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Settlement Hierarchy set out in Policy GP2 

 

The Settlement Hierarchy Policy as written fails to cover the villages which are in Green Belt or are 

insets within the Green Belt. 

 

The settlement hierarchy is not consistent with national policy. It persists in retaining the smaller 

villages in the Green Belt between Rugby and Coventry as ‘insets’ rather than ‘washed-over’ when 

their small size and low-density character justifies their having ‘washed-over’ status. Their open 

character contributes to the openness of the Green Belt (NPPF para 86). If they are kept as ‘insets’ 

they will be at risk of development within their boundaries which would not be permitted if they 

were restored to the Green Belt, as they were until the 1997 Local Plan put them in insets, for no 

clear reason. 

 

The following villages should be included within the Green Belt, with or without a boundary 

also shown: 

 

Ansty 

Barnacle 

Bourton-on-Dunsmore 

Burton Hastings 

Church Lawford 

Easenhall 

Frankton 

Harborough Magna 

Marton 

Monks Kirby 

Pailton 

Princethorpe 

Shilton 

Stretton under Fosse 

Willey 

 

 

Reliance on large-scale development through extensions to Rugby and a new settlement 
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The Plan’s housing proposals rely heavily on the Strategic Housing Land Availability 

Assessment, which in turn relied on sites submitted by developers.  It is alarming, to find that 

sites within the town of Rugby accounted for only 130 (less than 1%) of the total of 18,424 

dwellings on those submitted sites1.  This is not an acceptable basis for a plan that claims to be 

focusing development on Rugby Town.  At times2 the Council seem to treat development 

within the urban area and urban extensions as if they were on a par with one another in policy 

terms. 

The new settlement (Lodge Farm Village) appears to have no basis in the development strategy. 

 

1
 _

 Housing Background Paper, September 2016, table at paragraph 2.3 

2             - For example in paragraph 7.3 of the Housing Background Paper September 2016 

 

 

Selection of Lodge Farm for a new settlement in preference to Walsgrave Hill Farm 

 

Neither ‘Lodge Farm Village’ nor the earlier proposal consulted on at Walsgrave Hill Farm are 

justified as new settlements. The requirement for a new settlement of 1500 dwellings does not exist 

when there is already more commitments (allocations in the adopted Plan or land with planning 

permission) than there are projected additional households (mid-2014-based SNPP). 

 

The reasons for Walsgrave Hill Farm being in conflict with national policy on Green Belt are given 

in the Housing Background Paper (September 2017), LP11, para 3.102-3.107 (page 46-47) and 

Appendix 3 para 1.7-1.20 (pages 61-63). 
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