing saplings where 
possible and replacing existing saplings where necessary; 

 17no. Semi-Mature trees have been added adjacent to the car parking to the 
west of Unit A; and  

 The area of mixed native planting adjacent to the car parking to the west of 
Unit A has been increased. 

 
The proposed landscape and ecological enhancements would undoubtable deliver 
some qualitative benefits on the areas of land on which they are proposed. However, 
the weight to be attached to these benefits in the overall planning balance is 
tempered by a number of factors.  
 
Firstly, the car parking proposed on land shown as Area 2 (red) and Area 3 (orange) 
respectfully, is land which along with land to the south and west of these areas, was 
established as a ‘buffer zone’ as part of the 2016 application.  This ‘buffer zone’ 
provides, amongst other things, landscape and ecological enhancement to help 
mitigate the impact of 2016 permission. The importance of this ‘buffer zone’ is 
highlighted in 2016 Committee Report which states “the substantial economic 
benefits that this scheme delivers allied to the landscaping improvements and 
mitigation proposed to the buffer zone, ensures that the development respects 
existing neighbour amenity and outlook whilst delivering significant sustainable 



economic development. Public betterment is also gained by opening the landscape 
buffer zone to public use” (p.20).   
 
Secondly, the proposed development would result in a significant reduction in the 
overall quantum of open and undeveloped green space within the ‘buffer zone’, 
which Condition 5 attached to the 2016 permission intimates should avoid built 
development other than ‘drainage attenuation and landscaping’. This open and 
undeveloped green space would be permanently lost as a result of development. 
The proposed development would see an open and undeveloped area of 
approximately 5165 sq m being replaced with a hard surfacing and supporting 
infrastructure (retaining walls and lighting).     
 
Drawing matter together, the landscape and ecological enhancements would 
undoubtable deliver some qualitative benefits on the areas of land on which they are 
proposed. However, the weight to be attached these benefits in the overall planning 
balance is tempered by the factors set out above. For the reasons set out above, 
officers consider the benefits derived from the landscape and ecological 
enhancements should be accorded limited weight in the planning balance.  
 
The proposal therefore accords with Policies P10 and P14 of the Local Plan and 
guidance in the Framework. 
 
This should be accorded limited positive weight in favour of the proposal in the 
planning balance. 
 
- Drainage 
 
Policy P11 of the Local Plan explains that all new developments shall in corporate 
sustainable drainage systems, unless it is shown to be impractical to do so. 
Policy P11 of the Local Plan are consistent with policies set out in the Framework  
and full weight can be attributed to these Local Plan Policy. 
 
The Lead Local Flood Authority has reviewed the application and are satisfied that 
the proposal would not give rise to flood risk or drainage issues that cannot be 
reasonably mitigated by condition. Consequently, the proposal would not have a 
detrimental effect in terms of flood risk and there is no conflict with Policy 11 of the 
Local Plan or guidance in the Framework. 
 
The proposal therefore accords with Policy P11 of the Local Plan and guidance in 
the Framework. 
 
This should be accorded neutral weight in the planning balance. 
 
- Other Considerations (Case for Green Belt Very Special Circumstances) 
 
Paragraph 144 of the Framework advises that “when considering any planning 
application, local planning authorities should ensure that substantial weight is given 
to any harm to the Green Belt. ‘Very special circumstances’ will not exist unless the 
potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm 
resulting from the proposal, is clearly outweighed by other considerations”. 



 
The Planning Statement submitted in support of the application provides a detailed 
analysis of the benefits (other considerations) of the scheme. These may be 
summarised as follows:  
 

 Reasonable Expansion of the Business    
 

- The Business Need for the Development (pages 26 & 27)  
- The Locational Business Need (page 27) 
- Lack of Local Site and Parking Alternatives to Service the Need (pages 

27 to 29)  
 

 Significant Contribution to the Local Economy and Employment  
 

- Contribution to Delivery of Economic Strategy and Objectives (pages 29 
to 31) 

- Level and Nature of Additional Job Creation (pages 31 to 32) 
- Support for Jaguar Land Rover (pages 32 & 33)  
- Consequences of Failure to Increase Car Parking Provision (pages 33)  

 

 Appropriate Mitigation (p34) 
 
The Planning Statement concludes “in accordance with NPPF paragraph 144, the 
above justification made specifically in light of LP Policy P17 provides material 
considerations that clearly outweigh the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason 
of the inappropriateness of the proposed development, as well as any other harm 
resulting from the proposal. In accordance with NPPF paragraph 144, substantial 
weight should be given to any harm to the Green Belt. In this case however, it is 
important to acknowledge that the level of harm to Green Belt purposes and to its 
openness is, in overall terms, limited. The economic and social benefits of the 
development should be given very significant weight. The Development will also 
deliver environmental benefits such as a net biodiversity gain compared to the 
Approved Development, which should also be given weight in support of the 
Development. 
 
It has been demonstrated that whilst the Development is by definition inappropriate 
development in the Green Belt, it accords with the Development Plan when read as 
a whole, particularly LP Policy P17, as well as other relevant material considerations, 
including the NPPF, PPG, locally adopted SPD and the Government’s Industrial 
Strategy and West Midlands Local Industrial Strategy. It is considered the harm 
caused to the Green Belt, as well as any other harm arising from the Development, 
is considerably outweighed by the wider benefits of the scheme, which carry very 
significant weight. In this case, very special circumstances have been shown to exist. 
The Development secures net gains across the economic, social and environmental 
objectives of sustainable development enshrined in the NPPF. Accordingly, planning 
permission should be granted without delay” (p43 paras 6.23 & 6.24).  
 
Commentary on Other Considerations 
 



Policy P17 (Countryside and Green Belt) of the Solihull Local Plan advises at bullet 
point three that:  
 
“The Council will not permit inappropriate development in the Green Belt, except in 
very special circumstances. In addition to the national policy, the following provisions 
shall apply to development in the Borough’s Green Belt: 
 
The reasonable expansion of established businesses into the Green Belt will be 
allowed where the proposal would make a significant contribution to the local 
economy or employment, providing that appropriate mitigation can be secured” 
(p130).  
 
Policy P17 of the Solihull Local Plan does not create a new exception to what is to 
be regarded as ‘not inappropriate’ development in the Green Belt, this is because 
paragraphs 145 and 146 of the Framework are to be regarded as ‘closed lists’. 
However, Policy P17 does lend the support of development plan, in principle, to 
development which would enable the reasonable expansion of established 
businesses in the Green Belt, provided that (a) ‘the proposal would make a 
significant contribution to the local economy or employment’ and (b) ‘appropriate 
mitigation can be secured’. If these two tests are met, Policy P17 can reinforce an 
argument that a proposal which is inappropriate development may be justified by 
very special circumstances.  
 
In terms of the whether ‘the proposal would make a significant contribution to the 
local economy or employment’, the Planning Statement advises that “in a scenario 
where IAC is able to obtain planning permission for the expansion of car parking, the 
IAC plant is estimated to support circa. 1,140 FTE jobs, with a significant proportion 
of its staff involved in the design, development, manufacturing and qualification of 
components” [and] “this represents a significant contribution to employment, as to be 
considered in the context of Policy P17 in relation to inappropriate development in 
the Green Belt” (paragraphs 5.61 & 5.69).  
 
Having undertaken an analysis of the ‘other considerations’ advanced in support of 
the proposed development as detailed in the Planning Statement, officers agree with 
the applicant that the expansion of the business will deliver social and economic 
benefits which weigh in favour of the scheme. Officers consider these benefits 
should be accorded significant weight in the planning balance. 
 
Turning to whether ‘appropriate mitigation can be secured’, the Local Plan does not 
qualify what is meant by the term ‘appropriate mitigation’ in the context of Policy P17. 
It is therefore a matter of planning judgment as to whether the mitigation advanced in 
support of a proposal constitutes ‘appropriate mitigation’. With the exception of 
landscape and ecological matters, all other ‘material planning considerations’ have 
been accorded ‘neutral’ weight in the planning balance. It is therefore only the 
proposed landscape and ecological enhancements which may be off sufficient 
weight to constitute ‘appropriate mitigation’ for the purposes of Policy P17. 
While the landscape and ecological enhancements would undoubtable deliver 
qualitative benefits on the land on which they are proposed, the weight to be 
attached these benefits is tempered by other factors. Officers consider that while 
these benefits should be accorded limited positive weight in the planning balance, 



this does not equate to ‘appropriate mitigation’ for the purposes of Policy P17 given 
the substantial quantum of Green Belt land which will be permanently lost.   
 
Drawing matters together, it is the Green Belt balancing exercise which determines 
whether the overall planning balance would be in favour or against the scheme. This 
is discussed further in the final section of the Report.  
 
- Other Matters 
 
Public sector equality duty 
 
In determining this application, Members must have regard to the public sector 
equality duty (PSED) under s.149 of the Equalities Act. This means that the Council 
must have due regard to the need (in discharging its functions). 
 
The PSED must be considered as a relevant factor in making this decision but does 
not impose a duty to achieve the outcomes in s.149 is only one factor that needs to 
be considered, and may be balanced against other relevant factors. It is not 
considered that the recommendation to grant permission in this case will have a 
disproportionately adverse impact on a protected characteristic. 
 
Human rights 
 
In determining this application, Members should be aware of and take into account 
any implications that may arise from the Human Rights Act 1998. Under the Act, it is 
unlawful for a public authority to act in a manner that is incompatible with the 
European Convention on Human Rights. 
 
Members are referred specifically to Article 8 (right to respect for private and family 
life), Article 1 of the First Protocol (protection of property). It is not considered that 
the recommendation to grant permission in this case interferes with local residents' 
right to respect for their private and family life, home and correspondence, except 
insofar as it is necessary to protect the rights and freedoms of others (in this case, 
the rights of the applicant). The Council is also permitted to control the use of 
property in accordance with the general interest and the recommendation to grant 
permission is considered a proportionate response to the submitted application 
based on the considerations set out in this report. 
 
If the proposal is inappropriate development in the Green Belt whether any harm by 
reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly outweighed by other 
considerations. If so, would this amount to the very special circumstances required to 
justify the proposal 
 
The proposal would have a materially greater visual and spatial effect on the 
openness of the Green Belt than the existing use of the land. Accordingly, the 
proposal would not preserve the openness of the Green Belt and would also conflict 
with one of its purposes (encroachment). The proposal would not therefore constitute 
an exemption under paragraph 146(b) (engineering operations) of the Framework. 
Consequently, the proposal would be inappropriate development in the Green Belt 
and very special circumstances would be required to justify it. 



 
Paragraphs 143 and 144 of the Framework set out the general presumption against 
inappropriate development within the Green Belt. They explain that such 
development should not be approved except in very special circumstances. Very 
special circumstances to justify inappropriate development will not exist unless the 
potential harm to the Green Belt, by reason of inappropriateness, and any other 
harm, is clearly outweighed by other considerations. 
 
Turning to the benefits (other considerations) of the scheme, Policy P17 of the 
Solihull Local Plan lends the support of development plan, in principle, to 
development which would enable the reasonable expansion of established 
businesses in the Green Belt, provided that (a) ‘the proposal would make a 
significant contribution to the local economy or employment’ and (b) ‘appropriate 
mitigation can be secured’. If these two tests are met, Policy P17 can reinforce an 
argument that a proposal which is inappropriate development may be justified by 
very special circumstances. 
 
For the reasons outlined in this Report, the proposal would make a significant 
contribution to the local economy and employment and this should be accorded 
significant weight in the planning balance.  The proposal would also deliver 
qualitative landscape and ecological enhancement, however, for the reasons 
outlined in this Report, this should only be accorded limited weight in the planning 
balance. All other material planning considerations should be accorded neutral 
weight in the planning balance. Notwithstanding the significant contribution to the 
local economy and employment, it is officer’s judgement that the limited landscape 
and ecological benefits do not equate to ‘appropriate mitigation’ for the purposes of 
Policy P17 and therefore the proposal does not gain support from this development 
plan policy.  
 
Drawing matters together, the proposal would deliver significant social and economic 
benefits along with limited environmental benefits. These benefits must be weighed 
against the harm to the Green Belt by reasons of inappropriate development, loss of 
openness and encroachment. This harm is accorded substantial weight.  The 
collective benefits of the scheme therefore do not clearly outweigh the identified 
substantial harm and the overall planning balance is not in favour of the scheme. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Refusal is recommended for the following reason: 
 

1. The proposed development amounts to inappropriate development in the 
Green Belt. This causes harm by definition, harm to openness and is contrary 
to one of the five purposes of including land in the Green Belt. It is not 
considered that the circumstances put forward in support of the proposed 
development clearly outweigh this harm, and any other harm, and therefore 
they do not amount to the very special circumstances that would need to be 
demonstrated in accordance with the Policy P17 of the Solihull Local Plan and 
guidance in the National Planning Policy Framework if the presumption 
against inappropriate development in the Green Belt is to be overcome. The 



proposed development is therefore contrary to Policy P17 of the Solihull Local 
Plan and guidance in the National Planning Policy Framework.  

 
 
 
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
   
 
 
 


