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The Backdrop

“This is why we must create a more strategic
system for Green Belt release... To make it work
for the twenty-first century.

Local authorities will have to review their green
belt if needed to meet housing targets.

But they’ll also need to prioritise low quality
‘grey belt’ land...”

(July 24)




The ‘Release Valve’ — Grey Belt

« December 2024 NPPF formally introduces
‘Grey Belt’ — an ‘appropriate’ form of
development in the Green Belt 5 ey
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« The change to ‘strongly contributing’ and it R R
‘strong reason’ meant that quite a lot of land 45
was now likely to be ‘Grey Belt’ in principle —
subject to ‘appropriateness’ tests
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The ‘Release Valve’ — Grey Belt

3 >
* Development Of Grey Belt may be 155. The development of homes, commercial and other development in the Green Belt

appropriate under certain CODditiODS should also not be regarded as inappropriate where all the following apply:
a. The development would utilise grey belt land and would not fundamentally

. dermine th k h f th ining G Bel h
« Proposals (of all types of development, inc. ot of the niar Poses aken togefher) of the remaining Green Belt across the
hOUSing/CommerCial etC.) must meet all b. There is a demonstrable unmet need for the type of developmlent proposeds®;
requirements Of NPPF para 155 c. The development would be in a sustainable location, with particular reference to

paragraphs 110 and 115 of this Framework®’; and

» Major developments “involving” housing . Fecuiremants set out in paragraphs 156.187 below. e
should meet the para 156 Golden Rules:
affordable housing, infrastructure G 'i | 1} ri_! E S
improvements, and new green space —— ——

THIS BT
IS GREY! GET
DIGGING...

Quick!

 Para 158 - significant weight should be
given to the grant of permission for
development that complies with the
golden rules

« Golden Rules apply to Green Belt and
Grey Belt and to decision taking and plan
making



PPG Guidance — With clarity comes conviction

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

This purpose relates to the sprawl of large built up areas. Villages should not
be considered large built up areas.

Contribution

Strong

Moderate

Weak or
None

Illustrative features

Assessment areas that contribute strongly are likely to be
free of existing development, and lack physical feature(s) in
reasonable proximity that could restrict and contain
development.

They are also likely to include all of the following features:

- be adjacent or nearto a large built up area

- if developed, result in an incongruous pattern of
development (such as an extended “finger” of development
into the Green Belt)

Assessment areas that contribute moderately are likely to be
adjacent or near to a large built up area, but include one or
more features that weaken the land’s contribution to this
purpose a, such as (but not limited to):

- having physical feature(s) in reasonable proximity that could
restrict and contain development

- be partially enclosed by existing development, such that
new development would not result in an incongruous pattern
of development

- contain existing development

- being subject to other urbanising influences

Assessment areas that make only a weak or no contribution
are likely to include those that:

- are not adjacent to or near to a large built up area

- are adjacent to or near to alarge built up area, but
containing or being largely enclosed by significant existing
development

Purpose B - to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another

This purpose relates to the merging of towns, not villages.

Contribution

Strong

Moderate

Weak or
None

Illustrative Features

Assessment areas that contribute strongly are likely to be
free of existing development and include all of the following
features:

- forming a substantial part of a gap between towns

- the development of which would be likely to result in the
loss of visual separation of towns

Assessment areas that contribute moderately are likely to be
located in a gap between towns, but include one or more
features that weaken their contribution to this purpose, such
as (but not limited to):

- farming a small part of the gap between towns

- being able to be developed without the loss of visual
separation between towns. This could be (but is not limited
to) due to the presence or the close proximity of structures,
natural landscape elements or topography that preserve
visual separation

Assessment areas that contribute weakly are likely to include
those that:

-do not form part of a gap between towns, or

- form part of a gap between towns, but only a very small part
of this gap, without making a contribution to visual
separation

Purpose D -to preserve the setting and special character of historic

towns

This purpose relates to historic towns, not villages. Where there are no
historic towns in the plan area, it may not be necessary to provide detailed
assessments against this purpose.

Contribution

Strong

Moderate

Weak or
None

Illustrative Features

Assessment areas that contribute strongly are likely be free
of existing development and to include all of the following
features:

- form part of the setting of the historic town

- make a considerable contribution to the special character of
a historic town. This could be (but is not limited to) as a result
of being within, adjacent to, or of significant visual
importance to the historic aspects of the town

Assessment areas that perform moderately are likely to form
part of the setting and/or contribute to the special character
of a historic town but include one or more features that
weaken their contribution to this purpose, such as (but not
limited to):

- being separated to some extent from historic aspects of the
town by existing development or topography

- containing existing development

- not having an important visual, physical, or experiential
relationship to historic aspects of the town

Assessment areas that make no or only a weak contribution
are likely to include those that:

-do not form part of the setting of a historic town

- have no visual, physical, or experiential connection to the
historic aspects of the town



How has it affected the West Midlands?

« With Local Plan Reviews stalling, up-to-date
plan coverage at a record low, 5YHLS
radically falling over night, and c.20% of the
region designated as Green Belt — Grey Belt
could be quite a powerful lever for unlocking
growth in the region

» So, with changes to the NPPF and clear
guidance provided in the PPG, how has the
West Midlands authorities reacted to Grey
Belt?

« A mixed bag — some good, some bad, some
ugly!
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The Good — The Early Bird

GETTING ONE OF THE

FIRST GREY BELT/APPOVALS
« Land off Chapel Lane, Great Barr, T
Walsall (BESS), Walsall — January 2025 -

» Whilst not housing, it was an early Appeal
(Appeal Ref: APP/V4630/W/24/3347424)
out of the gate, approved pre-PPG guidance,
and costs awarded

> - #. ‘ E:g‘;

 Inspector concluded the site did not strongly
contribute to Purposes A, B, or D

* Concluded that NPPF Para 155 (a,b,c) was
met and Para 155d (Golden Rules) were not
applicable

« But, now subject to Judicial Review
launched by the Council in April 2025

27" BEING NOTIFIED ",
OF THE IR




The Good(ish) — You look left, they go right

« With the Local Plan Review withdrawn, and
drawing on July 2023 guidance, Solihull is
permissive of GB Draft Allocations — but
only on grounds of Very Special
Circumstances (VSC), avoiding Golden Rule
50% AH

» Draft Allocation KN2 Land South of Knowle
(Application Ref: PL/2023/02294/PPOL)
was approved in May 2025. Though classed
as Grey Belt and failing Golden Rules (40%
AH), the Council relied on VSC to approve

» A similar approach was taken at Land at 722
Kenilworth Road (Appeal Ref:
APP/Q4625/W/24/3351230). While the
Appellant argued Grey Belt, the Council
considered only VSC; the Inspector also
tested against the Golden Rules

S




The Bad — Going big, so you go home

 Land West of Longwood Lane,
Walsall — June 2025

» 115 Dwellings — 40% Affordable
 3-year land supply and 48% HDT score

7, N8 Wincwe
Lane and the Rushall Canal — two 4 /i WIllHlllY@HlllllNli 1]

urbanising features and strong boundaries
— Applicant argued the site was Grey Belt

» Located in the gap between Longwood

» But, the Council disagreed having regard
to the site’s assessment as a part of a wider

parcel in the 2022 Green Belt Review —i.e. the Council does not agree, given that the
‘Strong’ contributions towards Purposes A Green Belt Study found the wider parcel to
and B be of high importance in preventing urban

« Currently awaiting Appeal Decision sprawl and maintaining the separation
(Appeal Ref: APP/V4630/W/25/3369937) between Walsall, Aldridge, and Streetly...

Committee Report (Application Ref: 24/0009)



The Ugly — Art imitating life

Development Plan adopted
January 2017

Local Plan Review
delayed/slowed since 2019

2.24 years supply of housing
land as of April 2025

41% Housing Delivery Test
(2023)

714 dpa LHN (381 dpa
previously)
c.90% coverage of Green Belt

No Pre-App service for sites
submitted through Call for
Sites

4l % Bromsgrove
7 District Council

" | The NPPF (2024) and the Introduction of Grey
" | Belt

The December 2024 version of the NPPF introduced the concept of Grey Belt as a consideration during the
determination of relevant planning applications. The Government stated further guidance would be issued on the
interpretation of this matter. This document is still awaited.

The Council requires an understanding of Government's stance and guidance before making any definitive planning
decision or providing pre-application advice where Grey Belt matters have been raised. The Council is considering
its position and is currently seeking clarification on the definition of Grey Belt to ensure the interpretation the Council
ultimately adopts is sound and coherent.

On this basis, the Council will not be able to respond to pre-application enquiries or proceed to determine planning

" | applications where that matter is central to the consideration of the proposal. We will continue to review this position.

Home Residents ~ Business ~ Council ~  Things{il;




The Ugly — Mind the gap

« Land at south side of Houndsfield
Lane, Hollywood — August 2025

» 50 Dwellings — 50% Affordable

» Located in the gap between Wythall and
Major’s Green — not adjoining the
settlement directly

0\ o
IS.THIS THE CONSEQUENCE OF MY AGTIONS?

 All parties agreed there was no ‘Strong’
contribution to Purposes A and D

» But, the Inspector disagreed with the
Council’s case that the site made a ‘Strong
contribution towards Purpose B Whilst I am mindful that the parcel, as a

whole, may make a strong contribution to

Purpose (b), the same cannot be said for the

appeal site on its own given its location and

modest scale...

* Appeal allowe;i . The first of many IR7 Land at south side of Houndsfield Lane, Hollywood (Appeal
consequences: Ref: APP/P1805/W/24/3356219)

M

* ‘Golden Rules’ compliant with POS and in
a sustainable location (via footpath
improvements)



The Ugly — Three villages in a trench coat

 Solihull published the Solihull Settlement
Hierarchy Review for consultation in July

» It seeks to redefine three villages (Knowle,
Dorridge and Bentley Heath) as a Town
within the Settlement Hierarchy

. DOES THE
h;-"ll]i | LOGRL PLAN SAY3)

 This is outside of the Local Plan process,
and is explicitly aimed at precluding Grey
Belt development due to conflicting with
Purpose B

There is a danger vast amounts of Solihull
would be grey belt so, by putting this in, we
are putting in some protection around our
larger settlements

|

||||E “ll.l.ﬂEES MHCLG: THANK.YOU

Councillor Mackiewicz



The key takeaways

Mixed reaction to Grey Belt sites from LPAs
Some LPAs are actively supporting Grey Belt applications, even at
Committee. But others are still resisting development — expect an
Appeal and monitor other decisions.
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