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Executive Summary 

1. Bericote are a specialist logistics developer. They are concerned that the Plan is unsound as 
drafted on four grounds: 

1) Green Belt Boundaries are illogical. Bericote’s sites at Four Ashes will become isolated 
islands of Green Belt surrounded by major industrial units (see plan below). They 
should be removed from the Green Belt.  

2) There is an undersupply of employment sites for locally arising need. Once the local 
apportionment of land at West Midlands Interchange is allowed for, the supply of site 
for local need is around 9Ha less than the identified need. Bericote’s site at Gravelly 
Way should be allocated to address that shortfall. 

3) There is no choice and flexibility in the supply of Employment Land. There are only 3 
sites available for small to mi-box logistics units. There are deliverability concerns 
around one of those sites- ROF Featherstone, which provides the majority of the units 
supply- but in any event, there is an extremely limited choice. Bericote’s site at 
Gravelly Way should be allocated to provide more choice, in a location close to West 
Midlands Interchange where there will be increased demand for supply chain services.  

4) The selection of allocated sites not based on evidence. Poor performing sites have 
been allocated. Bericote’s sites scores better than proposed allocations in the EDNA. 
Allocating sites which are less sustainable and less market attractive than Bericote’s 
sites is both illogical and not supported by evidence. 
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2. Bericote seek allocation, and the removal from Green Belf, of their land at Gravelly Way (site 
E51a). It sits between an existing major strategic employment site and West Midlands 
Interchange and will perform no Green Belt function once West Midlands Interchange is 
removed from the Green Belt.  

3. Bericote also control land at Vicarage Road (site E51b), although they intend to provide 
landscape and ecological mitigation on this area. However, that site also performs no Green 
Belt function and should also be removed from that designation.  

 

4. Once the changes to Green Belt boundaries proposed in the Plan are in place, Bericote’s sites 
won’t perform any of the Five Purposes of including land in the Green Belt. It won’t be 
necessary to keep them open- as they will be surrounded by industrial development- and 
leaving them designated will simply result in pressure to release them in the future- 
undermining the expected permanence of the Green Belt boundary. 

5. The identified land requirement is 100.2Ha (or 99Ha as expressed in Policy DS4). The supply of 
sites identified to meet the combined South Staffordshire (and part of the Black Country) need 
is 90.9Ha. The supply of local sites is around 9Ha less than the identified local need.  

6. Bericote’s Gravelly Way site is 7.3Ha. The release of Bericote’s site would address the majority 
of this shortfall.  

7. In the current supply, there are just 3 available sites for small to mid-box B8 uses. All of these 
sites are already committed and well known to the market, but not yet developed. Between 
them, they will provide just 12 units for the 19 year Plan Period. That allows 1.5 units for every 
year of the Plan.  

8. That level of supply is clearly not adequate for this market- particularly when the potential for 
local job growth, spurred on by the delivery of West Midlands Interchange is taken into 
account- that is a foreseeable need which the Plan does not allow for in it’s land supply.  

9. There is also a concern that most of the supply (8 units) is available at the recently consented 
ROF Featherstone site. That site has been allocated for 26 years and permission was only 
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granted in October 2022. There remain deliverability concerns at Featherstone, as a result of 
the expensive infrastructure needed to open up the site. Irrespective of that concern, the 
supply for this part of the market is extremely limited. 

10. The existing supply of units also has a gap in provision. Bericote propose to provide units 
ranging between 80,000sqft and 100,000sqft in order to meet this gap1. 

 

11. Bericote’s site is the 5th best performing employment site in the District. 11 sites are proposed 
for allocation- meaning that 7 sites are allocated which do not score as well as their site. That is 
illogical and counter to the evidence supporting those allocations.  

12. Bericote’s sites score higher than ROF Featherstone for Market Attractiveness; better than 
WMI, Vernon Park, ROF Featherstone and i54 Western Extension for Sustainability; and better 
than Hilton Cross, and Vernon Park for Strategic Planning considerations. 

13. The evidence base is clear that Bericote’s sites are better employment sites than most of the 
allocated employment sites.  

14. Bericote consider that the Plan, as currently drafted, is unsound. This could be rectified by 
allocating their site for employment purposes. 

15. The allocation of Bericote’s sites would deliver highly sustainable development. They propose 
the use of numerous sustainability measures including: 

• Green and Blue Roof; 

• Blue roof to store water and irrigate green walls, to remove Co2 from mechanical 

irrigation; 

 
1 See analysis at Appendix 5 
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• Solar cladding 

• Solar PV and Solar Thermal roofing 

• Battery storage 

• Low carbon space heating 

• Low embodied carbon in building materials 

16. The development could also create in the region of 325 jobs on site and produce GVA of up to 
£23.8m per annum when operational. The development therefore offers considerable 
economic benefits, which is increasingly important given that we are now into the recessionary 
part of the economic cycle. It will also help to reduce some of the considerable out-commuting 
from South Staffordshire to Wolverhampton, Walsall, Dudley and Cannock Chase. 

17. This site offers a rare combination of highly sustainable development, on buildings aimed at 
the local market. This will help re-set the bar for other developments in the area and allow a 
local demonstration of what can be achieved in sustainable design. 

18. The Gravelly Way site should be removed from the Green Belt and allocated for employment 
Development. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 This Representation is submitted on behalf of Bericote Properties. Bericote are a specialist 

logistics developer, having delivered over 12m sqft of buildings for companies as diverse as 

Amazon, Asda, Tesco, Rolls Royce, Kellogs, Sainsbury’s, Ready Steady Store, DHL and Ocado.    

1.2 Bericote successfully delivered the north eastern extension to the Four Ashes Industrial 

Estate. That site is now home to a range of occupiers, including Gestamp, CEVA, Haulotte, 

HOPPE UK, Air Liquide Healthcare and Carver Gasses.  

1.3 Bericote have a strong local presence and have been instrumental in securing important 

local employers for South Staffordshire.  

1.4 This representation considers their remaining land interests at Four Ashes, which are located 

of Gravelly Way (previously known as Site E51a “Extension to Bericote Four Ashes (Site A)”) 

and Vicarage Road (previously known as Site E51b “Extension to Bericote Four Ashes (Site 

B)”). Both sites were assessed in the 2022 Economic Development Need Assessment (EDNA) 

as “Bericote Four Ashes” 

1.5 These are omission sites in the Publication Draft Local Plan, which Bericote consider should 

be removed from the Green Belt and allocated for employment development.  

1.6 Bericote recognise that the Plan seeks to allocate a significant amount of new employment 

land – primarily at West Midlands Interchange, which benefits from a DCO, granted in May 

2020. That site will deliver major new rail connected, and rail served, logistics space. The 

developers of that site intend to follow the illustrative masterplan for that DCO. The 

development will take the form of larger units, at around 250,000sqft+. That scale of 

development will serve a wider than local market: The Plan recognises that WMI will 

contribute to meeting unmet needs in the Back Country, and also has potential to meet 

strategic needs on a wider basis. 

1.7 The Plan then relies on older committed sites- notably at i54, ROF Featherstone, Hilton Cross 

and Vernon Park. These sites offer a limited supply of restricted space, which is well known 

to the market and has limitations in terms of: 

• Use Class restrictions  

• Infrastructure costs 

• Unit size and availability 

1.8 Bericote consider that the supply of employment land has major qualitative issues. The 

supply of sites suitable for local businesses is restricted and does not offer a suitable mix of 

available and suitable sites which will meet local economic needs over the 19 year Plan 

Period (2020-2039). 

1.9 Bericote also consider that their sites – in particular site E51a at Gravelly Way- no longer 

perform the purposes of including land in the Green Belt. The proposed release of West 

Midlands Interchange- which is both sensible and helpful to the delivery of that nationally 
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important Strategic Rail Freight Interchange- creates an island of Green Belt which is not 

connected to any other Green Belt land.  

1.10 The land at Gravelly Way will be isolated, surrounded by existing and committed industrial 

development on four sides, and will no longer perform any of the 5 Purposes. It is illogical to 

keep that site in the Green Belt; it is not necessary to keep it permanently open, and 

therefore; the Green Belt notation should be deleted. 

1.11 On this basis, Bericote seek the following amendments to the Plan: 

(a) Delete Green Belt notation on site E51a 

(b) Allocate site E51a for employment development  

1.12 Bericote also consider that the case to delete their site at Vicarage Road (Site E51b) from the 

Green Belt is strong. However, they intend to pursue biodiversity and local community uses 

on that plot, rather than employment development. The Green Belt notation should also be 

deleted on that site.  

1.13 The rest of this representation sets out Bericote’s evidence which supports this position.  
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2. Site Location and Description 

2.1 Bericote’s sites are located to the east of Gravelly Way, Four Ashes (Site E51a) and west of 

Vicarage Road (Site E51b). This is an established industrial area, close to the junction of the 

A5 and M6 (Junction 12). The sites are shown in the aerial photograph below: 

 

2.2 The northern site is some 7.3Ha and lies north east of Gravelly Way. It is currently woodland, 

primarily silver birch, although has a dense understory of Rhododendron, Bracken and 

Bramble, which has created heavy leaf litter and considerable overshadowing of the ground 

flora.   

2.3 The southern site is some 1.7Ha and lies west of Vicarage Road. It is primarily rush and poor 

quality semi-improved grassland, with areas of scrub and trees. 

Committed Development 

2.4 The West Midlands Rail Freight Interchange order 2020 was made on 4 May 2020. It is a 

Development Consent Order (DCO) for a Strategic Rail Freight Interchange (SRFI) which is 

now being delivered by Logistics Capital Partners. Detailed applications for the first units are 

currently under consideration by the Council. 

2.5 West Midlands Interchange (WMI) is committed, being pursued and will deliver around 8m 

sqft of large unit rail connected logistics development. It surrounds Bericote’s site at Gravelly 

Way and adjoins their site at Vicarage Road.   
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2.6 The WMI masterplan demonstrates the extent of development relative to the existing Four 

Ashes Industrial Area, as shown below. Bericote’s sites are indicated by a red star on the 

illustration below: 

 

2.7 As can be seen, Bericote’s Gravelly Way site is completely surrounded by large industrial 

units. The Vicarage Rod site is surrounded by development on 3 sides and has a strong and 

defensible boundary to the south east on Vicarage Road.  

2.8 The WMI site is proposed to be removed from the Green Belt in the draft Plan, and accounts 

for the vast majority of the employment land in the draft Plan. 

Proposed Development 

Gravelly Way (Site E51a) 

2.9 Given the scale and recent approval of the WMI site, Bericote propose to develop their sites 

to meet locally arising needs.  

2.10 There is a shortfall in readily available and deliverable land to meet the needs of local 

businesses, and Bericote have had enquiries from businesses who are struggling to find 

appropriate buildings and sites in South Staffordshire. Bericote also foresee a need to 
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provide for those businesses that will offer services and support to larger businesses at WMI, 

but who do not require the larger buildings and rail premium that WMI will deliver. This will 

help to maximise the economic benefits of West Midlands Interchange by providing for local 

businesses which will not locate on that site due to the scale of the units likely to be made 

available. 

2.11 Bericote propose to develop the Gravelly Way site to provide 3 smaller units of 80,000sqft; 

90,000sqft and 100,000sqft. These are sized to address an existing gap in supply that will 

exist for B8 / warehousing units following the adoption of the Draft Plan.  

2.12 The currently available units, outside WMI, are set out below, with Bericote’s proposed units 

inserted to illustrate that they fit a gap in supply: 

Unit Size (sqft) Site 

16,000  Featherstone 

18,000  Featherstone 

20,000 Featherstone 

45,000  Featherstone 

47,750 Hilton Cross 

53,000  Featherstone 

62,000 Hilton Cross 

76,000 Featherstone 

80,000  Bericote Proposed Release 

90,000  Bericote Proposed Release 

100,000 Bericote Proposed Release 

111,000 Hilton Cross 

122,000 Vernon Park 

137,000 Featherstone 

152,000 Featherstone 

 

2.13 The proposed development will clearly address a pre-existing local supply issue which is 

heavily masked by the quantum of land proposed for release in in the Plan- the majority of 

which is at WMI.  

2.14 The development of a total of 270,000 sqft (25,083sqm) of B8 development could create in 

the region of 325 jobs on site; 420 in the local area and 469 in the region. This could produce 

GVA of up to £23.8m per annum when operational. The development therefore offers 

considerable economic benefits, which is increasingly important given that we are now into 

the recessionary part of the economic cycle. 

2.15 The current draft layout is shown on the plan below: 
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2.16 This shows the proposed development sitting in a gap between larger units, with retained 

and enhanced landscaping to maintain the wildlife corridor function of the site, adding to 

the buffer provided to the south of WMI’s unit 3030.  

2.17 Bericote are known for delivering highly sustainable development, having:  

• Pioneered the removal of a gas supply, and it’s replacement with renewable energy, 

at their site in Dartford for Amazon- an approach which has now been adopted by 

Amazon globally; and  

• Secured the first BREEAM Outstanding Industrial building in the UK at their “Toys r 

Us” redevelopment in Coventry.  

2.18 This development will continue that theme, with the use of numerous sustainability 

measures including: 

• Green and Blue Roof; 

• Blue roof to store water and irrigate green walls, to remove Co2 from mechanical 

irrigation; 

• Solar cladding 

• Solar PV and Solar Thermal roofing 

• Battery storage 

• Low carbon space heating 

• Low embodied carbon in building materials 



Sheppard Planning 

2.19 The proposed sustainability measures are illustrated below: 

 

2.20 The axonometric layout below shows how these measures will be incorporated into the site 

design: 

 

2.21 More detailed plans are provided at Appendices 9 and 10.   
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2.22 This site offers a rare combination of highly sustainable development, on buildings aimed at 

the local market. This will help re-set the bar for other developments in the area and allow a 

local demonstration of what can be achieved in sustainable design. 

Vicarage Road (Site E51b) 

2.23 The Vicarage Road site is current partly in use a balancing pond and landscaping, and links 

well to the committed proposals at WMI to provide a new country park and wildlife area to 

the east of the site around Vicarage Road and Straight Mile, as shown below: 

 

2.24 As the Gravelly Way site proposal will remove some existing local habitat, the purpose of this 

site will be to focus on BNG, landscape enhancement and to tie in with WMI’s proposals for 

a community park. The precise proposal will be subject to detailed design, but will 

incorporate considerable tree planting, habitat enhancements and make provision for local 

beekeeping.   

2.25 Bericote have been discussing this area with the South Staffordshire & District Beekeepers 

Association. This follows the success of Bericote’s apiary in Dartford. This will look to meet 

their needs based on previous experience of local community bee keeping, including 

providing parking, a secure area, habitats suitable for bees, tea making facilities, and 

composting toilets.   
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2.26 The development of this site has the potential to create more than just economic benefits. It 

will benefit biodiversity, local interest groups and pioneer new technologies for sustainable 

logistics- which could help the Council to guide other applicants in the area.  
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3. Green Belt 

3.1 Following the proposed amendments to the Green Belt boundary, Bericote’s sites form two 

isolated parcels:  

• The Gravelly Road site is completely unconnected to retained Green Belt. It will 

become surrounded on all sides by existing industrial development and the 

committed WMI.  

• The Vicarage Road site has one boundary, to it’s south east, which will still connect 

to the wider Green Belt once WMI is removed as proposed- but this site will then be 

a small finger of Green Belt within a wider industrial development. The one 

boundary is both strong and defensible, and meets current guidance on what 

features to use a Green Belt boundaries2. 

 
2 NPPF 143 f) 
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3.2 The proposed Local Plan Green Belt boundaries are shown on the 

Plan extract below, with the sites indicated by a red star:  

 

3.3 It is clear that no consideration has been given to the logic of the 

retained Green Belt boundary following the proposed change 

shown above.  

3.4 When the existing Four Ashes development is coloured the same 

as the proposed new allocation; and the existing and proposed 

industrial development is show on the base mapping; the 

resulting position becomes clearer, as shown below (again with 

the sites indicated by a red star): 
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3.5 It is clear that neither parcel continues to perform any of the 5 Purposes of the Green Belt 

which are set out at NPPF 138. These are: 

a) to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas;  

b) to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another;  

c) to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment;  

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

e) to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban 

land. 

3.6 The Council’s Green Belt assessment3 considers broad parcels of land and includes both WMI 

and Bericotes land in Parcel “S32Es2”.  

3.7 Overall, the assessment finds this entire parcel to have a “harm rating” of “Moderate-High”4 

as shown on the accompanying mapping extract below (shown in light blue with Bericote’s 

sites indicates by red stars): 

  

3.8 It is clear that:  

i. The evidence supporting the Plan does not differentiate between Bericote’s land 

holdings and WMI.  

and that 

 
3 South Staffordshire Green Belt Study, Stage 1 and 2 Report by LUC July 2019 
4 Table 7.1 ibid 
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ii. WMI is proposed for release using the same evidence, with the same “scoring” 

against the Green Belt purposes, as Bericote’s land. 

3.9 Bericote’s starting point is therefore:  

There is no current evidential basis which justifies a differentiation between WMI and 

Bericote’s site.  

3.10 Clearly, this raises an immediate Soundness concern: The omission of Bericote’s sites from 

the Plan is not justified. The omission does not take into account proportionate evidence. 

The evidence suggests that a site which is proposed for release from the Green Belt 

performs exactly the same as a site which is not taken out of the Green Belt. 

3.11 The only discernible difference between these sites is the existence of the DCO. Bericote 

agree that this is a major factor to consider, and that it is logical to remove that major 

committed site from the Green Belt as part of this Plan process- it is committed, 

development is occurring and thus it is no longer necessary for the Plan’s policies to seek to 

keep the WMI site permanently open, which is the fundamental aim of the Green Belt5.  

3.12 However, the Plan fails to recognise that that Bericote’s Gravelly Way site will become fully 

contained by the WMI release. The proposed boundary change leaves an area of Green Belt 

which is surrounded by urbanising development. That impedes the ability of the Bericote’s 

sites to fulfil the 5 Purposes and undermines the essential purpose of the retained Green 

Belt on these sites: Their openness and their permanence6. 

3.13 NPPF is very clear that Planning Authorities should follow recognisable features on the 

ground when defining new Green Belt boundaries, and in particular that: 

…plans should… b) not include land which it is unnecessary to keep permanently open7 

3.14 It is not necessary to keep the Gravelly Way site open, as it is an island within an industrial 

development that does not contribute to any of the Five Purposes. 

3.15 The Plan’s evidence ascribes the following scores to the Parcel’s performance against the 

Purposes, with associated mapping provided at Appendix 2: 

 

 

 

 

 

 
5 NPPF 137 
6 NPPF 137. 
7 NPPF 143 b) 
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Purpose Score 

Check unrestricted sprawl Weak / No Contribution 

Prevent neighbouring towns from merging Weak / No Contribution 

Safeguarding the countryside from 
encroachment 

Strong (although this is applied to all areas 
of existing Green Belt) 

Preserve the setting and special character 
of historic towns 

Weak / No Contribution 

Assist in urban regeneration Not included in methodology 

 

3.16 The Plan’s evidence base shows that the only purpose which is fulfilled by this wider parcel is 

“safeguarding against encroachment”. This purpose is aimed at halting the gradual 

advancement of the urbanised area into the countryside- which is a fundamental purpose of 

this urban restraint policy tool.  

3.17 Clearly, once WMI is released as proposed, that encroachment will already have occurred in 

the vicinity of the subject sites, and Bericote’s omission sites will no longer perform that 

role. 

3.18 It seems clear, therefore, that- once the WMI site is removed from the Green Belt- Bericote’s 

sites will no longer perform any Green Belt purpose. The Green Belt study does not review 

the retained Green Belt following the draft allocations. Therefore, we have offered our view 

on the performance of Bericote’s sites, post deletion of the WMI site, in the table below: 

 Purpose 2019 Green Belt Study 
Score 

Bericote Score 

Check unrestricted sprawl Weak / No Contribution Weak / No Contribution 

Prevent neighbouring towns 
from merging 

Weak / No Contribution Weak / No Contribution 

Safeguarding the countryside 
from encroachment 

Strong (although this is 
applied to all areas of 
existing Green Belt) 

Weak / No Contribution 

Preserve the setting and 
special character of historic 
towns 

Weak / No Contribution Weak / No Contribution 

Assist in urban regeneration Not included in 
methodology 

Not included in 
methodology 
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3.19 On this basis, the fundamental objectives of the Green Belt- to prevent urban sprawl, keep 

land open and to be permanent8- will no longer apply to Bericote’s sites. The enclosure of 

the sites by WMI completely removes their contribution to Green Belt purposes:  

• The Gravelly Way site will be an isolated island of Green Belt within a large industrial 

area, unconnected to any other Green Belt land. 

• The Vicarage Road site will be surrounded on 3 sides by industrial development and 

have only a weak connection with the Green Belt- but more importantly, if retained 

as Green Belt, it will simply serve to stop two areas of industrial estate merging with 

each other- the Council’s evidence shows that there is no risk of settlements 

merging here- this is simply a small gap within an existing industrial estate. 

3.20 Bericote consider that it is illogical to leave these sites as Green Belt when they do not 

perform any Green Belt function.  

3.21 Retaining Bericote’s sites in the Green Belt would not comply with the following elements of 

National Policy:  

(a) It will not prevent urban sprawl, as required by NPPF 137 

(b) It would not serve any of the five purposes set out at NPPF 138 

(c) As a result, it is not necessary to keep this land permanently open, as required by 

NPPF 143 b) 

(d) There will be pressure, both now and in future Plan reviews, to release this land as it 

does not perform any Green Belt purpose. Therefore, it will contribute to pressure 

on, and thus reduced permanence of, Green Belt boundaries in the long term. 

Permanence is required by NPPF 137 and NPPF 140.  

3.22 In order to change Green Belt boundaries, national policy expects the demonstration of 

exceptional circumstances. This case, those circumstances are: 

• Failure against multiple points of policy guidance, such that retaining these sites as 

Green Belt is illogical, unreasonable and unsound. 

• There is a qualitative need for local employment space, which is set out in more 

detail in Section 4. 

3.23  Bericote suggest that the following remedies are appropriate in this case: 

1) If it is accepted that there is a qualitative need for employment space that is not met 

by the current proposed allocations (see Section 4), then Bericote’s site should be 

allocated for employment purposes, specifically to meet that need. 

2) If that need case is not accepted, the site could be safeguarded to meet future 

development needs. The sites are no longer appropriate to retain as Green Belt, and; 

 
8 NPPF 137 
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the nature and location of the land is such that future development needs could be 

met on this land beyond the Plan period.  

3) However, if that case is also not accepted, the site should still be removed from the 

Green Belt, as it does not perform any Green Belt purpose. 

3.24 The current Green Belt boundaries are not considered to be Sound as they fail the following 

soundness tests: 

b) Justified – Retaining these sites as Green Belt is not an appropriate strategy. The evidence 

suggests that removal of the Green Belt notation is justified by existing evidence (when 

compared against adjacent land releases) and that re-appraisal of the performance of the 

Green Belt post allocation, would have clearly indicated that leaving these sites as Green 

Belt does not meet the Five Purposes. Thus, taking into account the reasonable alternatives, 

and based on proportionate evidence, these sites should be removed from the Green Belt.  

d) Consistent with National Policy – The retention of these sites as Green Belt does not 

meet current national policy- in particular relating to the need to maintain openness of this 

land; the need to secure permanence of Green Belt boundaries, and; the need for Green Belt 

to meet the Five Purposes to some degree. Fundamentally, these sites do not meet any of 

the criteria expected of Green Belt land. Leaving them designated as such is illogical and 

unreasonable. 

3.25 These concerns would be rectified if Bericote’s sites are removed from the Green Belt and 

allocated for development. 

  



Sheppard Planning 

4. Employment Land 

4.1 Bericote recognise that the Plan identifies a considerable amount of employment land. 

However, the local need and supply picture is very complex. Bericote consider that critical 

qualitative points have not been adequately considered in the draft Plan. 

Quantitative Need and Supply 

4.2 The Employment Topic Paper9 identifies a total of 327.9Ha of supply, although this reduces 

to 95.4Ha if WMI is removed from the total10.   

4.3 The supply of employment land in South Staffordshire is not all for South Staffordshire:  

• The 2022 EDNA identified a “local” need of 63.6Ha up to 204011. This is directly 

reflected in Policy DS4, which confirms South Staffordshire needs 63.6Ha 

• The 2022 EDNA concluded that 18.8Ha of WMI would contribute to the District’s 

needs12. Again, this is directly reflected in Policy DS4. 

• Policy DS4 identifies a contribution of 36.6Ha towards the unmet needs of the Black 

Country. This is in addition to the 67Ha of WMI contribution to the Black Country 

employment needs13. 

• The 2022 EDNA and Employment Topic paper conclude that South Staffordshire has 

a 1.5Ha surplus of land when a strategic and non-strategic balancing exercise is 

undertaken14.  

4.4 The Plan, at Policy DS4, identifies a minimum need of 99Ha, comprising a local need of 

63.6Ha and a contribution of 36.6Ha to Black Country need.  

4.5 WMI complicates the picture. It is expected to contribute 18.8Ha to South Staffordshire; and 

a minimum of 67Ha to the Black Country. The remainder (approximately 146.7Ha) is 

available to the Black Country and / or other Authorities, with the precise details to be 

established through further Duty to Co-operate work. 

4.6 Therefore, overall need picture is highly complex, but South Staffordshire derived / local 

need can be understood simply as follows: 

 

 

 
9 and the table at para 6.42 of the Draft Plan  
10 Para 3.15, Economic Strategy and Employment Site Assessment Topic Paper, November 2022  
11 Para 3.5, ibid 
12 Para 3.6, ibid 
13 See paras 3.6 and 3.7 of the 2022 DTC Topic paper 
14 Para 3.8, Economic Strategy and Employment Site Assessment Topic Paper, November 2022 
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Source of Need Area (Ha) 

South Staffordshire Local Need 63.6 

Agreed minimum Black Country Need 36.6 

Total 100.2 

 

4.7 The land supply position is also complex: 

• Table 9 of the Draft Plan sets out a more comprehensive list of employment sites, 

the vast majority of which have no remaining capacity. That suggests a supply of 

327.9Ha, or 95.4Ha without WMI. 

• Policy SA7 actually allocates a total of 362Ha across 5 sites, or 65.1Ha without WMI 

included.  

4.8 Part of the difference can be accounted for by the inclusion of landscaped areas at WMI 

(297Ha is allocated, vs 232.5Ha of employment land). The rest of the difference appears to 

be due to existing committed or allocated sites which still have capacity, but less than the 

total area stated in Table 9. 

4.9 Bericote have analysed the full supply of sites at Appendix 4. The results are summarised in 

the table below: 
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Site 
Available Land 
(2020-2040) 
(Ha) 

Bericote 
Reviewed Land 
supply (Ha) 

Comment 

Strategic Sites 

E20: Hilton Cross Business 
Park 

4.8 0 
Committed August 21. DoC’s being 
pursued. Short term delivery likely.  

E18: ROF Featherstone 36 36 Committed October 22 

E33: West Midlands 
Interchange 

232.5 232.5 
Employment Area only, note 18.8Ha for 
South Staffs need.  

E24: i54, Wobaston Road 4.8 4.8 B2 Use only. Remnant of original i54 site. 

E44: I54 Western Extension 16.7 16.7 
Area reduced from 40Ha to reflect SA7 
allocation of remaining site area. B2 Use 
only. 

Total Strategic Supply 294.8 290  

Local Sites 

Acton Plaza 0.8 0 
Available since 2012 ELR with no delivery. 
Not market attractive. Discounted due to 
non-delivery over 10 years.  

Heathmill Road Industrial 
Estate 

1 0 
Committed October 20 for named 
occupier. 

E14: Vernon Park 2.8 0 
Committed April 22. DoC’s being pursued. 
Short term delivery likely. 

Hobnock Road, Essington 5.2 0 

Committed via CLEUD from 2008. Not 
delivered, subsequent applications for 
industrial refused. Discounted due to non-
delivery over 14 years 

Total Local Supply 9.8 0  

 

Grand Total 304.6 290  

South Staffs Total 90.9 76.3 
Allowing for WMI reduction to 18.8Ha for 
local needs only. 

 

4.10 The supply of sites targeted at meeting need arising from South Staffordshire (+ some Black 

Country need) is lower than required. Once:  

• The contribution of WMI is reduced to the “local” element of 18.8Ha as opposed to 

the 232.5Ha allocated, and 

• The i54 extension is reduced to the remaining site area suggested in SA7 (16.7Ha 

compared to the 40Ha in Table 9) 

The supply of sites to meet South Staffordshire (+ some Black Country need) needs is 90.9Ha. 

The requirement is 100.2Ha (or 99Ha as expressed in Policy DS4). 

4.11 The supply of sites is clearly less than the local need, by approximately 9Ha. Bericote’s 

Gravelly Way site is 7.3Ha, so is broadly equivalent to this shortfall.  
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4.12 Once Bericote’s review of site availability is taken into account, the site supply is actually 

closer to 76.3Ha- which is some 23.9Ha short on the requirement set in Policy SA7. 

Bericote’s Gravelly Way site would also make a meaningful contribution to addressing that 

shortfall. 

4.13 Clearly, WMI significantly over provides against the locally arising need, but the above is 

based on the Council’s current (and complex) evidence base. It is accepted that the Council’s 

remedy to this point is likely to be to adjust the amount of land at WMI which is to meet any 

such gap- there is obviously considerable freeboard available to allow that flexibility.  

4.14 However, that would deviate from the EDNA findings, which would be a departure from the 

evidence base, and thus, unjustified. 

4.15 It is necessary to consider:  

a) The choice and flexibility available to the market across the 19 year Plan Period, 

given the limited supply of sites; as well as 

b) The relative performance of sites that have been allocated when compared to 

Bericote’s sites 

4.16 Those factors are considered further below. 

4.17 The general supply position- despite the apparent over supply of employment land (as a 

result of WMI)- still leads to a soundness concern.  

4.18 Bericote consider that the Plan is not “Positively Prepared” (NPPF 35 a)). The Plan does not 

appear- based on its current evidence base- to provide, “as a minimum”, to meet the 

area’s objectively assessed needs.  

4.19 The local land supply: 

a) Utilising the Council’s analysis  

b) Ignoring Bericote’s review of genuine site availability, and  

c) Apportioning parts of sites to different needs, according to the overly complex 

process set out the 2022 EDNA:  

Still results in a shortfall against identified need.  

4.20 The need is 100.2 Ha (or 99Ha depending on which bit of the documentation you rely on) 

and the supply is 90.9Ha. Needs are, therefore not met.  

4.21 The remedy may well be to allow more land at WMI to meet local needs- but that ignores 

the qualitative issues raised below. These issues would not be addressed by releasing more 

larger units on a single site. That “places all the eggs in one basket” and does nothing to 

address genuine locational choice.  

4.22 Within the supply, there would remain a need for smaller units on more local sites. 
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Local Needs 

4.23 Bericote successfully secured the Four Ashes extension for Gestamp, CEVA and Haulotte. The 

approval of WMI is clearly a major economic boost for the area and will meet much wider 

market needs. With a supply of around 8m sqft of larger units, there is no real concern about 

larger unit supply.  

4.24 However, for an occupier looking for a small and mid-box units, the supply is very limited. 

The concern is particularly great for B8 uses- use restriction to B2 / Manufacturing uses on 

the i54 sites, takes two good sites out of the supply for a B8 occupier. 

4.25 Bericote’s review of supply is presented at Appendix 4. This identifies 5 strategic sites and 4 

local sites. That review is based on Table 9 of the Draft Plan.  

4.26 The nature of the supply available on those sites is critical to understand, in particular: 

i. West Midlands Interchange is for larger (250,000qft +) rail connected logistics. 

ii. i54 and i54 Western Extension are limited to B2 uses only 

4.27 Once those are removed from the supply, an occupier looking for a small to mid-box B8 unit 

is restricted to the following: 

iii. Hilton Cross. Permission was secured in August 2021 for 3 units on 2 areas west of 

the A460. 

iv. ROF Featherstone. This site has a considerable history, having been first allocated in 

the 1996 Local Plan. It was the subject to a Viability and Delivery Options study in 

December 2013. This site finally secured permission in October 2022, some 26 years 

after allocation, and the site will provide 8 units. These units are all in one location, 

and are all reliant on an expensive new road- which will link the site to Stafford Road 

and J2 of the M54.   

v. Vernon Park, which secured permission in April 22 for 1 unit east of the A460  

vi. Heathmill Road Industrial Estate. This is a small site (1Ha) which secured permission 

in October 2020 for a local owner occupier expansion project. 

vii. Acton Plaza is another small site (0.8Ha) which was identified as being available in 

the 2012 Employment Land study. No planning application has been submitted, 

despite being available for at least 10 years. This is considered to be an unattractive 

site which is unlikely to deliver and thus is “blocking supply”. 

viii. Hobnock Road. This site is in the Green Belt and is not proposed to be removed, but 

it is still contributing 5.2Ha of land to the supply. It’s notional 5Ha supply is based on 

a 2008 CLEUD for B2 uses, which has not been acted on. Subsequent applications for 

industrial uses have been refused. This site has not delivered for 14 years. This is also 

considered to be an unattractive site which is unlikely to deliver and is “blocking 

supply”. 
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4.28 There are, therefore, only really 3 available site options for a local B8 uses requiring a unit of 

less than 250,000sqft:  

1) Hilton Cross,  

2) Vernon Park, and  

3) ROF Featherstone.  

4.29 All of these sites are committed, well known to the market and being actively pursued. We 

are also concerned that there are delivery risks around Featherstone, given the 

infrastructure costs in the new permission, and that it has been allocated since 1996.  These 

sites, between them, will provide 12 units up to 152,000sqft15- most of which are at 

Featherstone. 

4.30 Clearly, having only 3 sites for entire segment of the market does not allow any real choice 

or flexibility for an occupier.  

4.31 It is important to remember that this supply of 12 units needs to last for the 19 year Plan 

Period. This supply amounts to 1.5 units for every year of the Plan. That level of supply is 

clearly not adequate for this market across the Plan Period, given the evidence presented in 

the 2022 EDNA, as set out below.  

4.32 PPG confirms16 that it is necessary to consider qualitative information on gaps in the market, 

in particular the needs of SME’s operating in the logistics sector17. 

4.33 The 2022 EDNA notes that there has been a: 

…trend of unprecedented growth in the commercial property market in South Staffordshire, 

particularly e-commerce, warehousing and logistics sectors – a trend which has been seen 

across the country and has been accompanied by increasing rental yields and land values. A 

number of the strategic employment sites in South Staffordshire are delivering quicker than 

expected with strong levels of demand, particularly for floorspace within Use Classes B2 and 

B8.18 

4.34 The logistics sector is clearly a strong local market. The EDNA also notes19 that: 

An average of 45,113 sqm industrial floorspace was delivered per year in South Staffordshire 

between 2012 and 2019 

 and 

 
15 See analysis at Appendix 5 
16 PPG Housing and economic development needs assessment. Paragraph: 029 Reference ID: 2a-02920190220 
17 PPG Housing and economic development needs assessment. Paragraph: 031 Reference ID: 2a-031-20190722 
18 2022 EDNA para 0.28 
19 2022 EDNA para 0.29 
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In terms of industrial floorspace losses between 2011 and 2020, South Staffordshire 

experienced very low average annual losses of 681sqm B2 floorspace and 1,044sqm B8 

floorspace 

4.35 The average take up stated in the EDNA  (avoiding data from the peak period of 2020-22), 

suggests that about 485,000 sqft (45,113 sqm) is needed per annum.  The current supply of 

small to mid-sized units is 859,750 sqft, or 1.77 years supply at the pre-peak market average 

annual rate identified in the EDNA20. 

4.36 Furthermore, the EDNA notes21 that: 

There is relatively little ‘churn’ in existing stock, and not a lot of new floorspace is coming 

onto the market, so as a result vacancy rates are currently at an all-time low. 

and 

The strongest growth sector in South Staffordshire and the neighbouring Black Country is in 

the industrial property market 

4.37 It also notes22 that: 

In particular, there is a lack of medium-sized ‘grow-on’ units (25,000-100,000sqft) within 

South Staffordshire 

4.38 Clearly, the evidence presented in the EDNA suggests that: 

1) The supply of units for smaller businesses is very low 

2) The take up suggests that the supply for this sector is not adequate for a 19 year 

Plan Period 

3) The market signals evidence directly notes that there is a shortage of small to 

medium units in South Staffordshire  

4) This is acknowledged to be the strongest market sector in the District. 

4.39 It is, therefore, difficult to understand why so little provision is being made for this sector. 

The evidence suggests that more land is needed for this sector. 

4.40 The existing supply of units also has a gap in provision. Bericote have illustrated units ranging 

between 80,000sqft and 100,000sqft in order to meet this gap23. It seems clear that, whilst 

the quantum of land has been (broadly) provided for, the nature of space that can be made 

available to meet needs does not accord with the evidence in the EDNA. There is notable a 

gap in supply for smaller units across the 19 year Plan Period. 

 
20 See analysis at Appendix 5 
21 2022 EDNA Table 21 “recent performance” response summary, page 73 
22 2022 EDNA Table 21 “gaps in provision” response summary, page 74 
23 See analysis at Appendix 5 
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4.41 To add to this concern: The delivery of WMI is a major opportunity for the District. However, 

it is likely to generate a need for smaller businesses that wish or need to support activities at 

WMI- most likely through direct business support and supply chain services. This was a point 

raised at a recent WMI stakeholder meeting- where the concept was described as a 

“coalescence of small businesses supporting WMI”. It is clear that, in spatial terms, there is 

no smaller unit supply in close proximity to WMI which could easily meet that need. 

Bericote’s sites could provide for that market. 

4.42 The current position raises Soundness concerns: 

4.43 The supply of land proposed is clearly not flexible enough to accommodate needs identified 

in the Plan Period; to anticipate new working practices likely to be generated by a major new 

source of employment in South Staffordshire, nor; adequate enough to enable a response to 

changing economic circumstances. Therefore, the Plan does not accord with the guidance at 

NPPF 82 d).  

4.44 This shortage of supply will do little to address commuting patterns in the area. South 

Staffordshire has a low level of commuting self-containment24 and the strongest out-bound 

commuting flows are for commuters travelling out of South Staffordshire into 

Wolverhampton, Walsall, Dudley and Cannock Chase25.  

4.45 Clearly, people drive out of South Staffordshire for work at the moment, and whilst WMI 

may help to address that, the provision of more space within the District would further 

contribute to reducing reliance on the private car and make working patterns more 

sustainable. 

4.46 It is considered that there is a severe shortage of space for smaller B8 occupiers in the 

proposed land supply. Despite there being (broadly) enough supply, there are qualitative 

limitations which mean that local businesses, looking for small to medium B8 buildings, have 

a very limited choice.  

4.47 NPPF asks us to take into account both local business needs and wider opportunities for 

development (NPPF81) and to allocate land for both local businesses and inward investment 

(NPPF 82b). Currently the Plan is over providing for strategic needs and under providing for 

local needs- on a qualitative basis, and in terms of site choice and availability. 

4.48 The approach to providing employment land should counter any existing weaknesses and try 

to address the challenges of the future (NPPF81). Currently, the supply does not address 

market needs for small to medium operators, which is a weakness in the proposed supply. 

4.49 The land supply should also be flexible enough to meet unanticipated needs (NPPF82 d). It is 

likely that the supply is flexible enough in terms of quantum, but there are qualitative 

deficiencies that need to be considered. There is potential for WMI to change market 

patterns, and this is not provided for in terms of size and location of available units for 

smaller businesses looking to supply to that major development site. 

 
24 Para 3.36 EDNA 2022 
25 ibid 
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4.50 It is clear that there are key national policy points which are not being met. This results in a 

soundness concern around Consistency with National Policy (NPPG 35 d)).   

Site Performance 

4.51 Bericote also consider that the choice of sites allocated does not reflect their scoring in the 

evidence base.  

4.52 Bericote’s sites (previously identified as sites E51a and E51b, in the 2018 EDNA; and 

“Bericote Four Ashes” in the 2022 EDNA update) score higher than sites which have been 

selected for allocation.  Appendices 6 and 7 of this representation provide the site scoring 

exercise from the 2018 and 2022 EDNA’s.  

4.53 The 2018 scoring shoes that Bericote’s sites were ranked 2nd and 3rd in the District, following 

WMI26. The 2018 EDNA recommended27 that: 

“… going forward, should there be a need to allocate new sites, where possible, the focus 

should be on the best sites in the first instance. These for example should include: 

• West Midlands Interchange (Site E33) following the sites consent in 2020 

• Sites E51a and E51b given that these are very close to the consented WMI.; and 

• Potentially site E30 at junction 13 given that it is strategic in scale and not in the 

Green Belt (although it is acknowledged that this site fell within the good rather than 

best category)” 

4.54 The 2022 scoring introduced a weighting factor which changed the overall rankings, pushing 

Bericotes sites down the list of preference. However, the process resulted in sites with much 

lower scores being allocated over Bericotes land. The following illogical outcomes28 are 

noted: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
26 See Appendix 6 
27 See para 5.3 Stage 2 Report 
28 Taken from Table 22 EDNA 2022. Note this table is re-ordered according to the “Grand Total” score. The 
original table is provided at Appendix 7 
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Site Score Weighed Score Allocated? 

I54 Wobaston Road 86 89% Yes 

Hilton Cross 83 85.7% Yes 

I54 Western 
Extension 

82 86% Yes 

Vernon Park 79 81% Yes 

Bericote Four Ashes 77 80.5% No 

ROF Featherstone 76 81% Yes 

WMI 75 81.8% Yes 

Heathmill Road 70 69.6% Yes 

Hobnock Rd, 
Essington 

61 63.8% Yes 

ROF Featherstone 
extension (West) 

55 60.1% Yes 

ROF Featherstone 
extension (East) 

54 60.2% Yes 

Acton Plaza 54 55.1 yes 

 

4.55 As can be seen from the above, based on the raw / unweighted scores, Bericote’s site is the 

5th best site in the District. 11 sites are proposed for allocation- meaning that 7 sites are 

allocated which do not score as well as the subject site. That is both illogical and counter to 

the available evidence which should be used to inform site choices. 

4.56 When the weighted score is taken into consideration, Bericote’s site still ranks as the 7th best 

site in the District. The above point still holds: 5 sites remain proposed for allocation which 

do not score as well as the subject site. That is also illogical and counter to the evidence 

supporting those allocations. 

4.57 Finally, when the individual topic scores are considered (see Appendix 7) it can be seen that 

Bericote’s site scores: 

• Better than ROF Featherstone for Market Attractiveness. It is scored 1 point lower 

than WMI for market attractiveness, and it is unclear how that can be the case as it 

adjoins WMI on most boundaries. 

• Better than WMI, Vernon Park, ROF Featherstone and i54 Western Extension for 

Sustainability- which is surely a critical consideration given the Climate Emergency 

declared by the Council in July 2019. 
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• Better than Hilton Cross, and Vernon Park for Strategic Planning; and equal to the 

i54 sites. 

4.58 The evidence base is clear that Bericote’s sites are as good- and even better- scoring than 

most of the allocated sites.  

4.59 This raises a clear soundness concern. The allocation of less sustainable and less market 

attractive sites is not “an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable 

alternatives, and based on proportionate evidence”. The Justified soundness test (NPPF 35 

b)) is therefore failed. 

 

 

 

 

  



Sheppard Planning 

5. Technical Considerations  

5.1 Bericote consider that there are no technical impediments to the allocation of their site. 

They recognise that there will be a need for detailed consideration of various issues at the 

Development Management stage, but that is true for all allocations. 

5.2 The key issues are considered to be: 

• Ecology 

• Landscape and Visual 

• Noise 

• Highways 

5.3 These are considered in turn below. 

Ecology 

5.4 The Gravelly way site is currently woodland and the Vicarage Road site is rush and grassland. 

However, neither site has an ecological designation.  

5.5 Bericote have commissioned an ecology report and appraisal which is provided at Appendix 

8. That report concludes that: 

• The site has some ecological interest but is generally only of local importance. 

• The woodland habitat has low species diversity, is relatively young and has invasive 

species.  

• Some mitigation for protected species may be needed, subject to further survey 

work, but mitigation appears to be achievable and can successfully work alongside 

development. 

• Some improvement to current conditions will arise from the removal of invasive 

species (Rhododendron, bramble and bracken). 

• The inclusion of a BNG area has the potential to improve the overall biodiversity 

value of the site: Beyond what is available now, and post development.  

• The site can continue to perform a suitable wildlife corridor / green lung / carbon 

sink function post development - through the retention of a buffer to the rear of the 

proposed units and retention of a woodland block to join in with existing and 

proposed landscape areas as part of WMI. A sensitive development will not harm 

the corridor function and connectivity role that the site performs now. 

5.6 The report concludes that, with sensitive design, appropriate landscaping and buffer zones, 

the development of the site would offer new opportunities for wildlife. Suitable wildlife 

corridors, and connectivity to the wider landscape, can be delivered alongside the proposed 
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development. Future development and mitigation could be designed to complement the 

mitigation and enhancements at West Midlands Interchange.  

5.7 There are no overriding ecological constraints to the development of this site.  

Visual Impacts and Landscape Character 

5.8 The Gravelly Way site will be wholly contained by industrial development. It will have no 

visual connection to the wider landscape and all views will be within the context of existing 

(or committed) buildings.  

5.9 The layout proposed will leave the Vicarage Road site for biodiversity net gain and 

landscaping purposes; and the Gravelly Way site will retain an area of woodland and extend 

the buffer on the eastern boundary of WMI.  

5.10 The development of the site will not result in any harmful visual or landscape character 

effects. 

Noise  

5.11 The site is not close to any sensitive receptors, and other existing or consented industrial 

units would act as a suitable noise barrier for any users on this site. 

5.12 The development of this site will not result in any harmful noise or amenity effects. 

Highways 

5.13 The site capacity is modest and it is accepted that detailed modelling would be needed to 

support an application in the future. However, the local network has been improved by 

Bericote’s previous applications, and WMI will make major improvements to the highways 

network in the wider area- including a major new industrial estate road between the A5 and 

the A449.  

5.14 There is not likely to be a significant highways issue which suggests that these sites should 

not be developed.  
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6. Soundness Issues 

6.1 Bericote raise the following soundness issues with the Draft Plan. 

Green Belt Boundaries 

6.2 Following the changes to Green Belt boundaries proposed in the Plan, Bericote’s sites will:  

• No longer perform any of the Five Purposes of including land in the Green Belt; 

• No longer be necessary to remain open, and; 

• Impact the permanence of the Green Belt boundary by: 

o Not following guidance on using defined features on the ground and  

o Creating pressure for release in future Plan reviews, due to the lack of 

performance of the Five Purposes. 

6.3 Furthermore, there is no current evidential basis which justifies a differentiation between 

WMI and Bericote’s site. The evidence suggests that WMI- which is proposed for release 

from the Green Belt- performs Green Belt Purposes to exactly the same degree as Bericote’s 

site- which is not being taken out of the Green Belt. 

6.4 The current Green Belt boundaries are not considered to be sound as they fail the following 

soundness tests: 

NPPF 35b) Justified: Retaining Bericote’s sites as Green Belt is not an appropriate strategy. 

The evidence suggests that: 

- Removal of the Green Belt notation is justified by existing evidence (when compared 

against adjacent land releases),  

- Re-appraisal of the performance of the Green Belt after proposed changes, would 

have clearly indicated that leaving Bericote’s sites as Green Belt does not meet the 

Five Purposes.  

Taking into account the reasonable alternatives, and based on proportionate evidence, these 

sites should be removed from the Green Belt.  

NPPF 35d) Consistent with national policy: The retention of these sites as Green Belt does 

not meet current national policy in relation to:  

- The necessary openness and permanence of Green Belt boundaries 

- The need for Green Belt to meet the Five Purposes to some degree.  

Fundamentally, these sites do not meet any of the criteria expected of Green Belt land and 

leaving them designated as such is illogical and unreasonable. 
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6.5 These concerns would be rectified if Bericote’s sites are removed from the Green Belt and 

allocated for development. 

Undersupply of employment sites for locally arising need  

6.6 The supply of sites targeted at meeting need arising from South Staffordshire (+ some Black 

Country need) is lower than required. Based on the Proposals in the Draft Plan, once:  

• The contribution of WMI is reduced to the “local” element of 18.8Ha as opposed to 

the 232.5Ha allocated, and 

• The i54 extension is reduced to the remaining site area suggested in Draft Policy SA7 

(16.7Ha compared to the 40Ha in Table 9) 

The supply of sites to meet South Staffordshire (+ some Black Country need) needs is 90.9Ha. 

The requirement is 100.2Ha (or 99Ha as expressed in Policy DS4). 

6.7 The supply of sites is clearly less than the local need, by some 9.3Ha. Bericote’s Gravelly Way 

site is 7.3Ha, so is broadly equivalent to this shortfall.  

6.8 In addition, once Bericote’s review of current site availability and deliverability is taken into 

account, the local site supply is actually closer to 76.3Ha. That is some 23.9Ha short on the 

requirement. Bericote’s Gravelly Way site would make a meaningful contribution to 

addressing that shortfall. 

6.9 Clearly, WMI significantly over provides against the locally arising need. However, the 

Council’s current evidence base suggests that only 18.8Ha is targeted at locally arising needs, 

with the rest meeting needs from adjacent authority areas.   

6.10 It is accepted that the Council’s remedy may be to adjust the amount of land provided at 

WMI to meet any such gap in local supply- there is considerable freeboard available to allow 

that flexibility. However, this would not address Bericote’s concern about the choice and 

flexibility in the local supply (see below). Those issues would not be addressed by releasing 

more larger units at WMI: that solution would “place all the eggs in one basket” and would 

simply provide more units above 250,000sqft. There is actually a shortage of land for smaller 

units, on non-strategic sites. 

6.11 The general supply position- despite the apparent over supply of employment land as a 

result of WMI- still leads to a soundness concern:  

NPPF 35 a) Positively Prepared:  The Plan, taking into account it’s evidence base is not 

“Positively Prepared” as it does not provide, as a minimum, to meet the area’s objectively 

assessed needs for local employment sites.  

Choice and flexibility in the supply of Employment Land  

6.12 In addition to Bericote’s concern about the quantum of supply aimed at local need, it is 

relevant to also consider the choice and flexibility available to the market, across the 19 year 

Plan Period, given the limited supply of sites. 
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6.13 Bericote consider that there is a severe shortage of local market suitable space in the 

proposed land supply. Despite there being a (broadly) sufficient supply, there are qualitative 

limitations which mean that local businesses, looking for small to medium B8 buildings, have 

a very limited choice.  

6.14 In the current supply there are just: 

- 3 available and deliverable sites for local B8 uses requiring a unit of less than 

250,000sqft: Hilton Cross, Vernon Park and ROF Featherstone.  

- All of these sites are committed, well known to the market and being actively pursued.  

- These sites, between them, will provide just 12 units up to 152,000sqft29.  

6.15 This supply of 12 units needs to last for the 19 year Plan Period. This amounts to 1.5 units for 

every year of the Plan. That level of supply is clearly not adequate for this market.  

6.16 The existing supply of units also has a gap in provision. Bericote have illustrated units ranging 

between 80,000sqft and 100,000sqft in order to meet this gap30. 

6.17 The delivery of WMI is a major opportunity for the District; which is likely to generate a need 

for smaller businesses to support that development- through direct business support and 

supply chain services. There is no supply of smaller unit land in close proximity to WMI which 

could easily meet that need. 

6.18 The supply of land proposed is clearly not flexible enough to accommodate needs identified 

in the Plan Period; to anticipate new working practices likely to be generated by a major new 

source of employment in South Staffordshire (WMI), nor; adequate enough to enable a 

response to changing economic circumstances. Therefore, the Plan does not accord with the 

guidance at NPPF 82 d).  

6.19 There is also a need to address commuting patterns in the area. South Staffordshire has 

strong out-bound commuting into Wolverhampton, Walsall, Dudley and Cannock Chase31. 

WMI may help to address that out flow of residents for work, but the provision of more 

locally oriented space within the District, would further reduce reliance on the private car 

and make working patterns more sustainable. 

6.20 Clearly, there are qualitative limitations which mean that: 

• Local businesses, looking for small to medium B8 buildings, have a very limited 

choice.  

• The potential to maximise the local economic benefits of WMI, for local businesses, 

is therefore reduced. 

 
29 See analysis at Appendix 5 
30 See analysis at Appendix 5 
31 ibid 
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• The opportunity to stem out-commuting, through the provision of sites which meet 

local business needs is not being achieved. 

6.21 This results in issues around national policy compliance: 

• NPPF asks us to take into account both local business needs and wider opportunities 

for development (NPPF81) and to allocate for both local and inward investment 

(NPPF 82b). Currently the Plan is over providing for strategic needs and under 

providing for local needs- on a qualitative basis, and in terms of site choice and 

availability. 

• The approach adopted to providing employment land should counter any 

weaknesses and address the challenges of the future (NPPF81). Currently, the supply 

does not address market needs for small to medium operators, which is a weakness 

in the Plan’s proposed approach. 

• The supply should also be flexible enough to meet unanticipated needs (NPPF82 d). 

It is likely that the supply is flexible enough in terms of quantum, but there are 

qualitative deficiencies that need to be considered. 

6.22 It is clear that there are key national policy points which are not being met. This results in a 

soundness concern around Consistency with National Policy (NPPG 35 d)).   

Selection of allocated sites not based on evidence 

6.23 Using the most recent unweighted scoring in the EDNA 2022, Bericote’s site is the 5th best 

performing employment site in the District. 11 sites are proposed for allocation- meaning 

that 7 sites are allocated which do not score as well as the subject site.  

6.24 That is illogical and counter to the evidence supporting those allocations. 

6.25 When the weighted score is taken into consideration, Bericote’s site still ranks as the 7th best 

site in the District- meaning that 5 sites are allocated which do not score as well as the 

subject site.  

6.26 That is also illogical and counter to the evidence supporting those allocations. 

6.27 When the individual topic scores are considered, it can be seen that Bericote’s sites score: 

• Better than ROF Featherstone for Market Attractiveness- although it is scored just 1 

point lower than WMI for market attractiveness, it is unclear how that can be the 

case as it adjoins WMI on most boundaries. 

• Better than WMI, Vernon Park, ROF Featherstone and i54 Western Extension for 

Sustainability. 

• Better than Hilton Cross, and Vernon Park for Strategic Planning; and equal to both 

i54 sites 
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6.28 The evidence base is clear that Bericote’s sites are as good- and even better- scoring than 

most of the allocated employment sites.  

6.29 This raises a clear soundness concern. The allocation of less sustainable, less market 

attractive and sites that score less well on strategic planning measures is not “an appropriate 

strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives, and based on proportionate 

evidence”. Those allocations are made contrary to the evidence the Bericote’s site performs 

better than land proposed for allocation. 

6.30 The Justified soundness test (NPPF 35 b)) is therefore failed. 
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7. Amendments to the Plan 

7.1 Bericote seek the following amendments to the Plan to make it sound: 

1. Amend the Green Belt boundary to remove the Gravelly Way site (previously E51a) from 

the Green Belt 

2. Allocate the Gravelly Way site (previously E51a) as employment land 

7.2 Bericote consider that the case for releasing the Vicarage Road site is also strong. However, 

they propose to use the land for biodiversity, landscaping and local bee keeping activities.   
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8. Conclusions 

8.1 Bericote are concerned that the Plan is unsound as drafted. They seek removal of their land 

at Gravelly Way from the Green Belt and it’s allocation as employment land. They also 

control land at Vicarage Road. They intend to provide landscape and ecological mitigation on 

this area- but also consider that it performs no Green Belt function and should also be 

removed from that designation.  

8.2 Once the changes to Green Belt boundaries proposed in the Plan are in place, Bericote’s 

sites won’t perform any of the Five Purposes of including land in the Green Belt. It won’t be 

necessary to keep them open- as they will be surrounded by industrial development- and 

leaving them designated will simply result in pressure to release them in the future- 

undermining the expected permanence of the Green Belt boundary. 

8.3 The supply of sites identified to meet the combined South Staffordshire and part of the Black 

Country need is 90.9Ha. The identified land requirement is 100.2Ha (or 99Ha as expressed in 

Policy DS4). The supply of local sites is 9.3Ha less than the local need. Bericote’s Gravelly 

Way site is 7.3Ha. The release of Bericote’s site would address the majority of this shortfall.  

8.4 In the current supply, there are just 3 deliverable sites for local B8 uses. All of these sites are 

committed, well known to the market and being actively pursued. Between them, they will 

provide just 12 units for the 19 year Plan Period. This is 1.5 units for every year of the Plan. 

That level of supply is clearly not adequate for this market- particularly when the potential 

for local job growth, spurred on by the delivery of West Midlands Interchange is taken into 

account- that is foreseeable need which the Plan does not allow for in it’s land supply.  

8.5 The existing supply of units also has a gap in provision. Bericote propose to provide units 

ranging between 80,000sqft and 100,000sqft in order to meet this gap32. 

8.6 Bericote’s site is the 5th best performing employment site in the District. 11 sites are 

proposed for allocation- meaning that 7 sites are allocated which do not score as well as 

their site. That is illogical and counter to the evidence supporting those allocations.  

8.7 Bericote’s sites score higher than ROF Featherstone for Market Attractiveness; better than 

WMI, Vernon Park, ROF Featherstone and i54 Western Extension for Sustainability; and 

better than Hilton Cross, and Vernon Park for Strategic Planning considerations. 

8.8 The evidence base is clear that Bericote’s sites are as good- and better- employment sites 

than most of the allocated employment sites.  

8.9 Bericote consider that the Plan, as currently drafted, is unsound. This could be rectified by 

allocating their site for employment purposes. 

  

 
32 See analysis at Appendix 5 
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Appendix 1: Local Plan Proposed Green Belt Boundary 
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Appendix 2: Extracts from 2019 Green Belt Study 

NOTE: The site locations on this mapping are shown by a red star  
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Appendix 3: Applicant Green Belt Appraisal (December 2021) 
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Appendix 4: Employment Land Supply Analysis 



Sheppard Planning 

 

Typology Site 

Available Land 
(2020-2040) 
(Ha) 

Reviewed Land 
supply (Ha) Notes 

Strategic 
Employment Sites 

E20: Hilton Cross Business Park 4.8 0 Committed: 20/01078/FUL granted August 21, 3 units west of A460. Various DoC and Amends indicates intention to implement shortly 

 E18:ROF Featherstone 36 36 
Committed: 20/01131/OUT approved October 2022. Considerable infrastructure costs to access the site. Current funding difficulties. Will struggle in 
shorter term. Bericote experience of an occupier not being interested due to delivery concerns 

 E33: West Midlands Interchange 232.5 232.5 Committed, DCO granted 2020: 18.8ha of site required to meet South Staffordshire's labour demand. Limited to larger units. 
 E24: i54, Wobaston Road 4.8 4.8 B2 Use restriction.  
 E44: I54 Western Extension 16.7 16.7 B2 Use restriction. Area reduced to reflect SA7 allocated area 

Local Employment 
Sites 

Acton Plaza 0.8 0 
Identified in 2012 Employment Land Study as being available at 0.8Ha. Available for 10 years without being progressed. Discount capacity based on 
lack of delivery  

 Heathmill Road Industrial Estate 1 0 
Committed: 19/00990/FUL permission for Prime Oak Ltd, aiming to relocate manufacturing site from Swindon village. Approved October 2020, 
expires Oct 2023. 

 E14: Vernon Park 2.8 0 Committed: 21/00948/FUL granted April 22, single unit east of A460. Various DoC under consideration indicates intention to implement 

 Hobnock Road, Essington 5.2 0 

Committed but not likely to deliver. Certificate of Lawfulness approved 2008 (08/00223/LUP) for a B2 use. 2016 application (16/01000/FUL) for 
warehousing refused as site in Green Belt. Earlier history of refusal: Industrial uses (98/00619/OUT) and residential (99/01242/OUT). This site has 
been subject to numerous refusals but is included in the supply due to a 2008 commitment which has not been acted on for 14 years. It is not likely 
to deliver and should be removed from the supply. The current Plan does not propose to take this site out of the Green Belt (see inset 13), and so 
future refusal are also likely.  

 Total 304.6 290 

Total Strategic 294.8 290 

  

Total Strategic without WMI 62.3 57.5 

Total Local 9.8 0 

Sub-total 72.1 57.5 

  

South Staffs Sites (with WMI at 18.8Ha) 90.9 76.3 
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Appendix 5: Existing Unit Size Analysis 
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Existing Supply 

Site Unit Size (sqft) 

Featherstone (poss. sub-division) 16,000 

Featherstone 18,000 

Featherstone 20,000 

Featherstone 45,000 

Hilton Cross 47,750 

Featherstone 53,000 

Hilton Cross 62,000 

Featherstone 76,000 

Hilton Cross 111,000 

Vernon Park 122,000 

Featherstone 137,000 

Featherstone 152,000 

 Total  859,750 

 

Existing Supply with Bericote Units 

 Site Unit Size (sqft) 

Featherstone (poss. sub-division) 16,000 

Featherstone 18,000 

Featherstone 20,000 

Featherstone 45,000 

Hilton Cross 47,750 

Featherstone 53,000 

Hilton Cross 62,000 

Featherstone 76,000 

Bericote 80,000 

Bericote 90,000 

Bericote 100,000 

Hilton Cross 111,000 

Vernon Park 122,000 

Featherstone 137,000 

Featherstone 152,000 

 Total  1,129,750 
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Appendix 6: EDNA Site Assessment  
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Appendix 7: DLP Revised Site Assessment 
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Appendix 8: Ecology Assessment 
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Appendix 9: Proposed Site Layout 
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Appendix 10: Illustrative Views and Sustainability Measures
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