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Examination of the Rugby Borough Local Plan  

 

Hearing on Issue 3a: 24-25 January 2018 

 

Statement of Stand Against Lodge Farm Village, Grandborough Parish Council, 

Willoughby Parish Council and Barby & Onley Parish Council  

(collectively “SALFV et al”) 

 

 

Matter 3 – Development Strategy 

 

Issue 3a:  Overall Development Strategy 

 

Question 1:  

Has the overall development strategy of the RBLP been positively prepared, is it justified as 

the most appropriate strategy, effective in terms of cross-boundary strategic priorities and 

will it enable the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with national policy?   

 

1. No. For reasons set out elsewhere, the allocation of the Lodge Farm site is not an 

appropriate or sustainable strategy, does not effectively achieve cross-boundary 

priorities, and is not in accordance with national policies.   

 

In particular:  

...  

d. Is it justified as the most appropriate development strategy, when considered against the 

reasonable alternatives?  What alternative strategies were considered by the Council in 

terms of the options for the broad location and spatial distribution of development and why 

were these discounted?  

 

2. No. There are other reasonable alternatives which constitute more appropriate and more 

sustainable development strategies, including (at least) allocation of the Walsgrave Hill 

(“WH”) site.  

 

e. Is the reliance on large scale development through extensions to Rugby and a new 

settlement justified as the most appropriate way of achieving sustainable development, the 

supply of new homes and the economic growth of the area?  If not, what are the alternatives?  

 

3. As set out in detail at (g) below, the allocation of Lodge Farm is clearly not the most 

appropriate way of achieving sustainable development.   

 

4. Given the size of Lodge Farm, it will effectively be a dormitory settlement in open 

countryside. For this reason Lodge Farm is also very unlikely to generate the same level 

of economic growth as would the WH allocation. In contrast, the WH proposal appears 

to be truly ‘mixed use’ comprising a mix of new homes, jobs (employment land), and 

community benefits (road infrastructure and car parking for hospital).  When combined 

with the fact that the WH site lies on the urban boundary of Coventry, where there is 

significant unmet housing need, the WH site is likely to be far more sustainable from an 

economic, social and environmental perspective.   
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5. In addition there are significant risks to the deliverability of Lodge Farm, as set out 

below at (g) and in our hearing statement for Issue 3b. 

 

Does the development strategy provide for the unmet housing and employment land 

requirements of Coventry in a way which is reasonable to do so and consistent with 

achieving sustainable development?  

 

6. No.  As set out in the RBLP, the local plan seeks to provide for 2,800 dwellings over the 

plan period toward Coventry’s housing needs.  This figure represents roughly 23% of the 

total housing requirement of 12,400 set out in the plan.  Yet, the residential allocations in 

the plan provide for a comparatively tiny amount of housing at the urban boundary of 

Coventry.    

 

7. The Joint Strategic Housing Market Assessment (JSHMA), following national Planning 

Practice Guidance, defined the Housing Market Area (HMA) based on “the key 

functional linkages between where people live and work.”  JSHMA para. 3.2.  The 

JSHMA notes that the Department of Communities and Local Government published 

research on the geography of housing market areas and that this defined a Coventry-

focused HMA for the area.  JSHMA para. 3.8-3.10. The analysis in the JSHMA 

reaffirmed this conclusion, noting that “the strong functional links in migration and 

commuting terms between Coventry and different parts of Warwickshire point towards 

the existence of a Coventry-focused housing market area.”  JSHMA para. 3.34. The 

development strategy adopted by the Council entirely fails to engage with this feature of 

the local housing market and the movement patterns of the Borough’s residents.  In 

providing for a new settlement which is effectively at the opposite end of the Borough 

from Coventry, the Council has chosen a strategy which is poorly placed to meet 

Coventry’s housing needs and fails to represent sustainable development. 

 

g. Is the selection of Lodge Farm justified as the most appropriate location for a new 

settlement in preference to the preferred option site at Walsgrave Hill Farm or other options? 

What is the evidence to support this?  

 

8. Sustainability and Deliverability are the two keys issues and Lodge Farm is not 

consistent with National Policy as it would not enable the delivery of sustainable 

development. The WH site represents a better alternative for a number of reasons 

 

Sustainability 

9. Lodge Farm is remote and has no real relationship to Coventry (or Rugby). Given the 

remoteness from Coventry – which is where the unmet housing need originates – the 

allocation is unsustainable.  

 

10. WH is strategically located on the edge of Coventry – Lodge Farm is not. 

 

11. WH has excellent potential for public transport connectivity to Coventry – Lodge Farm 

does not.   

 

12. WH farm is also located within easy walking distance of Antsy Business Park and its 

approximately 4,000 jobs. Lodge farm lies in open countryside. 
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13. Given its remote location and small size, Lodge Farm would not generate the same level 

of economic growth as WH. 

 

14. Lodge Farm is poorly placed to meet Coventry’s housing needs. Proximity and 

accessibility to the more sustainable Coventry City boundary justifies the release of 

Green Belt land as opposed to allocating Lodge Farm as an isolated settlement circa 15 

to 20 miles from the ‘need source’ – i.e. Coventry. 

 

15. The principle of accommodating the growth of a City within or on the edge of that City 

is well established.  This is reinforced by national policy (see, e.g. NPPF paras. 19 & 34).  

An exceptional need exists to amend the Green Belt boundary around Coventry.  

 

16. It is perfectly logical and sound to delete Lodge Farm from the Local Plan and allocate 

WH to deliver an equitable 1,500 homes but in a far superior location in terms of 

sustainability. Now is therefore the “right time” to remove land from the Green Belt to 

achieve this aim.  Developing a new settlement in the open countryside is perverse.  

Exceptional circumstances clearly exist to justify removal of the WH site from the green 

belt in the context of Coventry and its unmet housing need. 

 

17. Developing a new settlement in open countryside far from urban areas runs counter to 

the NPPF’s direction in terms of locating development.   

 

Deliverability 

18. At 1,500 dwellings, it is highly questionable if Lodge Farm can be developed as a 

sustainable settlement with a mix of homes, jobs, services and other facilities. This is 

reflected in LP54A which sets out major concept modifications to the policy text of DS 

10 to remove the notion that Lodge Farm would become a garden village settlement.   

 

19. As LP54A makes clear Lodge Farm is a development of up to 1,500 new homes. The 

size would therefore fall well below the threshold for sustainability – again reflected in 

LP54A modifications to the text of DS 10 which (rightly) removes the reference to 

Lodge Farm being a self-sustaining settlement.  Rather than constituting a truly 

sustainable mixed use settlement – the revised description of Lodge Farm as a Main 

Rural Settlement confirms this is essentially a housing estate in the ‘middle of nowhere’ 

– i.e. a dormitory settlement in open countryside. 

 

20. There is little information to support the delivery of Lodge Farm. Delivery of new homes 

in 2022-23 is only 4 to 5 years from now. It is highly unlikely that this will be achieved 

taking into account not only the ‘planning process’ but also the ‘development process’ 

which is often an equal ‘constraint’ to quick delivery. 

 

21. In the context of the information publicly available, great doubt must be placed upon 

Lodge Farm being a truly deliverable site at the rate that RBC predicts in the Plan. 

 

22. As set out further in our hearing statement for issue 3b, there are further significant risks 

to delivery related to the timely delivery of the South West Link Road (SWLR) and the 

significant risk that Lodge Farm cannot be developed within air quality limits. 
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h. Taking the latest Housing Trajectory in Appendix 2 of the RBLP, what is the justification 

for providing for 15,369 dwellings over the plan period 2011-31 against a housing 

requirement of 12,400 dwellings?   

 

23. We understand the need for a housing trajectory that provides for a significant buffer to 

ensure that the Borough’s housing requirement is met and leave the question of whether 

this housing trajectory is justified to be considered by the Inspector.   

 

24. It is however, worth noting in this regard, that at the 21 June 2017 meeting at which the 

publication draft of the Plan was adopted by the Council, there was a motion to omit 

Lodge Farm from the submission draft.  During the debate, the Leader of the Council 

agreed that the housing provision from Lodge Farm was surplus to requirements.  

However, the motion was defeated by a vote of 18 for omitting Lodge Farm from the 

draft Plan to 20 votes against doing so.   

 

25. We take no position on the overall housing trajectory.  However, to the extent that the 

Inspector determines that this level of housing provision justified, the WH site is clearly 

more sustainable from an economic, social, and environmental standpoint.   

 

 

 


