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Appeal Decision 
Inquiry opened on 12 July 2011 

Site visit made on 14 & 15 July and 9 September 2011 

by Elizabeth Hill  BSc(Hons), BPhil, MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 

Decision date: 6 October 2011 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/Q4625/A/10/2128036 

Stripes Hill Farm, Warwick Road, Knowle, Solihull, W Midlands B93 0DS 

• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 
against a refusal to grant planning permission. 

• The appeal is made by Mr Mehdi Modiri, Somerville Homes Ltd against the decision of 
Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council. 

• The application Ref 2009/494, dated 17 September 2009, was refused by notice dated 
21 December 2009. 

• The development proposed is the construction of an off-line marina (223 berths) and 

associated ancillary development (including car parking, site office, chandlery and 
toilets/showers) adjacent to the Grand Union Canal at Knowle Locks. 

 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

Preliminary matters 

2. The inquiry opened on 12 July and sat for 7 days, from 12-16 July 2011 

and 7-9 September 2011.  Accompanied site visits, including representatives 

of the Council and appellant, together with local residents, were held on 14 

and 15 July 2011.  Unaccompanied visits were held in the local area on 15 

July 2011 and to canal marinas at Fazeley and Barton-under-Needwood, 

both in Staffordshire, on 9 September 2011.  During the period of 

adjournment a validation survey was carried out which sought to confirm the 

extent of underlying demand for a new marina at Stripes Hill.  

3. An Environmental Statement (ES) was submitted with the application.  

The information within the ES was supplemented by further information 

following a request under Regulation 19 of the Town and Country Planning 

(Environmental Impact Assessment) (England and Wales) Regulations 1999 

(EIA Regs) from the Council.  This included additional material on bats, 

reptiles and farmland birds. 

4. Amendments to the scheme have been submitted for the appeal, together 

with a revision of the masterplan (Ref GLA-407-001 RevF).  The changes are 

mainly minor ones to the landscaping scheme/boundary treatment and to 

the notation of the masterplan.   The amendments are not so significant that 

further public consultation or amendments to the ES were needed, since 

they would not prejudice anyone’s interests.  

5. A Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) has been prepared covering: the 

application details and its consideration, the location and description of the 
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appeal site and its surroundings, national and local planning policy, 

environmental impact, waterways policy, need and demand, alternative sites 

and planning conditions.  A supplement to the SoCG produced during the 

summer adjournment contained suggested conditions. 

6. Submissions were made on the weight to be given to a number of policy 

documents.  It is intended that the West Midlands Regional Spatial Strategy 

(RSS) along with other RSSs will be revoked with the passage of the 

Localism Bill.  In this case, there are other policies, both in Solihull Unitary 

Development Plan (UDP) 2006 and Planning Policy Guidance Note 2: Green 

Belts (PPG2), which cover the relevant issues. 

7. During the period of adjournment, the Government issued its draft 

National Planning Policy Framework (dNPPF).  Although it is capable of being 

a material consideration, it is a consultation draft document, which has been 

the subject of objection, and could be subject to further change, giving it 

more limited weight.  However, it largely continues the protection for Green 

Belt and supports economic development and the delivery of recreation 

facilities.  It also contains a presumption in favour of allowing sustainable 

development.  Although the underlying aim of the policy is to support 

economic growth, sustainable development normally also takes into account 

social and environmental factors.   

8. Paragraph 14 of the dNPPF says that planning permission should be granted 

where the development plan is absent, silent, indeterminate or out-of-date.  At 

the inquiry the appellant said that in this case the UDP was effectively silent, 

since proposal R6/1 which aims to produce a Canal Strategy for the Borough 

has been abandoned.  However, the UDP is not silent on this matter in that 

policy R6 is still extant and aims to exploit the recreational potential of the 

waterways, subject to their heritage and natural environment being protected.  

This policy aim is carried through into the emerging Core Strategy as policy 11.  

In any event in this case, the reason for refusal was based on Green Belt policy 

for which there is ample extant support, both in the development plan and 

PPG2.  

Main Issues 

9. The site lies within the West Midlands Green Belt.  A decision on a proposal for 

a smaller marina for 140 boats on the Grand Union Canal at Grove Farm in 

Solihull Borough dated 19 May 2011 (Ref APP/Q4625/A/10/2126516) found 

that the proposed development would be inappropriate in the Green Belt.  In 

both that inquiry and this one, the development involved the mooring of boats, 

which was accepted as central to the issue of inappropriateness.  In the case of 

development such as this the relevant tests are set out in paragraph 3.12 of 

PPG2, which covers engineering operations and material changes of use.  Such 

operations and changes of use are inappropriate unless they maintain openness 

and do not conflict with the purposes of including land within the Green Belt.  

The development in another appeal quoted by the appellant for marina 

development at Rufford was also found to be inappropriate in the Green Belt 

Ref APP/P2365/A/09/2117214.  

10. At the inquiry the appellant conceded that the proposal would be inappropriate 

development in the Green Belt.  Paragraph 3.2 of PPG2 states that 

inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful and goes on to say that 

the Secretary of State will attach substantial weight to this harm.   
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11. Therefore, the main issues in this case are: 

 1) the effect of the proposed development on the openness of the Green Belt;  

 2) the effect of the proposed development on the purposes of including land in 

the Green Belt; 

 3) the effect of the proposed development on the visual amenities of the Green 

Belt; 

 4) whether there would be any other harm as a result of the development; 

and,  

 5) whether the harm by reason of  inappropriateness, and any other harm, is 

clearly outweighed by other considerations, so as to amount to the very special 

circumstances necessary to justify the development. 

Reasons 

Openness 

12. The appellant accepted that the proposed development would be inappropriate, 

and in this case the relevant test in paragraph 3.12 of PPG2 refers to the 

openness of the Green Belt.  The area surrounding the site is mainly in 

agricultural use, with sporadic rural development.  The proposal would create a 

large artificial water body, contained by embankments, which would be filled 

with a large number of brightly coloured boats moored to pontoons, parking 

areas for up to 106 vehicles, an access track, footpaths, an amenities building 

and a boat maintenance area.  All of this development would have an adverse 

effect on the openness of the Green Belt, in developing land which is currently 

open.       

13. The conclusion is that there would be harm to the openness of the Green Belt.   

Paragraph 1.4 of PPG2 says that openness is one of the Green Belt’s most 

important attributes.  Hence, the harm in this case should be regarded as 

having significant weight.   

Reasons for including land in the Green Belt  

14. The appellant contests the Council’s view that the proposal would represent 

encroachment into the countryside, one of the purposes for including land in 

the Green Belt, as set out in paragraph 1.5 of PPG2.  The proposed 

development is a little distance from Knowle village, separated by rural uses.  

However, the “red line” of the development extends to the Stripes Hill Farm 

complex via the proposed access track.  Although the farm complex lies in the 

Green Belt, the proposed large marina and its associated development would 

be linked to it, taking a large area out of agricultural use.  Since the proposal 

would extend an area of sporadic development along this part of the A4141 

down to the canal, it would represent encroachment into the countryside. 

15. The conclusion is that the proposed development would be harmful to the 

purposes of including land in the Green Belt, specifically encroachment into the 

countryside, which has significant weight.     

Visual amenities 

16. The reason for refusal made reference to the urbanising effect of the proposed 

development but did not make reference to the effects on the landscape of the 
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area which are covered by policy C8 of the UDP.   However, the Warwickshire 

Landscape Guidelines set out a baseline for the general character of the rural 

area at present.  The site lies within the Arden area, specifically the Arden 

Pastures sub-area, with the Arden Parkland sub-area on the opposite side of 

the canal. The Arden Pastures are characterised by small-scale enclosed 

landscapes often pervaded by suburban influences and characterised by small 

fields, typically bordered by mature hedgerow trees.    

17. The site itself is relatively enclosed with ground levels rising on both sides of 

the canal.  Local residents gave evidence on the importance of older hedgerows 

and the overall lack of development in the area for wildlife.  Protected species, 

like badgers, use the site, although their setts would not be directly affected by 

the development.  The character of the area is one which has been slowly 

evolving through smaller-scale change, for example, the widening of the canal 

locks and new and replacement housing on the fringes of Knowle.   

18. The canal runs on an embankment at a higher level than the surrounding land.  

The development of the marina area would create a large body of water about 

210m by 120m at a higher level than the existing land.  In this case there 

would not be an engineered retaining wall like that at Grove Farm, but a basin 

created by deepening and enclosing an area by embankments.  The 

engineering drawings, 090008-D3 and 2969/13, show that the slope of the 

land is such that very little material would need to be removed to form the 

basin.  There was dispute at the inquiry about the height of the embankments 

needed to create the marina.  The illustrative drawing, Appendix 14.0 

Embankment of the appellant’s landscape architect’s evidence, shows the 

embankments at around a height of 1m with an extended toe.  However, the 

height of the embankment would be higher nearer to the canal, in order to 

contain the water, and reduce upslope.    

19. Even at the illustrative size shown, the new embankments would be significant 

structures within the landscape.   They would be incongruous additions in what 

is currently open agricultural land and would not respect the existing land form.  

The resulting water body would be a large artificial feature, unlike the linear 

canal which has been assimilated into the landscape.  There are other artificial 

bodies of water in the surrounding area, for example at Earlswood Lakes, but 

these are not packed with parked canal boats.  Other canal boats in the area 

are in small groups along the canal which can more easily be assimilated into 

the rural landscape.  Elsewhere on the site there would be two large borrow 

pits for puddling clay extraction, the exact depth of which is unknown as is the 

extent to which they would be water-filled after excavation.  However, they 

would be more natural in form and be more likely to blend in with the existing 

landscape, which it was claimed contains other borrow pits from the 

construction of the original canal.  

20. The amenities building, containing toilets/showers, chandlery goods and a site 

office, and dry dock would be in the area closest to the canal.  The circular 

amenities building would be sunk down and have a “green” roof but its dome 

would still be likely to be seen over the hedge alongside the canal, which, if it is 

not in the ownership of the appellant, could be lowered at any time.  The 

activities at the building would be limited to a minimum commensurate with 

providing basic facilities for the boaters.  The boat repair and maintenance 

facility, which is not a “dry dock” as such, but would require boats to be 

winched out of the water, rather than lifted by cranes, and raised out on 
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blocks.  Once out of the water the boats would be seen as large bulky features 

alongside the canal, out of keeping with the rural area.  In addition, there 

would be the long access drive, the parking areas, with about 106 spaces, 44 

of which would be on hardstanding, and footpaths which would be created.  

The creation of the parking areas and the footpaths around the site would 

involve raising ground levels and, in addition, there would be the visual impact 

of vehicles parked on site while people were away on their boats.  

21. Despite the surrounding topography, there would be public views for a distance 

from the canal towpath and locks area and because of its proximity the 

proposal would have high visual impact and since the area has a high level of 

public use it would have a higher level of sensitivity.  This area forms part of 

walks from Knowle village and the locks area is used for picnics.   At the 

moment the area is relatively tranquil countryside but although seen as part of 

the canal uses of the area, the visual impact and levels of activity at the marina 

would be likely to have an adverse effect on the enjoyment of the local 

countryside, which is valued by local people, and supported by paragraph 1.6 

of PPG2.  Views from Kings Arms bridge on the A4141 would be largely 

screened but there would be some distant views from Watery Lane and Cuttle 

Pool Lane.   

22. Some of the more obvious views would be from private property.  Although 

private views are not protected in planning terms, they are taken into account 

as receptors in landscape visual impact assessment. The occupiers of the 

closest dwelling, at Bottom Lock Cottage, have not objected in terms of the 

marina’s visual impact but only on the grounds of potential noise from 

maintenance activity.   Those who have objected include the future occupiers of 

the replacement dwelling at Batts Hall and a number from the dwellings on 

Kenilworth Road, which overlook the site, especially from upper floors.  As I 

saw on the site visit, the proposed development would be intrusive and out of 

keeping with the existing pastoral landscape in views from these areas.  In 

addition, proposed landscaping and bunding would obscure views of pleasant 

countryside and Knowle locks from some dwellings at Stripes Hill Farm 

complex, especially Stripes Hill Farm itself and Brelade.      

23. The proposed development would be seen the in the context of other 

development in the rural area, some of which is recent.  Batts Hall is a 

replacement dwelling still under construction.  Although the works are 

noticeable at present, when vegetation re-grows on the banks around it, the 

dwelling will appear as a large new country house in keeping with its rural 

setting.  A horse training track has been built near to the canal which is for the 

personal use of a local occupier and not a commercial enterprise.  Although the 

construction material of the track makes it stand out in nearby views, horse 

training activities are in keeping with the countryside and equine activity is 

mentioned as a characteristic of the Arden Pastures landscape. The glass roofs 

of the garden centre on the A4141 can be seen in a number of views from the 

surrounding area and I was told at the inquiry that they are more noticeable 

when illuminated during darkness.  However, it is a relatively isolated example 

of commercial development in the rural area.   

24. A number of other elements of the development could also be said to be 

urbanising, for example, the level of activity and vehicle movements which 

would be very different from the existing agricultural use of the area.  Lighting 

of the area would also be an alien incursion into the tranquillity of the 
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countryside, although the appellant has since offered to amend this through 

the submission of a lighting scheme, which could be the subject of a suitably-

worded condition.   

25. Mitigation measures are proposed in terms of tree planting in avenues and 

stands, but apart from a group of trees, which were stated at the inquiry to 

have probably been planted as a game covert, the Arden Pastures landscapes 

are more typically associated with small open fields with mature hedgerow 

trees.  Only dead trees would be removed, together with a small section of 

hedgerow to facilitate access.  The mitigation strategy is one of enclosing the 

development, with all of the planting additional to what is on and around the 

site, which would not maintain the open nature of the fields associated with the 

Arden Pastures.  This in itself would have an adverse effect on the visual 

amenity of the area, being out of keeping with its existing character.       

26. Therefore I conclude that the proposed development would be harmful to the 

visual amenities of the Green Belt, which has significant weight. 

Other matters 

27. Local residents, including those signing a petition of over 160 names, have set 

out a number of other concerns in respect of the effects of the proposal.   

28. The site would be sufficiently far away from Knowle Conservation Area so as 

not to have an adverse effect on its setting.  Knowle locks are locally listed and 

have not been nationally listed as they were enlarged in the early 20th century 

in an unsympathetic manner.  Currently, they appear as a flight of locks with 

small basins at each level in a rural setting.  There is concern that there would 

be an adverse effect on the setting of the locks as a result of the development.  

The marina basin would be large in scale and, although the activity on and 

around it would be canal-based, the numbers of boats, the levels of activity 

and areas of car parking would have an adverse effect on the mainly 

agricultural character of its setting, contrary to policy HE10.1 of Planning Policy 

Guidance Note 5: Planning for the Historic Environment.  There would be some 

landscaped screening proposed but this in itself would be out of keeping with 

the existing open character of the area, as set out above.   Any benefits of the 

scheme would be to the users of the marina rather than having wider benefit.  

It would not make a positive contribution to its setting, nor better reveal its 

significance.  However, given that the locks have a lower level of protection as 

they are only locally listed, this matter has only modest weight in terms of its 

harm. 

29. Traffic would be generated by the proposal and there would be more vehicles 

using the access and track from the A4141.  The difference in terms of noise 

from the track past the Stripes Hill Farm complex would be noticeable, 

particularly during the construction phase.  Noise would also be more frequent 

at week-ends, when local residents would expect to be able to enjoy quiet 

relaxation, and there would be slight harm as a result.  Locating the new track 

behind the existing agricultural building would take it away from residential 

property and landscaping and bunds have been proposed to decrease the 

adverse effect of highlights at night.  The height of these bunds could be 

controlled through the use of a suitably-worded condition requiring the 

submission and approval of a landscaping scheme.   The highway authority has 

no objection to the proposed access and the use of the A4141 and, whilst local 
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residents are concerned about speeds on that road, there would be sufficient 

visibility at the junction.  

30. Concerns about the residential use of boats moored at the marina could be 

covered by limiting such use to the two boats for employees, for which 

permission has been sought, through the imposition of a suitably-worded 

condition.  Any noise arising from the maintenance area could be controlled by 

a suitably-worded condition preventing certain types of activities, for example, 

angle grinding and sand blasting. There would be some loss of agricultural land 

from the development of the site and although the land is currently not being 

cropped, it was of sufficient value to allow for arable crops to be grown in the 

recent past.  The red line for the application encloses a large area, although 

there would still be some potential for the agricultural use of some of the 

remaining land.   A flood risk assessment has been carried out and provided 

that the proposed new culverts were to be installed there should be no adverse 

effect on flooding in the locality as a result of the development.  There would 

be access to the canal through a stile, which could be designed to 

accommodate those with disabilities, but there would be no access for 

wheelchair users to the towpath on the opposite side as this would be over the 

lock gates.  Nevertheless, the site itself would be accessible.   

31. With the exception of the historic heritage matters and noise and disturbance 

to the occupiers of the Stripes Hill Farm complex, which have modest and slight 

weight respectively in terms of their harm, these other matters are neutral in 

terms of their weight. 

Other considerations 

32. Paragraph 3.2 of PPG2 says that very special circumstances to justify 

inappropriate development will not exist unless the harm by inappropriateness, 

and any other harm, is clearly outweighed by other considerations.  Turning to 

the other considerations put forward, the main argument is that there is a need 

for the proposed marina development and its associated facilities as part of the 

strategic infrastructure for the local area.    

General need   

33. Government policy for the waterways was set out by DEFRA in the publication, 

Waterways for Tomorrow, dated 2000, which aimed to promote the waterways 

for leisure and recreation.  This is mentioned in Proposal R6/1 of the UDP.  The 

Policy Review of the Waterways, dated 2005, aimed to double the number of 

people using the waterways from 2002-2012.  British Waterways supports the 

proposal as it would ensure that facilities would be available to meet future 

demand and therefore future growth is not curtailed.   

34. They support off-line moorings such as marinas, which help to eliminate on-line 

moorings, increasing cruising speeds, decreasing visual impact and trip hazards 

and freeing up space for boats mooring overnight. The Inland Marinas 

Investment Guide (IMIG), which was designed to encourage investment in 

marina development, was published by British Waterways in 2005.  The 

forecasts in the document were based on data from 2005, before the banking 

crisis and the continuing economic downturn.  It has since been withdrawn and 

information presented to the inquiry suggested that it would not be updated 

and republished in the near future.   
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35. British Waterways requires all boats which are not continuously cruising to 

have a home mooring.  The British Waterways Boat Owners‘ Survey 2009 

noted a preference for moorings with better facilities and security.  It also 

notes that it would be more sustainable to locate mooring facilities on the 

edges of urban areas so that people would travel less distance by car to cruise 

the rural areas which they prefer.  However, many such areas lie in the Green 

Belt and the issues with this location are set out below.   

36. The figures in the withdrawn IMIG are acknowledged to be out-of-date.  The 

British Waterways annual reports show the actual number of boat licences 

issued.  In terms of private pleasure boats on canals and rivers, in 2008/09 

there were 26,651, increasing in 2009/10 to 27,303 and 27,933 in 2010/11.  

The published rounded increases were about 2% over each of the years, 

although 1.7% is accepted as the growth figure for 2009/10.  At least some of 

the growth in licences is due to licence enforcement, rather than increases in 

boat ownership and the total growth in all licences has declined over the same 

periods from 3% to 1%, with a larger fall in 2010/11.  It is not disputed that 

had there been continued growth at the predicted rate of around 4%, and not 

taking into account new planning permissions, there would be pressure on 

existing berths.  It was suggested at the inquiry that the total numbers of 

boats had already reached the figure of about 37,500 set out in the IMIG and 

that this showed a need for further facilities.  However, the British Waterways 

annual report for 2010/11 show the total number of long-term licences as 

being 35,241 with declining rates of growth.   

37. Other evidence supports a lack of demand at national level.  A letter from 

British Waterways to the Council dated 24 January 2011 confirmed that 

nationally there is a surplus of moorings of about 15.6%.  Although this 

appears to have been revised downwards subsequently to 4%, it remains a 

reasonable surplus.   There has also been a decline in narrowboat production of 

over 50% from 2008-2009 with only a slight rise likely in 2010.  In addition, 

sales of berths by British Waterways at auction have been reported to a recent 

meeting of their Board as having reduced in number and sale price.  Despite 

the website for Braunston marina saying that there is a great demand for boats 

for sale at present, the anecdotal evidence of the owner of the marina suggests 

that there is little demand for additional moorings at a time of low economic 

growth.   

38. More locally, British Waterways’ document “The Need for Moorings in Solihull”, 

produced in 2007/8, sought a fair share of moorings in the Borough on the 

basis of the length of its waterways, although the 22 km figure for canal 

length, on which it is based, is disputed by objectors.   About 10.8% of 

available moorings on the rural waterways in the south of the West Midlands 

are in the Borough, whereas British Waterways’ view is that the Borough 

should be providing around 28%, which the appellant says would mean over 

600 new moorings in the area by 2012.  Nevertheless, this is a largely 

numerical exercise which takes little account of other factors, a point conceded 

at the Grove Farm inquiry.  British Waterways’ policy is to reduce 1 on-line 

space within a 30-mile radius for every 10 off-lines spaces provided at off-line 

sites.  There are only a limited number of on-line spaces in Solihull (about 140) 

and any such reduction would be limited in its general effects on the network 

as whole.      
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39. A limited number of other berths have been created outside the Council’s area, 

for example, a small extension to the Black Boy moorings, Heronfield, in 

Warwick District.  Although this is outside the Council’s area, it is likely to 

contribute to the number of moorings locally.   

40. The appellant’s need study uses a Mosaic analysis to show that for identified 

socio-economic groups in the southern part of the West Midlands there are 

fewer boat licences than would be expected, expressed as a suppressed 

demand of 13%.  However, no causal link has been established that this is due 

to there being a lack of marina facilities in the area or whether this is due to 

other factors.  The appellant’s consultant said that his conclusions were based 

on the results of the study and the lack of marinas shown on the map in those 

areas.  Whilst it could be the case that if a marina was to be built that it might 

be well-used, this is likely to be a matter of preference than actual need.  The 

witness acknowledged that the demand was potential rather than actual.     

Anecdotal evidence from web blogs shows some demand for off-line moorings 

but on the basis of the residents’ survey there are not large numbers of on-line 

moorings locally and even some vacancies at on-line sites, which does not 

suggest that there is an urgent problem in need of resolution.   

41. The appellant’s further survey was designed to validate information on existing 

vacancies at marinas in both the appellant’s initial work and the residents’ 

survey.  The new survey which was made of a sample of 21 marinas, although 

only 3 of these were within 20km of Stripes Hill Farm.   The survey showed 

that within these marinas there were 42 boats on their waiting lists and only 2 

vacancies.  There were 290 on waiting lists further afield (up to 40km).  

However, in order to be licensed, these boats would already need to be moored 

somewhere else or be continuously cruising.  Therefore the numbers on waiting 

lists do not indicate a need for space, only a preference to be at that particular 

marina.   

42. Therefore I conclude that it has not been demonstrated that there is a general 

need for the proposed development and, as such, this matter has little weight 

in support of the appeal proposal. 

The need for the Stripes Hill site  

43. Information on distances travelled was provided as part of the evidence on 

need.  This shows that some people seem to be travelling significant distances 

to mooring sites at present.  However, no causal link was established to the 

distances travelled and the lack of marinas in this area.  Such travel patterns 

might reflect individual preferences for particular cruising areas or facilities on 

the network rather than a need for a marina at Stripes Hill.  

44. The site has to be next to the canal and any potential site in the locality would 

be in the Green Belt.  The proposed development would provide opportunities 

for outdoor recreation near to urban areas, which is encouraged in PPG2, but 

paragraphs 3.4 and 3.5 of that guidance say that these should be limited in 

scale and preserve the openness of the Green Belt. It has already been 

established that this development would not maintain the openness of the 

Green Belt and therefore this is not a benefit which can be claimed as being in 

accordance with the Green Belt policy in PPG2.   

45. The site at Stripes Hill would have some locational advantages over that of the 

site at Grove Farm, since boat owners would not have to pass through Knowle 
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locks to access the rural cruising area.  There is evidence that the network 

above the locks is less well used since it passes through less attractive areas of 

Birmingham, with boats more prone to vandalism, but this in itself does not 

justify the use of this site.  It has also been claimed that the site would provide 

a turning area for boats before Knowle Locks.  However, I was shown a turning 

area at Heronfield on the site visit which is only a little distance away from 

Stripes Hill and was also told that experienced boaters could turn in the basin 

adjacent to the first set of locks.   

46. The topography of the site would be suitable for the development, minimising 

ground works.  The site is also to the south of the West Midlands which is 

acknowledged as having fewer water resource problems, which can affect 

marina development, than areas further north.  There is dispute between the 

main parties as to whether better alternatives for this site could be found in 

Green Belt.   This matter was not resolved since no substantive surveys have 

been carried out to determine whether this is the case. 

47. Therefore I consider that the other considerations put forward by the appellant 

in support of the development of the Stripes Hill site have little weight.  

Local economy 

48. British Waterway’s 2006 economic appraisal shows that the proposed 

development would give a total retained income to the area of over £469,500 

and create 13 jobs (although only 6.5 jobs are claimed elsewhere).  The site is 

about 15 minutes’ walking distance of Knowle centre and therefore there is 

likely to be some benefit to the economy of the village centre as a result of the 

development.  However, the appraisal was undertaken some time ago before 

the economic downturn and it is likely that expenditure, for example, on eating 

out,  would have reduced as a result.  In addition, Knowle is not an area in 

need of regeneration.  The areas of Birmingham most in need of regeneration 

and employment are some distance away and therefore this proposal is unlikely 

to benefit them.   The Treasury Statement “The Plan for Growth” and the 

Ministerial Statement “Planning for Growth” sets out the Government’s 

commitment to reforming the planning system so that it promotes sustainable 

growth and jobs.  In terms of job creation and retained income, there would be 

some economic benefits to the local area but their weight is limited by the fact 

this is not in an area of greatest need.  

49. The Good Practice Guide for Tourism says in paragraph 1.1 that its advice 

should be taken in the context of national planning policies, which it does not 

over-ride.  In paragraphs 2.6 and 5.1, it states that development for tourism  

should improve the visual and environmental experience for visitors and the 

local community and fit into its local surroundings.  The conclusions already 

drawn on the effect on visual amenity and the comments expressed by the 

local community show that this not the case with this proposal.   Although 

there might be benefits for tourism locally from the development this would 

need to be tempered by its effects on the local environment and community. 

50. As such, I give the economic benefits of the scheme only moderate weight in 

its favour.   

Overall planning balance 

51. At the inquiry the appellant referred to legal cases which had clarified the 

relevant tests in Green Belt cases, including High Court decision [2004] EWHC 
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2759 (Admin) Basildon and Court of Appeal decision [2008] EWCA Civ 692 

Wychavon.  In this case, in terms of the Green Belt, it has been accepted that 

the proposal would be inappropriate development and this has substantial 

weight against it.  There would also be harm to the openness of the Green Belt 

which carries significant weight, as does the harm to the visual amenities of the 

Green Belt and the purposes of including land within it.  Only modest weight is 

attached to the harm to the setting of the locally listed Knowle locks and slight 

harm to the occupiers of the Stripes Hill Farm complex in terms of noise and 

disturbance.    

52. In terms of the other considerations put forward by the appellant in support of 

the development, little weight is given to the general need for the proposal and 

the more specific need for the development of the Stripes Hill site itself.  Only 

moderate weight is given to the economic benefits of the scheme.    

53. All other matters are neutral in their effect. 

54. In conclusion, the other considerations put forward in support of the proposal 

would not clearly outweigh the harm by inappropriateness, and any other 

harm, and would not amount to the very special circumstances necessary to 

justify the development.  As such, it would be contrary to saved policy C2 of 

the UDP and the provisions of PPG2.              

Conclusions 

55. Therefore, for the reasons given above and having regard to all other matters 

raised, I conclude that the appeal should be dismissed. 

E A Hill 

INSPECTOR 
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APPEARANCES 

 

FOR THE LOCAL PLANNING AUTHORITY: 

Ms N Sharif of Counsel Instructed by Philip Lloyd Williams, Solicitor, 

Solihull MBC 

She called  

Mr L Osborne PGDipTP, 

MRTPI 

Area Planning Officer, Solihull MBC 

Mr M Eastwood BA, 

DipLA, CMLI 

Landscape Officer, Solihull MBC 

 

FOR THE APPELLANT: 

Mr J Cahill, QC Instructed by Mr R Cobb 

He called  

Mr A Duckenfield Steer Davies Gleave 

Mr R Greenway BA, 

DipLA, CMLI, MArbA 

Greenway Landscape Architects 

Mr R Cobb BAEcon 

(Hons), DipTP, MRTPI 

Planning consultant 

 

INTERESTED PERSONS: 

Mr  A D Beadle Local resident 

Mrs G Akenhurst Local resident 

Mr S Verrall Local resident 

Mr M Beach Local resident 

Mr Leighton Jones Knowle Society 

Mrs G Griggs Local resident 

Mr R Buxton Local resident 

Mr M Withey Heronfield Animal Rescue Centre 

Mrs S Jarman Local resident 

Mrs A Wilson Ramsay Local resident 

Mr I West Local resident 

Mr D Johnson Local resident 

 

DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED AT THE INQUIRY 
 

INQUIRY DOCUMENTS 

 

1 Letters of notification 

2 Letters in response 

3  Statement of Common Ground 

4  Supplement to Statement of Common Ground 

5 Appellant’s opening submissions 

6  Council’s opening submissions 

7 Closing statement, Knowle Society, on behalf of local residents 

8 Closing statement, Solihull MBC 

9 Closing statement, appellant 
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APPELLANT DOCUMENTS 

 

A1 Proof Mr Greenway  

A2 Summary Mr Greenway 

A3  Appendices Mr Greenway 

A4 Proof Mr Cobb 

A5 Appendices Mr Cobb 

A6  Proof Mr Duckenfield 

A7  Appendices Mr Duckenfield 

A8 Memoranda Solihull MBC on landscape matters  

A9 Appendix D ground investigation reports, Wilson Associates 

A10 Excerpt proof of evidence, Mr DE Keyte, Grove Farm appeal, Ref 

APP/Q4625/A/10/2126516 

A11 Brief responses to Notes on Visual Impact by Mr Beach 

A12 Notes on Survey of Marina Berths, Mr Duckenfield, 14 July 2011 

A13 HM Treasury, Plan for Growth 

A14 Validation survey results, specification and anonymised data, 

Steer Davies Gleave 

A15 Print out of website, Braunston Marina 

A16 Information sheet, Barton marina 

A17 High Court decision [2004] EWHC 2759 (Admin) Basildon 

A18 Court of Appeal decision [2008] EWCA Civ 692 Wychavon 

A18 Secretary of State decision APP/D0840/A/09/2115945 

 

COUNCIL DOCUMENTS 

  

C1 Proof Mr Eastwood 

C2 Appendices Mr Eastwood  

C3 Proof  Mr Osborne 

C4 Appendices Mr Osborne 

C5 British Waterways, Annual Report and Accounts 2009/10 

C6 Need for marinas in West Midlands, BW, June 2010 

C7 Boat owners survey 2009, BW, March 2010 

C8 British Waterways, Annual Report and Accounts 2010/11 

C9 Policies ENV6 and ENV7, Solihull UDP 

 

INTERESTED PERSON DOCUMENTS 

 

IP1 Notes on the potential visual impact, Mr Beach  

IP2 Response to report dealing with very special circumstances , Mr Buxton 

IP3 Addendum, Response to proof of evidence of Tony Dukenfield on Needs Issues and 

newspaper cuttings, Mr Buxton 

IP4 Residents survey of boats using Knowle Locks, 1-8 July 2011, Mr Buxton 

IP5 Statement, Mrs Anne Wilson Ramsay 

IP6 Statement, Mrs G Akenhurst 

IP7 Notes on badgers, Mr M Withey 

IP8 Notes on flora, Mrs S Jarman 

IP9 Sketch models and views of Batts Hall, Mr Verrall 

IP10 Statement, Knowle Society, Mr Leighton Jones 

IP11 Statement, Mr I West 

IP12 Statement, Mrs Griggs  

IP13 Statement, CPRE Warwickshire (written representation only) 

IP14 Statement, Mr J Coe (written representation only) 
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IP15 Note on demand and need for moorings, Mr A D Beadle 

IP16 Note on survey of Marina Berths, Mr Beadle 

IP17 Note about demand, Mr Beadle, July 2011 

IP18 Full copy of Mr Buxton’s evidence 

IP19 Note on validation survey, Mr Beadle, September 2011 

IP20 Statement, Mr Coghlan, Braunston Marina 

IP21 Grant Thornton, Financial statements, British Waterways Marinas Ltd  

 

PLANS SUBMITTED AT THE INQUIRY 
 

A Wilson Associates, Line of section A-A showing sketched profile, 

proposed water level and marina base depth, submitted by the 

appellant 

 


