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1. Introduction

1.1. This document has been authored by me, David Binks MRICS. I have also provided a proof of evidence
to this Appeal (CD-D29/D).

1.2. It responds where necessary in relation to employment need from a market perspective to the relevant
parts of the following proof of evidence:

Ms Dorothy Barratt, North Warwickshire Borough Council (CD-D24/A)

1.3. It does so by addressing the points raised in the proofs that are considered to be:

• Factually incorrect; or

• Use out of date evidence; or

• Misinterpret law, policy, or evidence.

1.4. References to paragraphs in this rebuttal are to the proof of evidence (CD-24) unless otherwise
stipulated.

1.5. At the outset, it is important to state clearly that the original application was supported by a letter dated
2nd December 2021 which stated that the development would be:

• “Up to 100,000 sqm (1,076,391sqft) of mixed Class B2, Class B8 and Class E(g)(iii) floorspace;” and

• “Up to a maximum of 10% Class B2 / Class E(g)(iii);”

1.6. That letter was thereafter supported by numerous documents including the Planning Statement (CD-
B5), Design & Access Statement (CD-B34), Design Guide (CD-B35) and indeed the Environmental 
Statement upon which the outline scheme was assessed (CD-B1), all of which clearly stated the 
proposed use classes sought and the split of floorspace between use classes.

1.7. Furthermore, the agreed draft planning condition in the Statement of Common Ground between the 
Appellant and NWBC (CD-D13) dated 26th March 2024, which is retained in the latest draft conditions 
schedule also makes this clear, as follows:

7. No more than 10% of the total development floorspace or 10,000 square metres (gross), whichever 
is greater, within the development hereby approved shall be used for a use or uses falling within Use 
Class E (g) (iii) or Use Class B2 of the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order (as amended).

1.8. Therefore, and given scale of the development, - if fully built out - at least 90% of the scheme would 
need to comprise of B8 use class (storage & distribution). The proposal has always been promoted as 
predominantly a large scale ‘Big Box’ logistics scheme.

1.9. It is in the context of that specific Big Box logistics sector that land supply, demand, and employment need
must be considered.
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2. Rebuttals – Evidence from Ms Dorothy Barratt, NWBC 

 

Paragraph 4.19 

2.1. I refer to paragraph 4.19, extracted below.  

 

2.2. Under no circumstances would submitted sites to a “Call for Sites” process be considered by market 
participants (occupiers, developers, agents) as a meaningful indication of likely future market supply. 
The timescales are simply too far off, and no independent analysis has been undertaken of their 
likelihood to come forward. It is not known which, if any of those sites, might ever be proposed for 
employment allocations, let alone allocations specifically directed at the Big Box logistics sector. These 
sites cannot be considered to contribute in a meaningful way to forecasted or future supply. There is no 
certainty whatsoever.  

2.3. I also note that question 15 in that call for sites document stated that a timeframe of ‘immediately’ was 
deemed to be “within 5 years”. See question 15 extracted below.  
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Paragraph 5.9 

2.4. I refer to paragraph 5.9, extracted below. 

 

2.5. Paragraph 5.9 states that immediate need applies to occupiers. This is incorrect. As stated in my 
colleague Jon Turner’s proof of evidence at paragraph 5.7 (CD-D29/A) “having a named occupier is 
only one way of demonstrating an immediate demand” [their emphasis]. This is further evidenced by 
considering the adopted North-West Leicestershire Local Plan employment land policy EC2 – New 
Employment Sites which was provided in Figure 4 on page 16 of the Cushman & Wakefield joint 
appendices to proofs of evidence Appendix 1 – Employment Land Study May 2024 (CD-D29/C) and is 
extracted again below for ease of reference. 

 

2.6. Put simply if immediate need applied to having a named occupier secured, then there would have been 
no necessity whatsoever for North-West Leicestershire to include any reference to demand in that policy 
for additional employment land. 

2.7. I provide further clarification on the misunderstanding stated in the following sentence of paragraph 5.9: 

“It would be unusual for an unconsented or unallocated site to be considered to meet an 

immediate need.” 
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2.8. The very purpose of LP6 was to allow a mechanism for decision takers to release employment land that 
met a need within Area A (Area 2) that could not be accommodated by allocations or forecasted supply, 
both in terms of ‘either’ a certain type of land not being available, ‘or’ an immediate need for employment 
land. Therefore, it is clear and unambiguous that unconsented or unallocated sites are considered 
appropriate to trigger LP6. To further make this point clear, the supporting text to LP6 in paragraph 7.46 
of the Local Plan (CD-F1) refers specifically to land within a Strategic Gap and designated Green Belt 
which (by definition) are unconsented or unallocated land.  

2.9. Mr Hann explains that Hodgetts / HPG Developments and others objected to the draft Local Plan on the 
basis that the needs of the logistics sector were not being met and the criteria based approach was the 
Inspector’s specific response to these objections to make the plan sound and to enable applications to 
come forward on unallocated land. It is therefore misguided to suggest that ordinarily an immediate need 
or need for a specific sector would not ordinarily be met on an unconsented or unallocated site, when 
that is the very purpose of LP6. 

2.10. I provide clarification on a further misunderstanding stated in the following sentence of paragraph 5.9: 

“In a strong occupier market developers will speculatively build standard units of a size 

attractive to the market. In a weaker market developers will progress sites to outline or hybrid 

stage to minimise delay for potential occupiers.” 

2.11. This statement shows an overly simplistic understanding of the Big Box employment land and 
development market, and casts serious doubt upon the author’s understanding of how the market 
operates. The Big Box market is complex and has a number of market participants determining decision 
making including UK based investors, overseas based investors, developers, occupiers, and agents. 
Speculative development in the UK is funded to a larger extent by external institutions (UK pension 
funds and private equity, and overseas investors) whether that capital be tied to a particular developer 
or market facing. Speculative development opportunities achieve successful funding by demonstrating 
to a funding partner that the demand/supply dynamics in a particular location are attractive. Invariably 
speculative funders have preference for primary locations (such as the Appeal Site) where specific 
location has an immediate attractiveness to occupiers. For example, Birch Coppice (located very close 
to the Appeal Site) was the first location in the whole of the UK to see speculative development in 
2013/2014 following the Great Financial Crash of 2008-2010. In primary locations where the demand is 
exceptionally strong such as the Appeal Site speculative development is currently very much being 
actively sought by funding institutions. See Appendix 1 of this rebuttal which provides an example letter 
of interest from a potential funding partner for the Appeal Site on both a speculative and build to suit 
basis.  

2.12. In addition, in relation to the above sentence, I add that in all markets developers progress sites to 
outline stage. Outline planning consent provides the certainty that occupiers require in both the binary 
outcome of planning applications but also the timing associated with preparing for and submitting an 
application. It is simply not the case that progress of sites to outline planning consent is undertaken in a 
“weaker market” as the sentence suggests. Indeed, outline consents for employment land provide 
occupiers with flexibility in terms of construction of purpose built facilities. This flexibility is absolutely 
critical because during the course of a project including from inception, desktop locational analysis, site 
search, design, and even construction the requirements of an occupier invariably change. 

2.13. The need to get to this stage in the process to reduce planning uncertainty could not be better 
exemplified than the progress of this application which was submitted in December 2021 and yet it is 
only in the last few weeks that highways matters have been resolved to the satisfaction of National 
Highways. 

2.14. I provide clarification on a further misunderstanding stated in the following sentence of paragraph 5.9: 

“Occupiers are reluctant to commit to schemes which are not sufficiently progressed to provide 

certainty of completion. That is unless the unit is bespoke or built to suit (BTS) in which case 

there would be a named occupier.” 
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2.15. As stated in paragraph 5.6 and 5.7 of my proof of evidence (CD-D29/B), occupiers focus on development 
proposals where speed of delivery and risk are reduced, typically seeking delivery within a 2 year time 
period. The development community is aware of this risk and where a local authority has not actively 
promoted allocations to meet the needs of this sector (as has happened here), a common response is 
to achieve planning consent (in outline) and prepare serviced plots ready to build. In that respect I agree 
with the first sentence in that “occupiers are reluctant to commit to schemes which are not 
sufficiently progressed to provide certainty of completion.” It is very much on that basis that outline 
consent at a site is invariably required to secure a build to suit occupier specific requirement.  

2.16. In this case the Appellant has in fact been in detailed talks with a number of different potential occupiers 
and is at an advanced stage with one who is likely to occupy much of the Appeal Site by land area. The 
details of these discussions are confidential, however, the fact that there is such intense market interest 
itself is evidence of the woeful level of land supply for large scale Big Box logistics regionally and sub 
regionally (Area A/2). 

2.17. However, it is just wrong to suggest that occupiers with build to suit requirements will be prepared to be 
tied to a development scheme for an uncertain period and uncertain outcome whilst planning consent is 
achieved. Indeed, for the reasons detailed above, occupiers’ invariably require flexibility as their 
requirements change over the significant period of time it takes to prepare, submit, and receive 
determination of a planning application. 

2.18. Excellent recent examples of take up taking place include at the now fully developed East Midlands 
Gateway where 200 acres was prepared for development and build to suit take up included deals for 
685,000 sqft for Maersk, 670,000 sqft for DHL and also at East Midlands Airport where UPS took 1.2 
million sq ft. More local examples of occupiers taking build to suit space on serviced land parcels include 
the Ocado 700,000 sqft and Euro Car Parts 778,000 sqft deals at Birch Coppice, both of which NWBC 
are aware of having been the Local Planning Authority in receipt of and having determined the planning 
application. In none of those deals was an occupier present at the point of outline consent and they only 
signed up to each scheme once serviced development plots had been created on land with outline 
consent – all of which were rapidly developed following grant of permission.  

Paragraph 5.10 

2.19. I refer to paragraph 5.10, extracted below. 

 

2.20. Whilst this statement is true in relation to current ongoing discussions that the developer is having with 
occupiers in relation to the Appeal Site, a meeting was held with a planning officer and member of the 
planning and development board at the Council’s offices in Atherstone in February 2019 regarding a 
specific occupier interest. It is also true that very often occupiers require developers to enter into Non-
Disclosure Agreements in relation to ongoing discussions to protect the commercially sensitive nature 
of their interest. It is also the case that despite there not being a ‘named’ occupier, I am aware of several 
specific ongoing (one since 2020/21) discussions that the developer is having in relation to the scheme 
– see paragraph 4.38 of my proof of evidence (CD-D29/B) and also a letter of clarification to Jim 
Coleman of WSP dated 30th May 2024 at Appendix 2 of this rebuttal.  
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Paragraph 5.11 

2.21. I refer to paragraph 5.11, extracted below. 

 

2.22. I refer the Inspector to the occupier development programme provided at Appendix 3 of the Joint 
Appendices to the Cushman & Wakefield proof of evidence, (page 139 in CD-D29/C) which shows an 
early access date for occupier fit-out works of 6th April 2026 and a practical completion of base build 
works of 14th May 2026.

2.23. Furthermore, the table in paragraph 5.11 indicates 18 months between commencement on site and
practical completion. This is an over estimation of the time scales to deliver such a scheme. 
Typically, we might expect a 12-month time period to deliver site preparation and vertical build of the 
scale proposed.

 

Paragraphs 5.12 & 5.20 

2.24. I refer to paragraphs 5.12, and the table in paragraph 5.20, extracted below. 
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2.25. Appendix G (CD-D24/B) is misleading, unhelpful in the pursuit of establishing the extent of need, and 
not relevant to this Appeal whatsoever. Policy LP6 is clear and unambiguous in that it relates specifically 
and solely to employment land need in Area A (Area 2). 

2.26. However, solely for reasons of completeness, I have reviewed Appendix G and provide my analysis at 
Appendix 3 to this rebuttal and make the following comments: 

• There are pure mathematical calculation errors in respect the land referred to in the table on page 

5 of Appendix G as “Allocated”. Using the figures provided for “Allocated” land equates to a sum of 

14,589,395 sq ft and not the figure of 21,013,691 sq ft presented in the table above. As detailed 

below, when qualitative analysis is applied this figure reduces to 150,000 sqft being relevant to this 

Appeal. 

• There has been no qualitative analysis of supply in conflict with planning practice guidance 

paragraphs 2a-029 and 2a-032. 

• There is repetition of a number of the sites. Repetition includes references 1 & 49, 3 & 50, 4 & 54, 

5 & 25, 8 & 47, 11 & 46, 13 & 51, 17 & 53, 19 & 74, 20 & 52, 24 & 58, and 2 & 55.  

• It includes in its “Total Developable Land Yet to be Built Out” land for mixed uses such as 

residential, leisure, retail, and small employment uses such as care homes and convenience stores. 

Sites referred to as “Allocated”  

• Quantitatively, our analysis shows that of the land referred to as “Allocated” the correct figure is 

neither 21,013,691 sq ft, nor 14,589,395 sq ft but in fact 5,672,547 sq ft. That sum does not include 

any qualitative analysis such as application of use class, deliverability, suitability, understanding of 

functional market areas, or indeed application to LP6 itself. Qualitatively, our analysis shows that 

of the sites listed as “Allocated” only REF 61 – Land to the West of Birch Coppice is located within 

Area A and Area 2, and potentially suitable for large scale B8, albeit having considered this North 

Warwickshire Local Plan E2 allocation in my proof of evidence in paragraph 4.25 (CD-D29/D) I 

have assessed that it is only capable of accommodating a maximum 3 to 3.5 hectares of net 

developable land suitable for c.150,000 sq ft total floor area and I believe it is most likely to come 

forward as a multi-unit mid-box scheme (sub 100,000 sqft units).  

Sites referred to as “With Planning Permission” 

• Quantitatively, our analysis shows that of the land referred to as “With Planning Permission” the 

correct figure is not 20,753,764 sq ft but 15,667,333 sq ft. This reduced sum includes uses across 

all Use Classes and does not take any account of the current status of the land (i.e. serviced, 

phasing timings). For example, NWBC list i54 of 4,408,272 sqft as “With Planning Permission” 

however take up has occurred at that site leaving just 25 acres available for Big Box development, 

equating to approximately 435,507 sq ft using their 40% density ratio. 

• Qualitatively, our analysis shows that of the sites listed as “With Planning Permission” only the 

Peddimore site REF 54 is within Area A and Area 2 and capable of accommodating up to 550,000 

sq ft of Big Box logistics. 

2.27. The table in paragraph 5.20, is therefore revised as follows in relevance to LP6 – Additional Employment 
Land and this Appeal: 

Status Location  Employment Land (expressed in possible sqft floorspace) 

“With Planning 

Permission” 

Area A & 2 Total of 550,000 sqft for B8 logistics over 4 plots; and 

1.1m sq ft for B2 manufacturing use (understood to be under 

offer to single manufacturing occupier) 

Totalling 1.65m at Peddimore REF54 

“Application 

Submitted” 

Area A & 2 0 (zero) 
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“Allocated” Area A & 2 150,000 sqft 

(most likely to be small mid-box scheme) 

2.28. Finally, it is worth pointing out that the employment land supply at Peddimore for B8 logistics is split over 
several plots as detailed in paragraph 5.21 of Ms Barratt’s proof. Of the 550,000 sqft of land supply, 
180,500 sqft is in a separate part of the business park to the remaining land supply of 151,750 sqft, 
145,500 sqft, and 70,000 sqft and so cannot be joined. Were the 3 plots that are in proximity able to be 

joined to create a single plot I estimate that it would only be capable of delivering a building of approx-

imately 325,000-350,000 sqft (rather than 3 totalling 367,250 sqft, meaning that there is only serviced 

land capable of delivering a potential maximum building size of 325,000-350,000 sqft within Area A or 

Area 2 (this is of course assuming that site constraints at Peddimore are not preventing the plots from 

being conjoined, and that is the reason they have been split in the current scheme’s masterplan). See 

Appendix 4 for an annotated Peddimore masterplan.
 

Paragraphs 5.21 and 5.22 

2.29. I refer to paragraphs 5.21 and 5.22, extracted below, and make specific reference to sites within 
Appendix G. These sites A) to D) have been specifically selected by Ms Barratt from Appendix G of the 
proof of evidence for particular attention. They are analysed in turn below. 
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2.30. In relation to paragraph 5.21 A) Peddimore, plots in Zone A refer to land consented for B8 logistics use 
and plots in Zone B are restricted to B2 manufacturing use only. Zone B is land owned by Birmingham 
City Council and it is understood that it is, in its entirety, is under offer to a manufacturer, having been 
marketed to raise funds for the City Council. A masterplan showing the split nature of the plots is 

provided in Appendix 4. This single site accounts for the entirety of the 3 to 3.5 months’ land supply in 

the subregion (Area A and/or Area 2).

2.31. In relation to paragraph 5.21 B), this site in Solihull was allocated in 2013 and has now been developed 
for a mix of uses including residential and care homes. There is no large-scale Big Box development at 
this site. A Google Earth image of the site is provided at Appendix 4 of this rebuttal which shows the 
two developed care homes to the northwest and the extensive residential development to the south and 
east. This site is irrelevant to this Appeal and we are unsure as to why it was specifically included for 
consideration in paragraph 5.21.

2.32. In relation to paragraph 5.21 C), plans for Rail Central were submitted in September 2018 and 
subsequently withdrawn in October 2019 by promoters Ashfield Land and GLP. I understand that this 
project has not been taken forward since the application was withdrawn in 2019. This is corroborated 
by clicking on the link provided in the proof of evidence at Appendix G site REF 45. On the ‘news’ section 
of that website, an article dated 17th August 2021 confirms that the project has been paused. See link 
Ashfield Land and GLP pause Rail Central. and Appendix 4 of this Rebuttal. It is also not within Area 
A or Area 2. Therefore, this site is also irrelevant to this Appeal and again we are unsure as to why it 
was specifically included for consideration in paragraph 5.21.  

 

2.33. MIRA South site is a research and development and manufacturing scheme seeking to take advantage 
of its proximity to the Motor Industry Research Association (“MIRA”) facility to its north. The site was 
allocated as under reference E4 in the North Warwickshire Local Plan on page 96 (CD-F1). As can be 
seen from the E4 allocation and supporting text, NWBC see this as an opportunity to broaden its 
employment base. The E4 allocation clearly states that: 

“B8 (warehousing & distribution) will not be permitted unless it is ancillary to the main use”. 

https://railcentral.com/news/ashfield-land-and-glp-pause-rail-central/
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2.34. The site was allocated as 42 hectares of employment land in the Local Plan. The resolution to grant of 
5th February 2024 (subject to highways and s.106) from North Warwickshire Planning & Development 
Board (P&D) was on a gross site area of 58.7 hectares. In the board report from the NWBC planning 
officer it was made clear that this increased area was due to the need to accommodate site infrastructure 
and the diversion of the A444 public highway, referred to as “essentially a highways matter” (Appendix 
5 of this rebuttal, page 34, paragraph 4.4).  It is also confirmed in that same P&D report that the 
application provides a developable area of 39 hectares (Appendix 5 of this rebuttal, page 34 & 35, 
paragraph 4.5), and not the full 42 hectares assumed by the Local Plan allocation. In short, the gross 
area has increased but the net developable has reduced by 3 hectares from that envisaged by the Local 
Plan.

2.35. Finally, the board report for the P&D Board stated in paragraph 4.12 (see Appendix 5 to this rebuttal)
the following:

 

2.36. In employment land supply terms MIRA can only therefore be considered by its ability to deliver B2 and 
E(g) (iii) Use Classes. Given the minimum 90% B8 logistics Use Class proposed at the Appeal Site, this 

Land to the South of MIRA is also not considered relevant, and we are unsure as to why it was       

specifically included for consideration in paragraph 5.21. Even more importantly, it is also not within 

Area A or Area 2. 

Paragraph 5.25 

 

2.37. To refrain from repeating the points made already in this rebuttal, I would encourage the Inspector to 
consider the comments already provided in this proof including the condition attached to the Appeal 
proposals in relation to the points raised in paragraph 5.25. That condition requires a minimum of 90% 
of the development by floor space to be delivered for B8 (storage & distribution). It is a targeted B8 Use 
Class application, which befits its location. I understand Mr Hann makes this point in more depth in his 
evidence. See response to paragraph 5.9 above. 
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Paragraph 5.16 

2.38. I refer to paragraphs 5.16, extracted below. 

 

2.39. Taking each sentence in turn: 

“The take up of space has slowed considerably from the highpoint of 2021 and the combined 

effects of Covid and Brexit.” 

2.40. As acknowledged in my proof of evidence (CD-D29/D) and the accompanying Appendix 1 - Cushman 
& Wakefield Employment Land Study May 2024 (“C&WELS”) (CD-D29/C), demand has tempered since 
the effects of lockdowns during the Covid Pandemic and has now returned to being around pre-Covid 
levels, which themselves pre-Covid (and like presently), were considered strong markets. This is largely 
corroborated by the evidence from NWBC in the annual market report from Savills (CD-D24/H) and JLL 
(CD-D24/i) which state that take up is 12% and 2.38% above pre-Covid levels, respectively. The 
important point of clarification is that in spite of the political shocks, macro-economic environment, failed 
Kwazi Kwarteng budget, and the ongoing war in Ukraine, the market has since stabilised and performed 
very well. Furthermore, looking forward there has been a notable return of major occupiers, who were 
absent in 2023, again taking space at scale in 1H 2024. As I stated in my proof, it would be wholly wrong 
to conclude that the reduction in take up is a continuing trend. Indeed, new key market trends have 
come out of the 2020-22 period including the now generalised intense focus on decarbonisation, 
increased automation, and subsequently the specific demand for modern Grade A/Net Zero Carbon 
premises. 

“As a general guide Savills consider a vacancy rate of 8% to be the balancing point where rents 

are stable and where the market will seek to be.” 
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2.41. Firstly, there is a very important distinction to make in relation to vacancy rates and LP6. That being, 
LP6 relates specifically to employment land need and not employment buildings need. As stated in my 
proof of evidence, in addition to occupiers who can focus on existing buildings (now primarily being on 
Grade A stock), some occupiers have specific operational requirements that will not allow them to 
occupy a standard type building layout. Those occupiers need employment land to be available and 

serviced in order that their specific or 'bespoke' building layout can be constructed to meet their spe-

cific operational requirements.

2.42. However, in the interests of completeness and clarification, analysis on interpretation of vacancy rates 
is provided below. As noted in the C&W ELS (CD-D29/C) paragraph 3.24 on page 22, Savills and the 
British Property Federation released a report titled Levelling Up – The Logic of Logistics in April 2022. 
Research undertaken for that report assessed that the market equilibrium level, where supply and 
demand are broadly in balance and rents are more stable, is around 8% availability.

2.43. In the evidence provided by North Warwickshire, only the CBRE (CD-D24/J) document provides a 
breakdown on vacancy rates for the West Midlands, stating that the vacancy rate is currently 4.8%. It 
does not provide a breakdown of vacancy rates for Area A or Area 2 – the specific focus of LP6. The 
only comprehensive evidence base for current market data specifically focused on Area A & Area 2 is 
the Cushman & Wakefield Employment Land Study May 2024 (CD-D29/C), which my proof of evidence 
recommended should be read in full.

2.44. Finally, just to note that a vacancy rate is a quantitative analysis metric. That quantitative vacancy rate 
also needs to be considered in the context quality of availability. For example, if all of the vacancy is 
within poor unmarketable older stock the ‘true’ vacancy rate for lettable premises will be 0%. Also, 
general market vacancy rate does not provide any analysis of size ranges. For example, our evidence 
in Figure 44 on page 90 of the Cushman & Wakefield Employment Land Study May 2024 (CD-29/C) 
shows that there are no buildings available above 370,000 sqft for Area A or Area 2 – the vacancy rate 
for buildings above that scale is therefore 0%. Moreover, the land supply for Big Box logistics in Figure 
43 on page 89 of our Study (CD-29/C) shows that there is only 1 site where land is available for Big Box 

logistics in Area A and/or Area 2, and the masterplan for that scheme - Peddimore - shows a max-

imum single building size of 180,000 sqft to be developable.

2.45. Put simply therefore, in Area A and/or Area 2, there is 0% vacancy rate on buildings above 370,000 sqft, 
with only 1 being available at 370,000 sq ft, and there is 0 years’ land supply to accommodate a building 
greater than 180,000 sqft. This is in the light of the evidence pointing to increasing size of buildings 
required by the logistics sector.

“During 2021 some parts of the country, like the Golden Triangle got to levels of 1%, or three

months, supply of vacant floorspace. It could be said that where North Warwickshire in that 

position now there would be an immediate need for additional employment land to be permitted 

or allocated.”
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2.46. This sentence demonstrates a misunderstanding of the employment land market for which the Appeal 
Site is proposed, with no qualitative assessment undertaken and a lack of understanding of how 
employment land for development of scale is delivered.

2.47. As stated above, the vacancy rate is a quantitative market signal, in that it does not assess quality of 
stock. Grade C stock is increasingly becoming redundant and is widely expected to disappear from the 
market, through redevelopment or repurposing over the next few years. In part this is due to increasing 
building regulations and minimum energy efficiency standards (MEES) but also because of occupiers 
drive to net zero carbon. In short order that will disappear from ‘available’ buildings’ supply, and hence 
vacancy rate. Grade B stock falls into a similar position, albeit it’s ‘shelf life’ is potentially longer, 
extended by potential refurbishment. Vacancy rates in Grade A stock tends to be driven by speculative 
development, refurbished buildings, or instances where previously let stock is returned to the market.

2.48. Policy LP6 – ‘Additional Employment Land’ concerns employment land in any case. In terms of delivery 
of employment land, my proof of evidence makes clear that the timescales involved in submitting a 
planning application and achieving a successful outcome is measured in years. For example, from pre-
submission to Appeal, the ‘planning’ portion of delivery will have taken almost 4 years. On any site, once 
planning consent is received, there is invariably then a further lengthy period during which infrastructure 
is implemented (both onsite and offsite) in order that serviced development plots can be provided to 
meet market/immediate demand. As my proof of evidence points out, compared to the delivery of other 
similar sites of scale, the Appeal Site benefits from a small amount of offsite and onsite works and so in 
market terms can be delivered very quickly. However, the sentence above suggests that only when 
there is a 1% vacancy rate for all constructed buildings in a market area (vacancy rate having not been 
assessed qualitatively) or 3 months’ supply of vacant floorspace across all qualities and sizes of vacant 

floorspace would there then be an immediate need for additional employment land. That is not an 

approach that allows a functioning market, and may explain why there has been 0 years’ land supply

for large scale logistics in North Warwickshire since 2021/2022.

2.49. Another important point is consideration of the length of time it takes for additional employment land to 
be promoted through the planning system and thereafter to become even serviced plots let alone 
buildings, so using Ms Barratt’s logic, there would have to be a number of years of no supply until such 
time as the planning system could catch up and the infrastructure thereafter implemented on those sites.

2.50. A final point for consideration, is that as stated in Ms Barratt’s proof of evidence, the 2021 peak of take 
up saw national and local take up volumes rise and vacancy rates fall. Using the author’s logic, those 
market signals (as evidenced by completions in NWBC’s own Annual Monitoring Reports which showed 
large scale B8 logistics completions of 20 hectares in 2020/21 and 42.79 hectares 2021/22 totalling 
62.70 hectares during 2020-2022 ‘Covid period’) should have indicated to NWBC at that point in time 
that more employment land for Big Box B8 logistics was required immediately. This did not happen.

 

Paragraphs 5.31, 5.32, 5.33, 5.34

2.51. In paragraphs 5.31 to 5.34, discussion is provided on the “unique” nature of the Appeal Site. Paragraph 
5.31 provides a list taken from the JLL Employment Land Statement (CD-A12) which accompanied the 
original submission. Paragraph 5.31 misquotes and misunderstands the point being made in the JLL 
Employment Land Study, which is actually that when all of those characteristics are taken in combination 

then the Appeal Site enjoys an “almost unique combination of advantages.” See paragraph 5.23 on 

page 64 from the JLL Employment Land Statement (CD-A12) set out below for ease of reference.
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2.52. In terms of individual characteristics that are genuinely unique to Appeal Site, I specifically list the 
following (there may be others): 

• It is located on the only M42 motorway junction within Area A and Area 2 which is outside of the 

Green Belt (see Figure 10 & 11 on page 33 and 34 of C&WELS (CD-D29/C); or 

• It is located at the only trunkroad/motorway intersection within Area A and Area 2 which is outside 

of the Green Belt. Trunk roads are designated by National Highways as being part of the Strategic 

Road Network and are nationally significant roads used for the distribution of goods and services, 

i.e. freight: or 

• It is located on the last remaining undeveloped quadrant of the key nodal point of the J10 M42/A5 

trunk road intersection that can deliver buildings of scale. 

 

Paragraph 5.36 
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2.53. This is a completely incorrect view of how the market functions. For example, Birch Coppice is 
considered a single site with multiple users as is Tamworth Logistics Park and Core 42, all within 
NWBC’s administrative area. The history of Big Box development certainly over my career spanning 30 
years shows that in this location specifically (but also regionally and nationally) the exact opposite has 
occurred, i.e. one large development scheme with multiple users. Providing a variety of potential size 
ranges on a site (or in a particular Big Box location) enhances development viability, it brings benefits 
of co-location for occupiers, and provides scope for occupiers to grow in the same location. One example 
of this in proximity is the occupier HiB moving from a c. 30,000 sqft building to a c. 75,000 sqft at Birch 
Coppice following expansion, allowing an efficient and seamless transition for their business operations. 
From market perspective, paragraph 5.36 is both a counterfactual and completely illogical statement. 
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ERGO UK REAL ESTATE LLP 
WILSON'S CORNER 
23-25 WILSON'S STREET 

         LONDON 
         EC2M 3DD 

 

ERGO-RE.COM 

 
 Ergo UK Real Estate LLP.  Registered Partnership No. OC424421 

8 April 2024 
 
Edward Hodgetts 
HPG Developments 
 
 
Dear Edward, 
 
Following our conversation Friday 5 April please find this letter as confirmation of our interest to explore a 
funding structure with HPG Developments to deliver the site at Junction 10 M42. 
 
Ergo Real Estate & Track Record 
 
Ergo Real Estate is an Asset, Development & Investment Management Company, founded by Martin Jepson 
FRICS in November 2018.   
 
Ergo has a national track record of developing industrial and logistics, having delivered over 2.175m sq ft in 
the past three years. 
 
Recent schemes include: 
 
• Axis J9, Bicester, 200,385 sq ft 5 unit scheme funding Albion Land, PC achieved Q3 2020 
• Orion One & Two, Markham Vale, 2 unit scheme funding Henry Boot, PC achieved Q2 2021 
• Ergo 352 Fradley, Lichfield 352,812 sq ft single unit scheme, funding Prologis PC achieved Q2 2022 
• Ergo Middlewich, 222,743 sq ft, 3 unit scheme funding Total Developments, PC achieved Q2 2022 
• Ergo Park, Sheffield, 191,500 sq ft, 4 unit scheme funding Total Developments, PC achieved Q4 2022 
• Oldham 367, 367,163 sq ft single unit scheme funding Rula Developments, PC achieved Q3 2022 
• Prime Point, Stafford, 143,373 sq ft 2 unit scheme funding Seddons, PC achieved Q4 2022 
• Novus Point, Lymedale 331,800 single unit scheme funding Peveril Securities, PC achieved Q2 2023 
• Unity Doncaster, 191,000 single unit scheme funding Hargreaves Land, PC achieved Q4 2023 
 
References can be provided for all the above. 
 
Land NE Junction 10 M42 & Funding Structure  
 
As discussed, we are currently looking at our future pipeline; identifying opportunities nationally both 
through existing relationships and seeking to work with new partners. The majority of schemes delivered 
have been undertaken through Forward Funding agreements under Aver Property, at a caped Total 
Maximum Commitment. Should this be of interest for HPG Development we would envisage the site being 
delivered with the following structure:  
 
Agreed Purchase Contract would be conditional on the granting of a detailed and implementable planning 
consent alongside the completion of a Development Agreement between HPG Development and Ergo Real 
Estate. 



 

Upon contracts becoming unconditional, Ergo would acquire the land at an agreed purchase price and 
simultaneously reimburse the vendor for all relevant development costs incurred to date.  Following 
purchase Ergo would fund all development costs to Practical Completion including relevant professional and 
development management fees payable to HPG. Funding would be paid monthly upon production of valid 
employer’s agent cost certificates.  
 
Upon practical completion the purchaser will make a balancing payment to the developer to an agreed 
maximum commitment.  
 
Please note, whilst this has been a route through to practical completion which has worked well, we are open 
to other strategies in which Ergo & HPG Development might be more aligned with the delivery and 
performance of the site.  
 
Funding Sources  
 
Aver Property Ltd Partnership is a Joint Venture between Ergo Real Estate and NFU Mutual Insurance Society 
Limited.  The Joint Venture was formed in 2018 with the fund seeking to invest in opportunistic and value 
add properties across the UK. Whilst the fund is sector agnostic, of the c.£300m AUM, 74% is made up of 
industrial properties.  
 
The National Farmers Union Mutual Insurance Society, founded in 1910 is a UK registered mutual insurance 
composite with £20.8 BN total funds under management. NFU Mutual Property invests in three joint venture 
vehicles, of which Aver is the largest one, to provide exposure to development, opportunistic assets, and the 
debt market. Aver Property is listed on the MSCI UK Property Index, and more information can be found on 
the Ergo website at https://www.ergo-re.com/partners 
 
Outside of Aver Property, Ergo has other existing industrial mandates, which dependent on structure and 
timing may also be appropriate to explore with HPG. Martin & I would welcome the chance to sit down with 
you and your team to understand how a potential structure could be agreed at Junction 10. 
 
Should you have any queries or clarification please contact either me (jjepson@ergo-re.com / 07415169544) 
or Martin (mjepson@ergo-re.com / 07778 149200) directly. 
 
We look forward to hearing from you.  
 
Yours Sincerely, 

 
 
James Jepson  
Investment Director  

 
cc:  David Hodgetts - HPG Developments 
cc:  Martin Jepson – Ergo Real Estate 

https://www.ergo-re.com/partners
mailto:jjepson@ergo-re.com
mailto:mjepson@ergo-re.com
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Quantitative & Qualitative Analysis of Appendix G

As referred to by Appendix G by Dorothy Barratt of NWBC C&W Notes C&W Quantitative Analysis C&W Initial Qualitative Analysis 
Site Ref. Site Name NWBC Categorisation Total Land Yet 

to be built out
NWBC Assumed 
Floorspace (sqft)

Notes C&W Land Yet to be built out for Big 
Box (B2 & B8) (sqft)

Area A Area 2 Land for large scale B8 in 
Area A / 2 i.e relvant to LP6 

"Current Sites, including Approved or Under Construction"

1 East Midlands Gateway 230
Fully developed - also referred to be 
below again in REF49 0 NO NO NO

3 I54, J2, M54 98 See REF 50 below. 25 acres BB only See REF 50 NO NO NO
4 Peddimore, Minworth 71 See REF 54 below See REF 54 YES YES 550,000

5 MIRA & MIRA Enterprise Zone 350
Research & Development focus. 
Enterprise Zone NO NO NO

7 Ansty Park 40
Referred to below twice - see REFS 43 
& 48 See REF 43 & 48 NO NO NO

8 Magna Park Extension 220 Referred to below see REF 47 NO NO NO

9 Friargate Coventry 15

Very much a mixed use development 
for residential, retail,  office, leisure in 
centre of Coventry 0 NO NO NO

10 Coventry & Warwickshire Gateway, Bagington 124
Fully developed or reserve for 
Gigafactory Not Applicable NO NO NO

11 DIRFT 3 Under Construction 345 See REF 46 below NO NO NO
13 G Park Ashby 34 See Ref 51 below NO NO NO
16 Northampton Gateway 185 Fully developed Not Applicable NO NO NO
17 Worcester Six Phase 1A & 1B 34 See REF 53 below NO NO NO
18 Redditch Eastern Gateway 32 See REF 18 below NO YES NO
19 Mountpark Bardon Phase II 29 See REF 74 below NO NO NO
20 Infinity Park Derby 40 See REF 52 below NO NO NO
21 Midway (Panattoni Park), J16 M1 Weedon Road 55 Fully developed NO NO NO
22 Hilltop Farm JLR J11 M42 97 Full developed NO NO NO
23 Land East J1 M69 54 NO NO NO
26 St Modwen Park Tamworth 20 Fully developed YES YES NO
27 Birch Coppice & Core 42, A5 Dordon 162 Fully developed YES YES NO
29 Prologis Park Ryton 56 Fully developed NO NO NO
30 Hams Hall 220 Fully developed Not applicable YES YES NO

550,000**

**This sum is included in REF54 below aswell



As referred to by Appendix G by Dorothy Barratt of NWBC C&W Notes C&W Quantitative Analysis C&W Initial Qualitative Analysis 
Site Ref. Site Name NWBC Categorisation Total Land Yet 

to be built out
NWBC Assumed 
Floorspace (sqft)

Notes C&W Land Yet to be built out for Big 
Box (B2 & B8) (sqft)

Area A Area 2 Land for large scale B8 in 
Area A / 2 i.e relvant to LP6 
(sqft)

"Sites Pending or Approved"

28 Dirft IV (4) DIRFT Expansion
"Sites Pending or 
Approved" 254 4,000,000 No application submitted 0 NO NO NO

25 MIRA (E4 Allocation)
"Sites Pending or 
Approved" 42 See below See below NO NO NO

25 Mira Planning Application (Approved in Principle)
"Sites Pending or 
Approved" 59

Same as MIRA (E4) Allocation above 
and B2 focus. Additional land for 
higways diversion and landscaping 
only. Already included in "Allocated 
below") See REF 59 below NO NO NO

24 Hinckley SFRI
"Sites Pending or 
Approved" 226

No decision on DCO. Included in REF 
58 below SEE REF 58 below NO NO NO

2 West Midlands Interchange
"Sites Pending or 
Approved" 242

Included in figures provided below 
REF 55 See REF 55 below NO NO NO

6 Bermuda Park Extension
"Sites Pending or 
Approved" 56 No developer involved 

12 Gaydon/Lighthorne (JLR Expansion)
"Sites Pending or 
Approved" 100

Reserved for JLR only. Not market 
facing JLR only NO NO NO

14 UK Central, Solihull
"Sites Pending or 
Approved" 75+

Mixed scheme, office, residential, 
leisure mainly. Not applicable. YES YES NO

15 Rail Central SFRI. Northampton
"Sites Pending or 
Approved" 200+ Project shelved since 2021 Not applicable NO NO NO



As referred to by Appendix G by Dorothy Barratt of NWBC C&W Notes C&W Quantitative Analysis C&W Initial Qualitative Analysis 
Site Ref. Site Name NWBC Categorisation Total Land Yet 

to be built out
NWBC Assumed 
Floorspace (sqft)

Notes C&W Land Yet to be built out for Big 
Box (B2 & B8) (sqft)

Area A Area 2 Land for large scale B8 in 
Area A / 2 i.e relvant to LP6 
(sqft)

"Allocated"

31 TRW Stratford Road, Shirley "Allocated" 18.5 796,529
Allocated in 2013 and developed for 
residenital and car show rooms. 0 (zero) YES YES NO

32 Land south of Fradley Park "Allocated" 18.2 783,612
Half developed and other half 
understood to be HS2 safeguarded 0 (zero) NO NO NO

33 Wilsons Lane "Allocated" 18 775,001 775,001 NO NO NO

34 Bowling Green Lane "Allocated" 26 1,119,446
As yet undeveloped (allocated since 
2017) 1,119,446 NO NO NO

35 Lyons Park "Allocated" 19 818,056 Already developed 0 (zero) NO NO NO
36 Whitley Business Park "Allocated" 30 1,291,669 Already developed 0 (zero) NO NO NO

37 Land at Bagington Fields and SE of Whitley BP "Allocated" 25 1,076,390
Not yet developed but subject to flood 
zone 3 and wildlife creation 750,000 NO NO NO

38 A45 Eastern Green "Allocated" 15 645,834 645,834 NO NO NO
39 Dove Valley Business Park "Allocated" 19.27 829,682 Application submitted 829,682 NO NO NO
40 Prologis Park, Minworth "Allocated" 32.5 1,399,308 Fully developed 0 (zero) NO NO NO
41 The Hub, Witton "Allocated" 29 1,248,614 Fully developed 0 (zero) NO NO NO

61 Land to West of Birch Coppice "Allocated" 5.1 219,583
Very early initial plan frm 2017 shows 
c. 150,000 over 2 units 150,000 YES YES 150,000

66 Prologis Extension "Allocated" 5.1 (3.58 net) 219,584 Consent for up to 160,000 sqft 160,000 NO NO NO

67 Cadley Hill, Swadlincote "Allocated" 8 344,445

Listed as 3 ha in Local Plan abd very 
odd in shape. Looks to have come 
forward for ALDI and outdoor storage 0 (zero) NO NO NO

68 Woodville Regeneration Area "Allocated" 12 516,667

Planning includes for supermarket 
and amenity employment uses. Not 
suitbale for large scale 0 (zero) NO NO NO

69 Tetron Point "Allocated" 8.08 347,889 Fully developed 0 (zero) NO NO NO
70 Former Drakelow Power Station "Allocated" 12 516,667 Abnormal shaped site. Small plots 0 (zero) NO NO NO

71 Earl Shilton SUE "Allocated" 10 430,556
From adopted plan Dec 2009. 
Reduced to 5.3 ha and small in scale 0 (zero) NO NO NO

72 Former Mckenchnie Brass, Aldridge (IN12.8) "Allocated" 6.34 272,972 272,972 NO NO NO

73 James Bridge Gasholders & South Darlaston (IN110) "Allocated" 8.12 349,612
As yet undeveloped access via house 
and canal 349,612 NO NO NO

42 Former IMI Works Walsall (IN104.1, IN104.4) "Allocated" 13.64 587,279 Understood to have planning 620,000 NO NO NO

Total 14,589,395 Total 5,672,547 Total 150,000
"Application Submitted"

59 Land to the south of MIRA "Application Submitted" 58.7 2,298,114
Understood to have resolution to 
grant subject to s106 & highways 2,298,114 NO NO NO

58 Hinckley SFRI "Application Submitted" Not detailed 8,000,000

Decision expected from September 
2024 but based on Leicester & 
Leicestershire Need 8,000,000 NO NO NO

Total 10,298,114 Total 10,298,114 Total 0 (zero)



As referred to by Appendix G by Dorothy Barratt of NWBC C&W Notes C&W Quantitative Analysis C&W Qualitative Analysis 
"Permission Granted"
Site Ref. Site Name NWBC Categorisation Total Land Yet 

to be built out
NWBC Assumed 
Floorspace

Notes C&W Land Yet to be built out for Big 
Box (B2 & B8) (sqft)

Area A Area 2 Land for large scale B8 in 
Area A / 2 i.e relvant to LP6 
(sqft)

48 Apollo Ansty Phase II "Permission Granted" 805,625 Fully constructed 805,625 NO NO NO
44 Symmertry Park Rugby (Tritax) "Permission Granted" 899,231 Fully constructed 899,231 NO NO NO
46 DIRFT III "Permission Granted" 696,000 372K built, 696,000 NO NO NO
47 MagnaPark Lutterworth Extension "Permission Granted" 2,036,349 2,036,349 NO NO NO
43 Prospero Ansty "Permission Granted" 0 This is the same as ref 48 above 0 (zero) NO NO NO
49 East Midlands Gateway "Permission Granted" 811,735 No availabilty - fully developed & let 0 (zero) NO NO NO

50 i54 "Permission Granted" 4,408,272

Advanced B2 only (only 25 acres for 
Big Box B2 equating to 435,000 at 
40%) 435,507 NO NO NO

51 G Park Ashby "Permission Granted" 753,477
Planning, 10Years+ (odd shaped 
building) 753,447 NO NO NO

52 Infinity Park Derby "Permission Granted" 860,000 860,000 NO NO NO

53 Worcester Six Phase 1A & 1B "Permission Granted" 1,116,481

280 deal for Mitek achieved. Unclear 
what this leaves. For Big Box no more 
than 279,000 sf total 279,000 NO NO NO

74 Mountpark Bardon II "Permission Granted" 535,580 NO NO NO
18 Reddicth Gateway "Permission Granted" 450,921 2 units 450,921 NO NO NO

54 Peddimore "Permission Granted" 1,658,250
550,000, B2 land about to be 
purchase by occupier 1,658,250 YES YES 550,000

75 Land E of J1 M69 (Hinckley Pakrk) "Permission Granted" 340,853 Built 340,853 NO NO NO

55 WMI Four Ashes "Permission Granted" 5,916,570

No detailed planning for units, outline 
consent only. Infrastructure works 
ongoing for phase 1 of 2.7m sf 5,916,570 NO NO NO

Total 20,753,764 Total 15,667,333 Total 550,000



Appendix 4

 

 



 

APPENDIX 4 – Sites specifically referred to in paragraph 5.21 of Mrs Dorothy Barratt’s proof of evidence 

A) Peddimore (identified as sites 4 and 54 on map in Appendix G)  

 



B) TRW Stratford Road, Shirley, Solihull (identified as site 31 on map and Appendix G, 18 ha allocation 
 

 

 

 

 



C) Rail Central (identified as sites 15 and 45 on map and Appendix G) – Up to 702,097 sqm (Gross External Area) 

Link to website showing scheme ‘paused’ in 2021 Ashfield Land and GLP pause Rail Central

 

https://railcentral.com/news/ashfield-land-and-glp-pause-rail-central/
https://railcentral.com/news/ashfield-land-and-glp-pause-rail-central/
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Author: 

David Binks:  

International Partner 

Head of Logistics & Industrial Agency (Midlands) 

 

 

Cushman & Wakefield is a leading global real estate services firm that 

helps clients transform the way people work, shop and live. The firm’s 

51,000 employees in more than 70 countries provide deep local and 

global insights that create significant value for our clients. Cushman & 

Wakefield is among the largest commercial real estate services firms, 

with core services of agency leasing, asset services, capital markets, 

facility services, global occupier services, investment & asset 

management 

 

(DTZ Investors), project & development services, tenant representation 

and valuation & advisory. To learn more, visit 

www.cushmanwakefield.com or follow @CushWake on Twitter. 

 

© Cushman & Wakefield 2024 

 

 

http://www.cushmanwakefield.com/

	Appendix 1
	Appendix 2
	Appendix 3
	Appendix 4
	Appendix 5
	Appendix 5 - Planning board MIRA 5.2.24
	APPENDIX 4 - Sites from paragraph 5.21 of DB proof
	Appendix 3 - Market Rebuttal (Appendix G response)
	Appendix 1 - Binks - Example Funding Partner letter
	Appendix 2 WSP Letter dated 30.05.24

