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Introduction 

This document sets out a summary of the responses made to the Local Plan Preferred Option 

Consultation Document during the consultation period which ran from 14th December 2015 to 19th 

February 2016.  

 

Copies of the Local Plan Preferred Option and its Sustainability Appraisal are available on 

www.rugby.gov.uk/planning.  

 

284 responses were received. A full copy of the responses can be viewed upon request.  

 

A list of consultees who made representations to the consultation document can be found at 

Appendix 1 of this document. 

 

How did we consult? 

The Preferred Option consultation was an informal one; it was not undertaken under the Town and 

Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulation 2012. However, given the strategic nature of 

proposals within the Preferred Option document and the progressed nature of some content, the 

consultation for the Preferred Option was more extensive than previous stages of the plan making 

process has been.  A summary of consultation activities is outlines below.  

 

Notification of the consultation 

 

Website 

The Preferred Option consultation paper, background documents and consultation forms were 

made available to view and download on the Council’s website on a specific ‘Preferred Option’ page. 

In addition, the consultation form could be completed online and submitted.  The website was also 

continually updated throughout the consultation period to publicise forthcoming public meetings 

and events.  

 

Deposit Points 

Hard copies of documents were available at locations across the Borough including the Town Hall 

and Rugby Libraries.  

 

http://www.rugby.gov.uk/planning


 

Correspondence 

At the start of the consultation all individuals who had expressed an interest in the Local Plan or who 

had responded to previous consultations were notified by writing to inform them of the consultation 

period and the availability of documents. This included a large number of individuals, as well as a 

wide range of groups and organisations representing the local community.  

 

All Statutory Consultees (as outlined in the adopted Statement of Community Involvement) were 

notified and invited to engage in the process. All Parish Councils and Councillors were notified of the 

consultation by letter in advance of Full Council approval of the document and then again upon the 

opening of the consultation period.  

 

Press articles/publicity 

The consultation was advertised in the following local newspapers and publications: 

 A press release was circulated to local radio stations and newspapers (15th December 2015); 

 A public notice was placed in the Rugby Observer and Rugby Advertiser newspaper (24th 

December 2015) outlining the dates of the consultation, where copies of documents could 

be obtained and ways in which people could respond; 

 An advertisement was placed in the Rugby Advertiser newspaper (28th January 2016) which 

included a list of forthcoming exhibitions; 

 Flyers were produced and these were distributed at all public events and meetings; 

 A number of interviews were undertaken for local radio stations 

 

In addition to the above, a number of articles appeared in local newspapers documenting the 

consultation and outlining local interest and debate.  

 

Meetings/workshops 

 

Officers attended and gave presentation on the consultation at a number public meetings across the 

Borough arranged by Councillors, Parish Councils and local organisations. Drop in sessions were also 

arranged at local supermarkets and shopping centres. Copies of consultation documents and 

response forms were also distributed at these meetings. A full list of meeting and exhibitions is 

below: 

 



 

 Wolston Village Hall – 7th January; 

 Long Lawford Village Hall – 12th January; 

 Ryton on Dunsmore – 13th January; 

 Wolvey – 18th January; 

 Rokeby Primary School, Rugby – 19th January; 

 Jolly Abbott Pub, Rugby – 20th January; 

 Monks Kirby – 21st and 25th January; 

 Bilton Junior School, 27th January; 

 Dunchurch – 28th January; 

 Clifton upon Dunsmore -  1st February; 

  Clock Towers Shopping Centre -  3rd February; 

 Tesco’s, Leicester Road, Rugby – 4th February; 

 Grandborough – 4th February; 

 Clock Towers Shopping Centre – 6th February; 

 Stretton on Dusmore – 8th February; 

 Church Lawford – 10th February; 

 Brinklow – 11th February; 

 Sainsburys, Dunchurch Road, Rugby – 12th February; 

 Binley Woods – 12th February. 

 

  



1. Context, Vision and Objectives 

1a) Do you agree with the Spatial Vision and Objectives? If you do not agree, please state the specific 

area of disagreement and your suggested amendment. 

1b) Do you have any other comments? 

 

What did consultees say? 

 73 comments were received on Chapter 1.  

 Consultees were generally supportive of the Vision and Objectives set out in the Local 

Plan; 

 Minor amendments were proposed to place stronger emphasis on some aspects and 

statutory consultees suggested amendments to the supporting paragraphs to ensure 

they reflected up to date information about the assets of the Borough.   

 A number of comments stated that the policies set out the remainder of the Preferred 

Option would not achieve the stated Vision and Objectives because large scale 

greenfield development is proposed.  

 

What action did RBC take as a result comments received? 

 Amendments have been made to the supporting text to provide up to date reference to 

ecological and historic assets; 

 Spatial Objective 2 was amended to provide clarity about indoor sports facilities and the 

Vision was amended to reflect the role of footpaths.  

  



2) What development does Rugby Borough need? 

2a) Do you agree with the development identified for Rugby’s need as set out in this chapter? If no, 

please state which paragraph in the document you disagree with and your suggested amendment. 

2b) Is there any additional development you consider Rugby needs, or do you have any other 

comments on this chapter? 

 

What did consultees say? 

 122 comments were received on Chapter 2.  

 Criticisms were made of the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) and 

Employment Land Review (ELR) as the evidence base documents that have informed the 

development need targets.  

 Some developers and site promoters argue that both documents under estimate the 

development needs of the Borough and state that as a result, the Plan is not reflecting 

objectively assessed need.  

 The majority of comments critical of these documents argued the opposite however; 

that the population and economic projections that the SHMA and ELR are informed are 

too optimistic and high or that this data has not been interpreted correctly. The resulting 

criticism is that the development needs set out are too high.  

 A further significant proportion of comments focus upon the redistribution of housing 

into Rugby Borough from Coventry. Some question the capacity of the city and argue it 

should accommodate more housing. Others object to the principle of accommodating 

housing from elsewhere all together. 

 Comments were also received that the phasing of the housing trajectory is not in 

accordance with the NPPF with it delaying the delivery of houses that are needed now.  

 Conversely, comments about employment provision are critical of the consideration 

given to an employment land shortfall in Coventry and argue this should be addressed 

within the Rugby Borough Local Plan.  

 A comment was received stating that pitch requirements identified within the the Gypsy 

and Traveller Accommodation Needs Assessment 2014 should be contained within the 

Plan. 

 

What action did RBC take as a result of comments received?  

 Having considered the comments received, the Council considers that the SHMA and ELR 

are robust and sound pieces of technical evidence and that the findings of them has 



been correctly reflected in the Plan. Many of the comments made relate to the 

methodology used as part of the SHMA work; this is set out in national policy and cannot 

therefore be altered by RBC.  

 The phased housing trajectory proposed as the Preferred Option is no longer proposed 

as part of the Publication Draft. Updated assumptions about delivery on some sites has 

resulted in this no longer being justifiable and comments that the Local Plan should 

meet housing needs immediately, not delay delivery, are accepted in part.  

 The employment provision previously proposed to be safeguarded as part of the SW 

Rugby allocation is now proposed for immediate release.  

 The Publication Draft reflects the content of the Coventry & Warwickshire Employment 

Land Memorandum of Understanding which set out how Coventry’s unmet employment 

would be redistributed with the sub region, agreed by the C&W Joint Committee in July 

2016.  

 Policy DS2 of the Publication Draft reflects the accommodation needs of the Gypsy and 

Traveller Community identified as part of the Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 

Needs Assessment 2014.  

  



3) Distribution Strategy 

3a) Do you agree with the approach set out in the Distribution Strategy chapter? If no, please state 

which paragraph in the document you disagree with and your suggested amendment. 

3b) Do you have any comments relating to this Chapter? 

 

What did consultees say? 

 84 comments were received about this chapter.  

 The majority of comments made were supportive of the Distribution Strategy.  

 The concerns expressed in response to this chapter tended to relate to the application of 

the Distribution Strategy, not the hierarchy itself. For example, concerns about Green 

Belt release proposed in later chapters were expressed alongside the allocation of 

development to Main Rural Settlements.  

 Some commented that the Coventry Urban Edge should be included as a development 

location in the hierarchy.  

 One respondent highlighted that if the distribution strategy for Gypsy and Traveller sites 

is different to the distribution strategy set out with the document then this should be set 

out. 

 Comments supported the release of Green Belt Parcel LL2- Coventry Road, Long 

Lawford, from the Green Belt. 

 A comment sought the employment allocation of Green Belt Parcel C6-M6 Junction 2, 

M69 and A46, Coventry which is proposed for Green Belt release. 

 A respondent undertook a Green Belt assessment of Land at Brownsover highlighting 

that it should be removed from the Green Belt. 

What action did RBC take as a result of comments received?  

 No changes were made to the Distribution Strategy as a result of comments received.  

 There is no change in the release of Green Belt Parcels LL2 and C6.  

 Parcel LL2 is proposed as a residential allocation.  

 Parcel C6 is proposed to be open countryside with no designation, as the site has not 

been promoted for development through the call for sites process. A employment 

allocation for the site would exceed the Local Plan target and it would not be in 

accordance with the Coventry & Warwickshire Employment Land Memorandum of 

Understanding. 

 Following the review of the Green Belt assessment of Land at Brownsover the Proposal 

Map for the Publication Draft highlights the land to be removed from the Green Belt. 



4) Directions for Growth 

4a) Do you agree with the proposed site allocations and direction for growth for the urban area 

outlined in this chapter? If no, please state which part in the document you disagree with and your 

suggested amendment.  

4b) Do you agree with the proposed Rural Area allocations strategy? If no, please state which part in 

the documents you disagree with and your suggested amendment.  

4c) Do you have any other comments relating to this Chapter? 

 

What did consultees say? 

 160 comments were received about this chapter.  

 The majority of comments report concerns about the implications of proposed 

allocations for infrastructure provision.  

 Comments made reported general support for the Coton Park East and Coton House 

proposed allocations. A lot of comments expressed concern about the quantity of 

development proposed at the South West Rugby and the impact that will have upon 

surrounding areas and features of the site – Dunchurch and the Cawston Spinney most 

notably.  

 Comments about rural allocations tend to be village specific and express concern about 

potential development sites and infrastructure implications in each village.  

 Whilst the location of the Walsgrave Hill Farm allocation on the Coventry edge was 

supported by some, the required Green Belt release was not supported by others who 

argued that exceptional circumstances required to justify such release did not exist and 

the allocation would therefore not be compliant with the NPPF.  

 Other consultees expressed concern about a focus on large scale SUE’s that may not 

deliver as expected and that smaller sites should be utilised.  

 

What action did RBC take as a result of comments received?  

 The Walsgrave Hill Farm allocation proposed as part of the Preferred Option is no longer 

proposed in the Publication Draft.  An alternative site option, outside the Green Belt, has 

been promoted and is a suitable, available and achievable option.  

 Policy DS8 of the Publication Draft details the requirements of the SW Rugby allocation – 

this includes protection of the Cawston Spinney and establishment of a buffer between 

Rugby and Dunchurch in response to comments and concerns expressed on these 

points.  



 The Infrastructure Delivery Plan that supports the Publication Draft will outline the 

infrastructure provision proposed to support the emerging Plan, providing further 

information to those concerned about this aspect.  

  



5) Sustainable Development 

5a) Do you agree with the policies set out in the Sustainable Development chapter? If no, please state 

which policies you disagree with and your suggested amendment. 

5b) Are there any additional policy areas that you feel need to be addressed? If so please highlight 

the respective NPPF policy it relates to and what you envisage its content should be.  

 

What did consultees say? 

 

 53 comments were received about this chapter.  

 General comments about this chapter were about a wide range of topics, often those 

covered in other policies in the Plan.  

 Comments about SD1 (Settlement Hierarchy) were generally positive. Comments related 

to the settlements placed within each category of the hierarchy and the compliance of 

the proposed allocations to policy SD1. For example, it was argued some villages should 

be included as rural settlements instead of Main Rural Settlements. It was also argued 

that the Coventry Edge should be placed in the hierarchy as a second tier under the 

Rugby urban area.  

 Only one comment was made about Policy SD2 (Securing Sustainable Development) and 

it was stated that as a direct quote of the NPPF this policy indicated the Council had 

rejected localism.  

 SD3 (Previously Developed Land) was generally supported; RBC Environmental Health 

suggested amendments to it to reflect the impact contaminated land could have.   

 SD4 (Conversions) was also supported with one comment suggesting conversions should 

only be allowed if vehicular movements would not increase. 

 Policy SD5 (Safeguarding Development Potential) was criticised because it was stated to 

be inconsistent with the NPPF. Other consultees commented that its scope should be 

expanded to include the prevention of development that would prevent infrastructure 

provision however.  

 SD6 (Parish or Neighbourhood Level Documents) was supported by Parish Councils but 

other consultees argued that it inappropriately elevates the role of Parish level 

documents above the position they have in the planning system.  

 

 

 



What action did RBC take as a result of comments received?  

 The presentation of the settlement hierarchy within policy GP2 of the Publication Draft 

has been altered in order to give more clarity on the status of each village. Changes to 

substantive content of the policy have not been made. 

 SD2 is considered to be required in order to secure compliance with the NPPF and 

demonstrate the plan is therefore sound. It therefore remains, as drafted, in the 

Publication Draft. This Policy is now Policy GP1 of the Publication Draft.  

 Policies SD3 and SD4 have been amalgamated to provide policy GP3 in the Publication 

Draft. This is considered to be a clearer and more efficient policy. Changes suggested by 

RBC Environmental Health have not been incorporated; this is not considered necessary.  

 Whilst concerns about Policy SD5 are noted, the Council continues to consider that SD5 

is a clear policy that will secure comprehensive development of all sites, whether 

allocated or windfall. This is now Policy GP4 in the Publication Draft.  

 Policy SD5 is a long standing policy included in previously adopted Local Plans and the 

Core Strategy. The Council does not consider that this policy inappropriately elevates 

Parish Level documents; instead if reflects the time and effort that goes into these 

projects by affording them consideration in the Local Plan. This policy has become Policy 

GP5 of the Publication Draft.  

 

 

  



6) Housing and Affordable Housing 

6a) Do you agree with the policies set out in the Housing and Affordable Housing chapters? If no, 

please state which policies you disagree with and your suggested amendment. 

6b) Are there any additional policy areas that you feel need to be addressed? If so please highlight 

the respective NPPF policy it relates to and what you envisage its content should be. 

 

What did consultees say? 

 61 comments were received on the Housing and Affordable Housing chapters. 

 There was general agreement that there is a need for affordable housing in the borough, where 

the delivery of a mix of housing was encouraged. 

 Many respondents commented on H1: Informing Housing Mix, where it was stated that the 

necessity for the mix of residential schemes to be consistent with the latest SHMA was too 

restrictive. It was felt a more flexible approach was appropriate and in line with the NPPF. Many 

were also of the view that the SHMA mix would over burden development.  

 Respondents suggested that AH1: Affordable Housing Provision should contain one affordable 

housing target for simplicity.  

 There were also positive and supportive comments about the policy approach to delivering a mix 

of housing to support future household needs in the Borough. 

 Some respondents expressed a desire to see the Local Needs Housing Policy remain.  

 In relation to H5: Specialist Housing, a respondent stated in addition to sheltered and extra care, 

the policy should also focus on people being about to stay in their own homes as long as 

possible.  

 One respondent supported the proposed approach to providing housing for older people and 

also affordable housing, but stated that these should in in perpetuity.  

 Several comments pointed out that Lifetime Homes were being phased out and should be 

removed policy H5.  

 One respondent was surprised there was no policy on housing density.  

 Some respondents felt that H3: Rural Exception Sites should be more relaxed to allow more 

development.  

 

What action did RBC take as a result of comments received?  

 It is accepted that a flexible approach must be taken in delivering a mix of housing, therefore 

Policy H1: Informing Housing Mix will be amended where the words ‘consistent with’ are 

replaced with ‘have regards to.’ 



 Although requests were made to retain the LHN policy approach, the Council is of the view that 

this is a not a policy approach that has been successful in enabling housing in the rural 

communities. 

 Lifetime Homes will be removed from policy H5 as it is being phased out.  

 Many comments received on the detail of the mechanism of bringing forward affordable and 

specialist housing will be addressed through the Housing Needs SPD.  

 The local plan does not prescribe a housing density to be met but does guide density through 

SDC1.  

 Policy H3 to remain unchanged as this is consistent with the NPPF and allows proper 

consideration of exception sites.  

 

  



8) Economic Development 

8a) Do you agree with the policies set out in the Economic Development chapter? If no, please state 

which policies you disagree with and your suggested amendment. 

8b) Are there any additional policy areas that you feel need to be addressed? If so please highlight 

the respective NPPF policy it relates to and what you envisage its content should be.  

 

What did consultees say? 

 

 28 comments were received about this chapter.  

 A small number of comments were received on Policy ED1, mainly relating to the need for 

flexibility in the policy.  

 A site promoter commented that policy ED1 does not justify why a marketing period is 

required for the loss of non-designated employment land as opposed to the other tests of 

release of employment land as identified in the policy.  

 Another site promoter suggested that Policy ED1 should be made even more flexible by 

allowing for an element of non B-use class development to be permitted on new 

employment sites.  

 One comment was received on Policy ED2 regarding clarity of the urban area boundary and 

whether this policy would apply to new allocations made through this Local Plan on Rugby 

urban edge.   

 A number of comments were received on Policy ED3 from site promoters who were of the 

view that this policy was over restrictive in what it would permit in terms of employment 

development in the rural area.  

 It was suggested that for the purposes of policy ED3, Green Belt policy should not be applied 

to existing major developed employment sites in the Green Belt as this restricts investment 

decisions on the redevelopment of these sites. Similarly it should not restrict major sites in 

the Green Belt expanding.  

 Another site promoter indicated that policy ED3 and the allocations proposed in the plan 

were too focused on Rugby town / urban area at the expense of sustainable locations 

elsewhere in the Borough.  

 A comment was received stating that Policy ED4 should not relate only to “small scale” 

tourism facilities and that the Brandon Speedway Stadium should be specifically referred to 

in the policy. 

 

Other comments were received on:  

 The need for industrial land to provide high quality job opportunities and that B8 

development should not be included in targets/allocations as focus should be on B1 and 

B2.  

 The risks of setting employment targets for B8 locally when there are other strategic 

employment sites in close proximity to Rugby Borough.  

 That the plan should look to over allocate employment land and that targets should be 

seen as a minimum. 



 The importance of connecting employment development with sustainable transport 

networks. 

 The need to consider qualitative evidence on market signals in relation to employment 

targets.  

 

What action did RBC take as a result of comments received?  

 The wording of policy ED1 supporting text was amended to provide clarification on how 

tests to justify the release of employment land to other uses will be considered.  

 No change was made to policy ED1 regarding flexibility on permitting non B-use class 

development on new employment sites, as these are required for delivering forecast growth 

in B use jobs.  

 Policy ED2 text amended to clarify that new employment land allocations on Rugby urban 

edge (Coton Park East and South West Rugby) are included within the provisions of Policy 

ED2.   

 No change proposed to policy ED3 as it is consistent with the NPPF and job growth forecast 

meet at the allocated sites in line with the settlement hierarchy for the Borough.  

 No change proposed to policy ED4 as it relates to the wider economy concerning activities 

that employ people in non B-use class jobs and predominantly employ far fewer people than 

B use class development. They are often located in an area to capitalise on specific local 

surroundings and may not be in the most accessible location for a workforce to travel to 

work to. This is why the policy makes reference to ‘small scale’ in the text of ED4 (a). 

  



9) Retail and Town Centre 

9a) do you agree with the policies set out in the Retail and Town Centre chapter? If no, please state 

which policies you disagree with and your suggested amendment. 

9b) Are there any additional policy areas that you feel need to be addressed? If so please highlight 

the respective NPPF policy it relates to and what you envisage its content should be.  

 

General 

 

 22 comments were received about this chapter.  

 A comment was received in relation to policy TC1 stating the Town Centre boundary should 

be contracted but not the northern frontages of Clifton Road. Considered that the area 

should remain in the Town Centre and delineated as a secondary frontage or be designated 

as a separate centre which will afford the area protection 

 One respondent highlighted that a smaller more defined town centre will help with the 

viability of the centre. 

 A respondent stated that the Retail and Main Town Centre Uses Study which informed policy 

TC2 is out of date due to the closure of stores. 

 A respondent considered that Policy TC3 should make reference to nearby centres that 

should be considered within a retail impact assessment. 

 A respondent highlighted that the town centre proposal map incorrectly labels the primary 

shopping and secondary frontage  

 

Other comments were received on:  

 A number of comments were received highlighting their concern about the Town Centre and 

the impact of out of town retail. A number of suggestions were put forwards as to how the 

Town Centre  should be improved for example by encouraging greater flexibility of uses, 

introduction of a public interchange, free car parking, support residential living and  the 

visitor economy.  

 A respondent considered reference should be made to the approved retail Floorspace at the 

Rugby Radio Station Site. 

 Another respondent commented that no mention is made of how support for development 

of retail in the rural areas is to be provided. 

 

What action did RBC take as a result of comments received?  

 No changes are proposed to the Town Centre Boundary with the northern frontages of 

Clifton Road will be protected through policy HS3. 

 No change is proposed to Policy TC2 already states that the Council will periodically update 

its Retail and Main Town Centre Uses Study in order that it can respond and continuously 

review its approach to the town centre and requirements for retail investment. 



 No change made to Policy TC3. It is not considered appropriate to name all of the nearby 

centres within Policy TC3 as the centres affected will depend on nature of the scheme and 

its location. 

 Town Centre Proposal map altered to correctly reflect the frontages policy. 

 No changes to policies to reflect the approved retail floorspace at the Rugby Radio Station 

Site is accounted for in the Rugby Retail Study therefore there is currently no need to make 

specific reference to the provision at this point in time. 

 Local facilities that serve the community/rural areas will be through the application of policy 

HS3. 

  



 

10) Healthy, Safe and Inclusive Communities 

10a) Do you agree with the policies set out in the Healthy, Safe and Communities chapter? If so, 

please state which policies you disagree with and your suggested amendment. 

10b) Are there any additional policy areas that you feel need to be addressed? If so please highlight 

the respective NPPF policy it relates to and what you envisage the content should be.  

 

What did consultees say? 

 18 comments were received about this chapter.  

 Many comments emphasised the importance of open space and concern that this 

would not be recognised as part of the development of proposed allocation sites; 

 Support for HS1 was expressed although one respondent expressed concern about how 

this and policies HS2 and HS3 would be implemented. Other concern that HS2 was not 

supported by the NPPF as no specific requirement for Health Impact Assessments.  

 Statutory consultees sought specific reference to their areas of interest; 

 A number of developers considered that the open space standards contained within 

Policy HS4 are too high in comparison with neighbouring authorities and there is no 

guidance as to how the policy will be applied. One respondent considered that there are 

insufficient open spaces within particulars areas of the Borough.  

 A respondent considered that the Woodland access standards should be contained 

within Policy HS4.  

 A respondent highlighted that the final section of the Policy HS4 does not make sense. 

 A respondent sought a rewording of Policy HS4 which would state when open space 

provision is sought and in what manner. 

 The Canal and River Trust noted that the NPPF definition of open space includes not just 

land but areas of waters, including canals and that this should be referenced.  

 Natural England suggest that open space should be multi-functional and assist access to 

nature where uses are compatible. 

 

Other comments were received on:  

 One respondent commented that the Open Space Audit does not reference the Brandon 

Speedway Stadium site.  

 A petition was submitted seeking to retain the 'park strip' near Livingstone Avenue, Long 

Lawford, as designated open space in the Local Plan.  

 A respondent commented that there was no Local Green Space Designation policy. 



 Concern was raised about the loss of open space and footpaths within the South West Rugby 

proposed allocation. 

 

 

What action did RBC take as a result of comments received?  

 Alterations have not been made to Policies HD1-3. The Council considers these policies to be 

robust and based upon evidence; 

 The open space standards contained with policy HS4 have not been amended as it is based 

on a robust locally specific evidence base. 

 Policy HS4 has been amended providing clarity on when provision is sought and how. 

 Final section of Policy HS4 has been amended to remove incorrect referencing. 

 Supporting text to Policy HS4 incorporates reference to canals and its value in terms 

recreation and amenity value. 

  Reference to the role open spaces play in accessing nature where uses are compatible is 

also made within the supporting text of Policy HS4 

 No specific allocation of Brandon Speedway is proposed as it does not fall under the scope of 

the open space audit, playing pitch or built facilities strategy.  

 The 'park strip' near Livingstone Avenue, Long Lawford, as displayed on the Local Plan 

Preferred Options Open Spaces Map is proposed to be retained as a designated open space.  

 Local Green Space Designation policy is not required as there are none proposed through 

the Plan this does not deter Neighbourhood Plans from containing such policies. 

 In relation to the South West Rugby proposed allocation a new policy specific to the 

allocation highlights that green infrastructure assets should be protected and enhanced with 

a 30 metre buffer for Cawston Spinney proposed. Further to this Policy HS1 highlights 

"improve the quality and quantity of green infrastructure networks and protect and enhance 

physical access, including public rights of way to open space;" 

  



11) Natural Environment 

11a) Do you agree with the policies set out in the Natural Environment chapter? If no, please state 

which policies you disagree with and your suggested amendment.  

11b) Are there any additional policy gaps that need to be addressed? If so please highlight the 

respective NPPF policy it relates to and what you envisage its content should be. 

 

What did consultees say? 

 

 43 comments were received on this chapter.  

 Comments were generally supportive of the intention and content of the policies with 

interested statutory consultees suggested detailed amendments to ensure these aims 

were achieved or for clarification.  

 A number of respondents sought the protection of Rainsbrook Valley through a specific 

allocation as a Country Park. The respondents highlighted that the Rainsbrook Valley has 

a special landscape character and a number of biodiversity assets that should be 

protected and enhanced. Similarly a number of respondents expressed concern about the 

loss of habitats, bridleways and footpaths within the South West Rugby proposed 

allocation. 

 Warwickshire Wildlife Trust highlighted that Site of Importance for Nature Conservation 

(SINCs) are now part of Local Wildlife Sites (LWS) definition of biodiversity assets 

contained within Policy NE1 and that National Nature Reserves (NNR) should be included 

within the list of biodiversity assets contained within Policy NE1. The Canal and River 

Trust sought a reference within Policy NE1 in relation to biodiversity enhancements of 

canals to be included within the list of biodiversity assets. Woodland Trust commented 

that policy NE1 does not reflect emerging national policy in relation to semi natural 

habitats of ancient woodland and ancient trees in which absolute protection should be 

provided. 

 Warwickshire County Council (WCC) suggested an amendment to Policy NE2 to reflect 

the biodiversity mitigation hierarchy. WWT sought an amendment to Policy NE2 in 

relation to how LWS should be assessed and where biodiversity offsets should be made. 

Other consultees considered that there might be circumstances where biodiversity 

offsetting is not justified in the context of NPPF paragraph 173. Conversely, one 

respondent considered that the biodiversity offset should be in place prior to the granting 

of planning permission. 



 A number of respondents were unsure how Policy NE3 relates to the protection of 

biodiversity assets within the south west of Rugby with concerns be raised about the loss 

of Cawston Spinney and Cock Robin Wood. Natural England support Policy NE3 though 

highlighted that not every Green Infrastructure assets is covered within the policy i.e. 

gardens. WCC recommended that the word ‘watercourse corridors’ replaces ‘river’ to 

clarify that stream and brook corridors are valuable. The Environment Agency considers 

that the policy should be titled Blue and Green Infrastructure and should include 

watercourses. 

 In relation to Policy NE4 a respondent considers the development of south west Rugby 

would conflict with the policy. Wolston Parish Council considered that Policy NE4 

conflicts with policy SDC3.  

 

What action did RBC take as a result of comments received?  

 

 The Council consider that the proposed allocation of Rainsbrook Valley County Park is not 

required because the Local Plan is proposed to contain policies that are intended protect the 

landscape character and biodiversity assets within the area. Local Plan Policy NE2 and NE3 

seek the protection, restoration and enhancement of biodiversity assets with the latter 

policy highlighting assets within the Rainsbrook Valley that form part of the Strategic Green 

Infrastructure Network. Policy NE4 recognises the significance of landscapes and the policy 

supporting text highlights relevant evidence base documents that should be consider when 

assessing a proposals impact on the landscape character. 

 With regard to the loss of habitat within the South West of Rugby a new policy within the 

Publication Local Plan for the South West Rugby allocation (policy DS8) highlights the 

requirements for proposals to include a comprehensive Green Infrastructure Network that 

links to existing adjacent networks utilising existing habitats and historic landscapes, in 

particular Cawston Spinney. The policy also highlights that a 30m buffer must be identified 

for Cawston Spinney and maintained through proposals made in the allocation. The 

supporting text Policy DS8 also states that the existing footpaths through the area, which are 

popular for walking, and it is important that proposals demonstrate that development will 

not cause damage to the valuable asset.  

 Policy NE1 has been altered removing reference to SINCs definition and incorporating NNR. 

In relation to biodiversity enhancements to canals this is not relevant to Policy NE1 and it is 

covered within other policies within the Local Plan. Policy NE1 also reflects national planning 



policy therefore alterations to the policy in relation to semi natural habitats of ancient 

woodland and ancient trees in are required. 

 Policy NE2 has been altered to reflect the biodiversity mitigation hierarchy. In terms of 

biodiversity offsetting its use is within the context of NPPF paragraph 176 which states to 

make a particular development acceptable in planning terms (such as environmental 

mitigation or compensation), the development should not be approved if the measures 

required cannot be secured through appropriate conditions or agreements. Therefore no 

change has been made to the policy. In relation to the biodiversity offsetting being in place 

prior to planning approval it is viewed that this not required with the offset provision being 

capable of being met  through planning conditions. 

 Policy NE3 relates to the strategic Green Infrastructure network in accordance with NPPF 

paragraph 114 and a proposal map highlighting the network will form part of the Publication 

Local Plan. The network incorporates watercourse corridors. The Policy title therefore has 

been amended to Blue and Green Infrastructure to provide clarity and the supporting text to 

the policy replaces ‘river’ with ‘watercourse corridors’. In making the Green Infrastructure 

Proposal Map part of the Local Plan provides clarity about the protection, restoration and 

enhancement of the Green Infrastructure assets within the South West of Rugby (alongside 

other policies within the plan).  

 No changes were made to Policy NE4 in relation to comments received. 

 

 

 

 

  



12) Sustainable Design and Construction 

12a) Do  you agree with the policies set out in the Sustainable Design and Construction Chapter? 

If no, please state which policies you disagree with you and your suggested amendment.   

12b) Are there any additional policy gaps that need to be addressed? If so please highlight the 

respective NPPF policy is relates to and what you envisage its content should be.  

 

What did consultees say? 

 40 comments were made about this chapter; 

 Comments were generally supportive of the intention and content of the policies with 

interested statutory consultees suggested detailed amendments to ensure these aims 

were achieved or for clarification; 

 Comments about SDC1 suggesting various amendments such as stricter design 

considerations, waste management, storage and pavement provision but generally the 

policy has been supported as drafted; 

 A minor amendment to was suggested for SDC2 to have a stronger requirement for 

landscaping; 

 Comments were made about SDC3 that suggested amendments to achieve NPPF 

compliance. Others wanted to see reference to related legislation;  

 Comments were made about SDC4 that suggested the policy was not supported by 

evidence and that it would be unenforceable. Also suggested that it should be 

strengthened. 

 Respondents have commented on SDC5, SDC6 and SDC7 because of their general 

concerns about flooding as a result of development in the plan. 

 Policy SDC8 was supported. Reference was made to the importance of support from the 

local community given the content of national legislation.  

 Support for Policy SDC9 was expressed with specific comments from CSW Broadband; 

 General comments about air quality concerns. Some clarification requested regarding 

SDC10. 

What action did RBC take as a result of comments received?  

 Amendments suggested for SD1 have not been made because the Council considers they 

are not necessary because they are too detailed or would be repetitive of the content of 

other policies; 

 Comments regarding SDC2 were noted however it was considered that the policy 

wording is reasonable and should be retained; 



 Policy SDC3 has been revised in light of comments received. Some suggested 

amendments were not considered to be necessary for inclusion however; 

 Suggested amendments to SDC4 have not been made – an updated Water Cycle Study 

will support policy and it is considered justified.  

 Amendments to SDC5-7 as suggested by Warwickshire County Council, the Environment 

Agency and Canals and Rivers Trust to improve these and to make requirements clearer; 

 SDC9 has been amended as suggested by CSW Broadband;  

 Policy SDC10 will be supported by a new Air Quality SPD to help detail the policy 

requirements and improve its effectiveness. To be produced in consultation with RBC 

Environmental Services.  

 

  



13) Delivery, Viability and Deliverability 

13a) Do you agree with the policies set out in the Delivery, Viability and Deliverability Chapters? 

If no, please state which policies you disagree with and your suggested amendment? 

13b) Are there any additional policy gaps that need to be addressed? If so, please highlight the 

respective NPPF policy it relates to and what you envisage its content should be.  

 

What did consultees say? 

 A total of 64 comments were received on the Delivery, Deliverability and Viability 

Chapters 

 A number of respondents raised concerns about the impact of growth proposed in the 

Local Plan on the highway network in Rugby town, Dunchurch, Wolston, Brandon, and 

Brinklow. 

 One respondent stated that as a consequence of 5400 homes in the south west the local 

network will become gridlock.  

 One respondent raised particular concern Gyratory, Dunchurch Cross Roads, Barby 

Road/Ashlawn Road junctions and the Ashlawn Road/Hillmorton Road junctions would 

result in residential streets such as Bawnmore Road and Percival Road being used as 

“rat-runs”. 

 Another respondent raised concerns about the impact growth to the South West of 

Rugby will have on the local highway network and the consequent reduction in air 

quality in the area. 

  One respondent felt that policy D1 was too restrictive and went beyond what is 

required by the NPPF, whilst another felt that D1 clarify that all developments above a 

certain size should address highway issues. 

 One respondent felt that Dunchurch required two bypasses to relieve the impact on the 

highway network.  

 Some respondents suggested a transport assessment should be produced to 

demonstrate how the roads will cope with the development taking place. 

 A respondent raised concern that pressure on creating infrastructure will affect the 

deliverability of a site.  

 Some respondents commented that further work on identifying infrastructure and 

production of an infrastructure strategy is necessary to inform growth.  

 Beyond highways, many respondents identified potential impacts on different types of 

infrastructure as a result of growth proposed through the emerging Local Plan, most 



notably education and the lack of school places. In particular, one respondent felt 

education provision in the south of Rugby in particular would suffer and the need for 

more education provision for access to the area.  

 The lack of capacity within the existing healthcare service to support additional 

populations was also raised both at local surgeries and St Cross.   

 A respondent also raised the importance of timing the delivery of essential 

infrastructure to support and mitigate a new development.  

 One respondent suggested amendment to policy D3 due to insufficient capacity in 

infrastructure. 

 One respondent felt growth spread across rural communities would be delivered more 

quickly but would also provide the growth and new life which many of the villages 

require for facilities to be sustainable. This respondent did however also raise concerns 

of education and bus service infrastructure. 

 

What action did RBC take as a result of comments received?  

 The Publication Local Plan will be supported by a comprehensive Strategic Transport 

Assessment. This document considers the growth proposed for allocation through the 

emerging Local Plan, alongside development that is already committed. It then proposes 

the strategic mitigation measures required to support that growth coming forward. 

 Although specific suggestions to D1 have been made on clarifying thresholds, it is 

considered that flexibility in the approach to D1 should remain. 

 For sites considered in Main Rural Settlements, RBC worked closely with WCC Highways 

Development Control to understand the deliverability of those sites in highway terms.  

 The Local Plan policy SDC10 will be supported by an Air Quality Supplementary Planning 

Document, which explains how impact from traffic generation on air quality is identified 

and addressed.   

 The Submission Draft Local Plan provides further details on the infrastructure 

requirements. Further to this Policy D3 and D4 seek to ensure that there is sufficient 

infrastructure in place to serve new growth proposed in the Local Plan.  


