
 

 

 

 

NURTON DEVELOPMENTS (HILTON) LIMITED - LAND SOUTH OF JUNCTION 11 OF THE M6 / 

PROPOSED LINK ROAD BETWEEN M54 JUNCTION 1 AND M6 JUNCTION 11 

 

1 BACKGROUND AND CURRENT POSITION 

1.1 This objection is made on behalf of Nurton Developments (Hilton) Limited (“Nurton”) and relates 

to the proposed Link Road between M54 junction 1 and M6 junction 11 (“Scheme”). The 

Scheme involves the construction of a new link road between Junction 1 of the M54 and Junction 

11 of the M6 in South Staffordshire and is being promoted by Highways England (“HE”). HE is 

promoting a Development Consent Order (the “Order”) for the Scheme and submitted it to the 

Planning Inspectorate on 30 January 2020.  

1.2 Nurton is the developer and promoter of a site which is located to the south of M6 junction 11, 

to the north-east of Featherstone and immediately east of Shareshill. The land is bound to the 

west by the A460 Cannock Road to the east by the M6 Motorway, and to the south by Hilton 

Lane. This is shown edged red on the plan at Appendix 1 (“Site”). 

1.3 Nurton has an interest in the Site pursuant to an agreement with the landowners. Please note 

that the landowners of the Site are providing representations separately in terms of the issues 

pertaining to the individual ownerships. We have liaised with the landowners’ surveyors in 

relation to these representations and they have submitted separate representations on behalf 

of Messrs Simkin, Messrs Jones and Mrs Whitehouse/Arblaster. 

1.4 In terms of the Scheme, a new link road between the M54, M6 North and M6 (Toll) is being 

promoted by HE. Representations to the consultations have been made on behalf of the Site 

throughout the process. The Scheme was initially consulted on in 2014, and a revised 

consultation was issued in September 2017. The consultation in 2017 proposed 3 options for 

the alignment of the road and a preferred route announcement was made in 2018 (albeit that 

the chosen option has not been fully taken forward by the pre-application consultation). The pre-

application process took place in July 2019. 

1.5 The promoters of the Site have been in discussions with HE for some time regarding the 

implications of the Scheme. These discussions started in 2016 and are ongoing. However, HE 

still needs to provide detail and clarification on a number of points in relation to the Scheme and 

these are set out in more detail below. We also have a number of concerns in relation to the 

methodology used in terms of assessing the Scheme. Clearly it is imperative that such 

assessments are robust when considering whether to confirm the Order. 

2 THE SITE 
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2.1 The Site can currently be accessed either via the M6 J10A/M54 J1 or via the M6 J11 and A460.  

Due to the Site’s beneficial location it is considered highly suitable for substantial high-quality 

employment development serving both local and strategic markets.  

2.2 The Site has been promoted through South Staffordshire District Council's Local Plan process 

over recent years. Their Local Plan Review commenced last year, with the publication of the 

Issues & Options paper in October 2018.  

2.3 The Hilton Park site is situated within the vicinity of relatively deprived areas (see Appendix 2 

for the wider setting of the Site) – specifically to the north of an area considered to be the most 

deprived. Therefore, development of the Site would offer a range of employment opportunities 

(around 4,000) to both local communities as well as people from further afield, through both the 

construction phases and end uses, significantly benefiting the area. 

2.4 The Council’s Issues and Options paper acknowledges that there is a sub-regional shortage of 

employment land. Specifically, the paper refers to an objectively assessed need of 800 hectares 

of new employment land for the Black Country, which forms part of the same Functional 

Economic Market Area of South Staffordshire, against an identified supply of only 270 hectares, 

leading to a substantial shortfall of 530 hectares.  

2.5 A further context to the Issues & Options paper, and this Site, is the West Midlands Strategic 

Employment Sites Study 2020. This study has been commissioned by the three principal Local 

Enterprise Partnerships making up the West Midlands Combined Authority and Staffordshire 

County Council and follows on from the 2015 West Midlands Strategic Employment Sites Study. 

Its remit is to reappraise the evidence base for the 2015 study, which concluded that there were 

acute shortages of large employment sites in three area in the West Midlands, including the 

Black Country and southern Staffordshire, and to assess and advise on suitable locations. The 

2020 study is in preparation and is due to be published later this summer. It is anticipated that 

this study is likely to identify similar development pressure points in the region, where demand 

exceeds supply, as the 2015 study. 

2.6 We consider that it is probable that the Site will be identified by South Staffordshire Council as 

a strategic employment site as part of its Local Plan review, with the new Local Plan due to be 

adopted prior to the opening of the new link road (anticipated for 2024). The preferred options 

will be published within the timescale for consideration of the DCO.   

2.7 The Site is clearly of key importance in terms of the delivery of the aspirations of the Council. 

The Site is therefore of key economic importance to the Council, as well as a major scheme for 
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Nurton as developer/promoter and for the landowner.  It is also of economic importance to the 

Black Country Local Planning Authorities, who have identified a very substantial shortfall of 

strategic employment sites serving the sub-region, and to Staffordshire County Council, which 

has been instrumental in commissioning the West Midlands Strategic Employment Sites Study 

and is very supportive and proactive in enabling the delivery of key employment sites in the 

County (e.g. ROF Featherstone, Meaford Business Park, and our client’s Branston Locks 

scheme at Burton). 

2.8 HE is aware of the importance of the Site in terms of delivery of the Council’s regeneration 

objectives, and of the redevelopment potential of the Site as a whole. As such, it is critical that 

allowance is made by HE for the redevelopment of the Site at this stage of the design process. 

This accords with the guidance provided in the National Policy Statement for National Networks 

2014, para 4.3: 

“In considering any proposed developments, and in particular, when weighing adverse impacts 

against its benefits, the examining authority and Secretary of State should take into account: 

- Its potential benefits, including the facilitation of economic development, including job 

creation, housing and environmental improvements, and any long terms or wider benefits” 

2.9 Furthermore, HE has clearly committed to working with landowners in order to minimise the 

impact of the Scheme and the disturbance associated with any construction works. Indeed, the 

Preferred Route Announcement made in 2018 identified the support of local economic growth 

as one of the principal benefits of the Scheme. Reference was made in the accompanying 

announcement to this as follows: 

“We will continue to work with local authorities, business and landowners to further understand 

concerns and opportunities that will inform the junction designs.” 

2.10 In the circumstances HE should clearly be engaging fully with Nurton. However, engagement 

to date has been disappointing and we deal with this in more detail below. 

3 OBJECTIONS TO THE SCHEME 

3.1 Whilst there has been some dialogue with HE, our client continues to have several concerns as 

set out below. In addition, there are several pieces of technical information that remain 

outstanding, and some of the assessment work is inadequate. 

Inadequacy of Environmental Statement - Lack of consideration of alternatives 
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3.2 It is a requirement of the Infrastructure Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) 

Regulations 2017 ("IP EIA Regulations") that the applicant's environmental statement must 

(amongst other matters):  

(i)  "describe the reasonable alternatives (for example in terms of development design, 

technology, location, size and scale) studied by the developer, which are relevant to the 

proposed project and its specific characteristics, and an indication of the main reasons 

for selecting the chosen option, including a comparison of the environmental effects"; 

and  

(ii) provide "A description of the measures envisaged to avoid, prevent, reduce or, if 

possible, offset any identified significant adverse effects on the environment".  

3.3 The assessment will take account of the impact and effect of the Scheme on a number of factors, 

including the following:  

3.3.1 Community and private assets, including private property; 

3.3.2 Development land including potential strategic development sites; and 

3.3.3 The local and wider economy, for example employment levels 

3.4 For the reasons given above, the Scheme as proposed has the potential to impede the delivery 

of redevelopment in respect of the Site and this impact would need to be assessed as an impact 

on 'people and communities'.  

3.5 In order to undertake a robust and legally compliant EIA HE must consider reasonable detailed 

alternatives in terms of the manner of delivery of the Scheme so as to avoid any adverse effects 

on the delivery of the redevelopment of the Site. This has not been carried out and so the ES 

provided as part of the application is flawed.   

3.6 In particular, we have requested information from HE regarding the alternative solutions 

considered in respect of the bridge design. This point is particularly pertinent given that HE is 

aware of the importance of the Site in terms of the delivery of employment land in the region.  

3.7 There is also a lack of information regarding alternatives considered in respect of the location 

and design of the pond areas. Having reviewed the information available, at present these 

conform to standard design, rather than being bespoke to a Scheme of this scale. In the absence 
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of a consideration of alternative designs, it is difficult to understand how the adverse impacts of 

the Scheme have been mitigated by HE.  

Ecology 

(i) Great Crested Newts 

3.8 The approach to great crested newts (“GCN”) appears highly precautionary and is based on a 

methodology which significantly overestimates both the number and size of GCN breeding 

populations within 500m of the road. The methodology adopted is not a reasonable or rational 

one to take in terms of providing a meaningful baseline and it follows that the assessment is 

flawed. 

3.9 The Environmental Statement (“ES”) confirms that GCN presence was confirmed in only three 

of the 28 waterbodies that were surveyed, equating to less than 11% of the ponds sampled for 

GCN DNA. Medium populations are assumed to be present in each but there is no indication of 

surveys having been carried out to confirm this assumption. 

3.10 A further 27 waterbodies were not surveyed, with the presence of medium sized breeding 

populations assumed to be present, despite there being GCN present in only 11% of the 

waterbodies that were actually surveyed. There is no rationale or justification for reaching the 

conclusion that GCN are present in the remaining (and un-surveyed) 27 waterbodies. 

3.11 Providing GCN mitigation for three confirmed populations and 27 assumed populations will 

significantly over-mitigate, potentially creating habitats for populations 10 times larger than they 

are likely to be in reality. This cannot be considered a reasonable or rational approach. 

3.12 As part of the provision, two new ecology pond areas are to be created on the southern side of 

Brookfield Farm Site of Biological Importance (SBI). These are to be located on the boundary 

of land proposed for future development. The position of these ponds will introduce an additional 

constraint on future development with associated cost and will potentially place restrictions on 

the development footprint. If these ponds are to remain in site as GCN sites then clearly this will 

have an associated impact on the compensation due. 

Traffic modelling data 

3.13 We have now reviewed the Transport Assessment (“TA”) report prepared for the application 

(Volume 7.4 of the ES). That provides some useful background. However, it does not give 

sufficient and adequate information against which a Scheme of this scale can be assessed.  
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We have therefore asked HE for clarity on a number of points and the information remains 

outstanding. Clearly until we have received all of the information requested, we reserve our 

position in terms of whether we need to add to these representations. 

3.14 The following information has been requested but remains outstanding: 

3.14.1 We have requested confirmation that in terms of the baseline assessment work, no 

junction turning counts have been undertaken at J11.   

3.14.2 Paragraph 4.7.1 of the TA refers to “Traffic Forecasting and Economic Assessments” 

having been produced in December 2019. These are not on the DCO website and we 

have requested copies. 

3.14.3 A copy of the LINSIG model referred to at paragraph 4.8.7.  The TA only reports in 

respect of the 2019 situation but it is clearly appropriate to report on all of the scenarios 

tested.   

3.14.4 A copy of all of the turning movement assumptions adopted in the tests and a printout 

of all results.    

3.14.5 We have also repeatedly requested the opportunity to run our traffic generation through 

the Saturn model and share that with Staffordshire County Council.  

Lack of engagement with our client 

 

3.15 We have repeatedly tried to engage with HE in a meaningful and helpful manner. As well as 

responding to the pre-application consultation, we also wrote to HE on 14 November 2019, 11 

December 2019, 6 February 2020 and 7 April 2020.  

3.16 We are still awaiting the following additional information requested from HE. We first asked for 

these by letter dated 11 December 2019 and to date have received only 2 out of 7 of the items 

requested. The outstanding items are as follows: 

3.16.1 A draft assurance regarding the principle of a future bridge.  

3.16.2 Analysis and costing information in support of the proposed two bridge design solution.  

3.16.3 A note on the balancing pond drainage function and the justification for its size and 

location. 
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3.16.4 A design drawing showing the sections of the proposed accommodation bridge. 

3.16.5 Complete traffic modelling to be supplied to DTA (Nurton’s Transport Consultants).  

3.17 It was understood that efforts would be made by HE to provide much of the requested 

information before the DCO application was submitted to the Planning Inspectorate. However, 

this has not been the case and we have had only a very limited response from HE.  

3.18 We have also been provided with a copy of a letter dated 24 January 2020 from HE to the Site 

landowner Messrs Simkin. That letter refers to HE producing a Statement of Common Ground 

(“SoCG”) with the landowners to form a basis for discussing the issues raised by them during 

the pre-application consultation. It also invites them to a meeting to discuss their concerns. 

Nurton has not received any letter of this kind, despite suggesting this as a sensible way forward 

in correspondence with HE. 

3.19 It appears that HE is continuing to engage with other stakeholders and not Nurton. As set out 

in our Second Letter, the DCLG guidance emphasises the need for thorough and effective 

engagement with stakeholders during the DCO process. Once again, HE’s engagement with 

Nurton is falling short of what is required.  

4 ASSURANCE REGARDING THE PRINCIPLE OF A FUTURE BRIDGE 

4.1 In the circumstances, we have asked HE to confirm that it will provide an assurance or confirm 

in writing that there is no objection to the principle of a future bridge over the link road. We are 

content for HE to caveat this, for example, on the basis that: (i) any detailed proposals must be 

considered by HE through the planning system in consultation with the Local Planning Authority; 

(ii) the assurance does not fetter HE’s lawful discretion as planning consultee; and (iii) the actual 

approval of any future bridge design and construction will be subject to it meeting all appropriate 

standards. Given the circumstances, this is an entirely reasonable request and represents the 

willingness of our client to mitigate the impacts of the Scheme. 

4.2 We are disappointed to note that, at this stage, HE is not willing to provide any form of 

assurance. When we met with HE on 2 December 2019, HE confirmed that it had no objection 

in principle to a future bridge and that they would consider providing a draft assurance regarding 

the same. To be clear, this would not fetter the discretion of HE in respect of any planning 

application(s) coming forward in the future. 

4.3 Our client recognises that any future detailed design would have to be considered by HE through 

the planning process in consultation with the Local Planning Authority and our client is not 
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expecting HE to sign off on any detailed bridge design now. However, it is reasonable to seek 

comfort that the proposed Scheme does not prejudice a further bridge being built over the link 

road at some point in the future.   

5 SUMMARY 

5.1 In conclusion the engagement with our client to date has fallen short of what can be reasonably 

expected given the nature and scale of the scheme being promoted. Despite repeated written 

requests to HE, Nurton is yet to receive key documents in relation to the Scheme, including 

traffic modelling data and information regarding the proposed bridge design solution. Our client 

remains committed to meaningful engagement with HE and to this end has requested sight of 

a SoCG with HE but this has not been forthcoming. 
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