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RUGBY BOROUGH COUNCIL LOCAL PLAN 2011-2031  

EXAMINATION HEARING STATEMENT 

MATTER 3 – DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY 

This Hearing Statement has been prepared by David Lock Associates (DLA), planning consultants, on behalf of 
Tarmac, who own a total of 176.5 hectares of land at Ryton-on-Dunsmore, most of which has been previously-
worked for gravel and aggregates extraction. DLA have, on behalf of Tarmac, promoted 24.12 hectares of land 
to the immediate west of the village and north of the A45 for residential development to meet both Rugby’s 
housing needs and Coventry’s unmet housing needs. We have made representations at every stage of the Rugby 
Borough Council Local Plan 2011-2031 (the Plan) process and have raised numerous ‘soundness’ issues about 
the Plan. 

Issue 3a: Overall Development Strategy  

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?  

1.1 No. The Local Plan proposes a development strategy and settlement hierarchy that focuses growth on 
Rugby town, supported by a series of small developments around its satellite villages and a new Garden 
Village of just 1,500 dwellings (maximum). It does not consider the edge of Coventry within its settlement 
hierarchy and makes no residential allocation(s) close to the city boundary although this had been 
proposed in previous versions of the Plan and considered at an earlier stage (Memorandum of 
Understanding between CWHMA authorities).  

1.2 Tarmac considers the overall development strategy to be flawed, with little co-ordination or co-operation 
with neighbouring local authorities (including Coventry City Council), particularly in respect of devising a 
holistic and coherent spatial strategy for addressing Coventry’s unmet housing needs in the most 
sustainable and effective way to be in accordance with national policy.   

1.3 The development strategy and proposed residential allocations make no distinction between meeting 
the Borough’s own objectively assessed needs and those of Coventry, which our client considers is 
essential to ensure that the objective of making sure that development occurs in the most sustainable 
locations is achieved. At the Preferred Options stage, the Council contemplated a development strategy 
that sought to meet (in part) Coventry’s needs on the edge of the city at Walsgrave Hill Farm (1500 
homes), but this has been abandoned in favour of a Garden Village allocation (of up to 1500 homes) at 
Lodge Farm, Daventry Road located to the south of Rugby town. The reasons for this are unclear. There 
is a suggestion that the alternative site (Lodge Farm), being outside the Green Belt, meant that 
‘exceptional circumstances’ did not exist to justify the Walsgrave Hill Farm allocation. Whilst we 
acknowledge that the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) at Paragraph 83 states that alterations 
to Green Belt boundaries should only be made in exceptional circumstances, the Inspector in examining 
the Coventry Local Plan stated in her final report in October 2017 (Paragraph 107) that:  



 ‘The Coventry and Warwickshire Housing Requirements Memorandum of Understanding highlights the 
importance of locating development either adjacent to the City’s boundary or along key transport 
corridors to facilitate accessibility to the City. Seeking to deliver the growth beyond the Green Belt would 
lead to development located in areas detached from Coventry and increase unsustainable patterns of 
commuting. It would also have implications in terms of being able to meet the HMA’s housing needs, in 
particular affordable housing.’ 

1.4 The Inspector went on to say: 

 ‘The scale of potentially unmet need in Coventry is exceptional…Coventry is the second fastest growing 
city in England outside of London’ 

1.5 And concluded that:  

 ‘The Plan complies with national planning policy in its approach to the Green Belt…the allocations would 
not have a significant effect on the purposes of including land in the Green Belt’ (Paragraph 153)   

1.6 In respect of affordable housing, the Inspector examining the Coventry Local Plan stated that there was 
a need for 12,000 affordable homes in the Plan period and that the City Council was aiming to deliver 
6,960 affordable homes or 58% of the total need within the city boundary. Whilst, the Inspector (and the 
City Council) acknowledged that it would have to undertake regular reviews of affordable housing 
delivery within the city and wider HMA, it is clear that the Rugby Borough Local Plan is going to make no 
meaningful contribution towards the city’s unmet but considerable affordable housing needs. This is of 
concern to Coventry City Council, runs counter to the Inspector’s comments on the soundness of the 
Coventry Local Plan and serves to highlight the deficiencies of the Local Plan’s development strategy. The 
strategy is almost totally divorced from that of its immediate neighbour and fails to directly, clearly, 
spatially and sustainably address the needs and issues of the city’s needs in a sound and acceptable 
manner.   

1.7 The Local Plan’s highly Rugby-centric development strategy fails to make provision for market and 
affordable housing development to meet Coventry’s considerable and unmet needs where the needs 
actually arise either in specific, identified or spatial terms. Consequently, it cannot be accepted as the 
most appropriate strategy since it is not effective at all in actually addressing Coventry’s needs.  It cannot 
be construed as sustainable, is therefore not in accordance with national policy, is inconsistent with 
Coventry’s spatial planning approach (recently found ‘sound’) and it will be impossible to monitor its 
effectiveness. This is extremely disappointing given some of the work and studies that Rugby Borough 
Council (‘the Council’) has prepared, including the Coventry & Warwickshire Joint Green Belt Review: 
Stage 1, 2015, which appears to have played little part in the formulation of the Plan and its policies. This 
is perhaps not surprising given the scope of the Review, which could have usefully informed the spatial 
approach to meeting Coventry’s needs in other Local Plans within the Coventry and Warwickshire 
Housing Market Area (HMA). Such a rigorous approach could and should have assessed development 
strategy options against a range of sustainability criteria including: spatial relevance to Coventry, social 
and economic criteria (e.g. meeting affordable housing needs, access to employment opportunities), 
impact on the landscape and Green Belt, transport connectivity to the city, opportunities to improve 
public transport, scope to improve infrastructure, deliverability and viability. Regrettably none of this 
assessment or analysis has taken place or underpins the Local Plan, which casts significant doubt upon 
the justification for the development strategy, the soundness of the Plan and the integrity of the evidence 
base.     

a. Is the settlement hierarchy set out in Policy GP2 justified and consistent with national policy?  

1.8 As Rugby Borough has a relatively straightforward settlement hierarchy with one main town - Rugby - the 
overall approach of focusing most of the development on Rugby town is accepted by Tarmac. This is 
effectively a rolling forward of the strategy deployed in the adopted Core Strategy (2011) and recognises 
that Rugby town is the most sustainable location in the Borough.  



1.9 The Core Strategy (2011) took a similarly dismissive attitude to development that was related to 
Coventry, as set out in Paragraph 2.10 below:  

 ‘The hierarchy above provides a clear sequential approach to the selection of sustainable locations for 
development. However, there are locations that are specifically excluded from this hierarchy which could 
be considered as sustainable locations for development. Rugby Borough is not an island and the 
administrative boundary sits very close to urban areas such as Bedworth, Nuneaton, Hinckley and 
Coventry in addition to existing major developed sites such as Magna Park and Daventry International 
Rail Freight Terminal (DIRFT).’ 

 ‘Development within the Borough that is related to these areas or sites remains contrary to the wider 
approach set out in this strategy as any such development would not assist in achieving sustainable 
development focused on Rugby Town’ 

1.10 However, the Core Strategy was not seeking to meet Coventry’s unmet housing needs and therefore 
Tarmac considers that a more sustainable and bespoke approach to distributing housing development 
(2,800) in sustainable locations close to where the need arises should have been pursued by the Council, 
rather than repeating the previous, pre-NPPF spatial strategy, to be consistent with national policy. Whilst 
the housing target (Coventry and Warwickshire local authorities’ MoU) for Rugby and other districts was 
based on a functional relationship (e.g. migration and commuting flows) this was regrettably not carried 
forward into spatial options for accommodating the housing target. This is despite the fact that the 
Council’s Housing Delivery Study (2015) by GL Hearn identified that the edge of Coventry presented the 
opportunity to provide development in sustainable locations, tapping into a separate housing market [to 
that of Rugby] and could increase the quantity of housing delivered across the Borough as a whole. This 
was a major error and a lost opportunity.     

1.11 As such, Tarmac considers that the settlement hierarchy should be amended to ensure that it is more 
balanced to avoid over-burdening Rugby, whilst ensuring a mix, choice and competition in the housing 
market (as encouraged by Paragraph 47 of the NPPF). The most sustainable Main Rural Settlements close 
to Coventry can play a key role in this whilst meeting Coventry’s unmet needs and this includes Ryton-
on-Dunsmore.   

1.12 Although Policy GP2 indicates that Main Rural Settlements, such as Ryton-on-Dunsmore, play an 
important role locally the policy makes no distinction between the settlements in terms of their capacity 
or suitability to accommodate development nor their potential contribution towards meeting the 
objectives of the Plan, including addressing Coventry’s unmet needs. The deficiencies of this are 
highlighted by the fact that the Plan identifies the site at the Former Peugeot Site, Ryton as an existing 
strategically significant employment site (Policy ED1 and Paragraph 6.10). Although the site lies within 
Rugby Borough it is widely acknowledged that it also supports the Coventry’s wider employment land 
needs including through the Regional Spatial Strategies of the 1990’s and 2000’s.  

1.13 Ryton is located on the A45, linked to the nationally strategic highway network, in close proximity to 
Coventry Airport and within an economic arc providing nearly 15,000 jobs1 including Ryton Prologis Park 
where a further 500 jobs are to be provided by 2021. In our opinion, these unique characteristics justify 
the consideration of allocating more housing development at Ryton, co-locating homes and jobs to meet 
Coventry’s needs and identifying Ryton-on-Dunsmore as a Main Rural Settlement as it warrants separate 
and specific attention compared to the other Main Rural Settlements identified in Policy GP2. As a result, 
we consider that the larger, more sustainable settlements such as Ryton-on-Dunsmore, should be 
identified as a “super” Main Settlement given its location on the A45 Growth Corridor, its services and 
facilities, its close proximity to strategically important employment opportunities, its capacity for growth 
and close relationship to Coventry. This is clear from the Local Plan’s Rural Proposals Map (2016). 

                                                            
1 Movement for Growth: 2026 Delivery Plan for Transport (Annex 1 – Corridors) by TfWM 



1.14 Policy GP2 states in relation to the Green Belt that: ‘new development will be resisted; only where 
national policy on Green Belt allows will development be permitted’. This is unnecessary as it only repeats 
national policy in the NPPF and should therefore be deleted.  

1.15 Policy GP2 is misleading because to accommodate the considerable housing needs facing the Borough 
(both from within and outside its administrative boundary) it will not be feasible to restrict development 
to within the existing boundaries of the Main Rural Settlements and this should be amended to ‘within 
and/or adjoining the existing boundaries of the settlement’. 

1.16 Paragraph 3.11 of Policy GP2 is misleading as it states that Main Rural Settlements will have no threshold 
on the size of sites that come forward within their settlement boundaries but Policy DS3 proposes to 
allocate (DS3.9) just one site (Coventry City F.C.’s training ground) in Ryton-on-Dunsmore at Leamington 
Road for up to 75 dwellings. The footnotes state that this can only occur when adequate replacement of 
pitch provision is made to the satisfaction of the Council and Sport England, which raises serious issues 
of deliverability. Indeed, the site was excluded from the Council’s Strategic Housing Land Availability 
Assessment in 2015 as it was allocated as a designated open space and sports pitch use and was not seen 
as available or deliverable.  Details of any replacement facility are unclear and given the well-documented 
financial and other problems facing Coventry City F.C. and its relationship with its owners – Sisu or Otium 
Entertainment – there can be absolutely no guarantees that replacement facility issues will be 
satisfactorily resolved and that this site will come forward for development.     

1.17 Tarmac has repeatedly raised these issues and soundness concerns with the Council but modifications 
have not been made to the Plan and therefore we can only conclude that Policy GP2 is not justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy.  

b. How does Policy GP2 deal with development opportunities and pressures arising on the urban edges of 
Coventry and Hinkley along the borough boundary? Is this justified and would it be effective? 

1.18 In short, for all the reasons set out in this Statement, Tarmac considers that Policy GP2 singularly fails to 
deal with pressures arising on the edge of the borough boundary, particularly Coventry, where 
considerable unmet housing needs arise. Indeed, the Council states that development within the borough 
that is related to Hinkley, Coventry and other sites remains contrary to the wider, Rugby-dominated 
approach set out in the Plan and claims that such development would not achieve sustainable 
development. This, however, does not square with the facts or other elements of the evidence base as 
set out in this Statement.      

1.19 Paragraph 54 of the NPPF highlights the importance of planning for local needs, particularly in relation to 
affordable housing and locating housing where it will enhance the vitality of rural and other communities. 
The Council’s Sustainability Appraisal sets out that the concentration of development on Rugby and to 
the south of the District carries with it some negative effects of directing the vast majority of growth to 
this part of the Borough to the detriment of others. Policy GP2 and the associated Policy DS3 indicate 
that allocations within Main Rural Settlements will contribute just 527 new homes in total if they all come 
forward. This is a maximum figure, which is likely to be reduced once detailed capacity work is 
undertaken. This is less than 5% of the total housing proposed in the borough (12,400) and just 19% of 
the new homes needed in the borough to help meet Coventry’s unmet needs. Add a 10% non-
implementation allowance and the figures become even more stark and limited in terms of their impact 
in addressing cross-boundary matters, wider issues and the objectives of the Local Plan. 

1.20 Therefore, Tarmac does not consider that this policy has been positively prepared, is justified, effective 
or consistent with national policy; it will also fail to meet the stated objectives of the Plan to: enhance 
local services, bolster their role as local service centres, ensure that all residents (including those from 
Coventry) have a decent and affordable home and ensure the Borough has a diverse economy.  

c. What is the basis for the overall development strategy contained in Policies GP2, DS3 and DS4 of the RBLP, 
in terms of the broad location and spatial distribution of development between different settlements and 
parts of the borough? 



1.21 Tarmac believes that this is a question primarily for the Council to answer. However, Tarmac considers 
that the Council has failed to look sufficiently beyond Rugby town and has under-valued the capacity and 
suitability of Main Rural Settlements and other well-connected sites close to Coventry to help meet the 
city’s unmet needs. Hence, it is not considered that the Council has sufficiently assessed the spatial 
distribution of the housing and employment growth it proposes in the Plan. It has also failed to assess a 
wide variety of options before deciding on the most appropriate spatial distribution. There was an 
opportunity to do this in conjunction with the discussion and agreement over the Coventry and 
Warwickshire Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) but this was regrettably not pursued so as not to 
prejudice the ‘sovereign’ role of each of the authorities to determine the most sustainable locations to 
meet respective housing requirements. This was a lost opportunity for co-operative, collaborative and 
consistent decision-making and therefore raises serious soundness issues in our opinion.  

1.22 The Plan and Policy GP2 do not refer to the edge of Coventry as a sustainable option within the settlement 
strategy. Paragraph 3.16 of the Local Plan suggests that the Coventry urban edge is not a sustainable 
location for development. However, this runs counter to work on the MoU, the Inspector’s conclusions 
on the soundness of the Coventry Local Plan (which includes proposals in this area) and work undertaken 
by other Warwickshire authorities that have shown that such options can represent sustainable 
development opportunities. There is also an inconsistency between Policy GP2 (settlement hierarchy) 
and Policy DS2 as Paragraph 4.22 suggests that sites for Gypsy and Travellers may be appropriate adjacent 
to the city’s boundary when similar considerations apply.    

1.23 Tarmac considers that this highlights the confusion in the development strategy, the lack of consideration 
of suitable and sustainable options for the distribution of such development, the failure to consider 
proximity and the relationship with Coventry and the lack of consistency with national policy.  

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?       

1.24 Tarmac considers that this is a question primarily for the Council to answer and reserves its right to 
respond to any written or verbal responses from the Council either before or at the Examination hearings. 
Tarmac also refer to comments provided elsewhere within this and other Hearing Statements.  

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?  

1.25 No. As indicated elsewhere within this Statement, Tarmac considers that whilst there will inevitably and 
sustainably be a focus on Rugby for further larger-scale development this should not be at the expense 
of a balanced, bespoke and sustainable spatial strategy that responds to the needs, issues, demands and 
economic pressures facing the area and makes the most of its locational benefits and assets. Regrettably 
there has been no comprehensive review nor proper consideration given to taking land out of the Green 
Belt to meet Coventry’s unmet needs. The whole approach to Coventry is difficult to comprehend given 
the Green Belt Study (2015), advice in the NPPF, Coventry City Council’s spatial strategy and the 
considerable housing need that the Council needs to accommodate over the Plan period. The Plan is also 
inconsistent with Paragraph 21 of the NPPF as the spatial development strategy is out-of-step with the 
Updated Coventry and Warwickshire LEP Strategic Economic Plan (SEP) (August 2016).  The SEP sets out 
the LEP’s policies for the business and employment growth of the area, of which the A45 and south 
Coventry are key elements with Growth Deal projects aimed at improving connectivity and bringing key 
sites forward for development to support economic growth and job creation.  

f. 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?    

1.26 No. The unmet housing need of Coventry is a major strategic planning issue for the Coventry and 
Warwickshire HMA and local authorities. It is critical that all of the authorities make appropriate provision 



for additional housing to help meet this need. The Plan should be making the appropriate contribution 
to both meeting local housing needs and to the wider housing needs agreed under the SHMA process. It 
is disappointing that despite the need for cross-boundary working and the agreement over the MoU that 
the Local Plan does not properly address this key strategic planning issue. A failure to prepare a strategy 
within the Local Plan which recognises the importance of considering the relationship of sites to Coventry 
when considering how well they contribute to helping to meet Coventry’s needs and sustainability issues 
is unsound. The approach taken, of delivering housing that is asserted to contribute to Coventry’s needs 
solely in accordance with the Council’s own spatial strategy is unsound as it takes no account of the 
relationship of those homes to meeting need generated by the city along with its related social and 
economic issues. The Plan should be clear as to which specific housing sites within the Borough make up 
the contribution towards Coventry’s needs, as this would allow effective monitoring of delivery and 
enable affordable housing requirements (for Coventry) to be considered concurrently, which the Plan 
fails to achieve. As such it is not an effective approach and is unsound. 

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?  

1.27 No. It only serves to reinforce the focus on Rugby, the failure to address the relationship of sites and 
 housing to meet Coventry’s needs and the lack of clarity and transparency in the Council’s decisions on 
 strategic development options in the Plan.  The deletion of the Walsgrave Hill Farm allocation and 
 failure to identify a cohesive strategy and range of housing and employment allocations, which are well 
 related to Coventry, is unsound and unsustainable and therefore contrary to national policy. We refer 
 to previous comments to support the comments on this question.  

h. Taking the latest Housing Trajectory in Appendix 2 of the RBLP, what is the justification for providing 15,369 
dwellings over the Plan period 2011-2031 against a housing requirement of 12,400 dwellings?    

1.28 Tarmac considers that this is a question primarily for the Council to answer and reserves its right to 
 respond to any written or verbal responses from the Council either before or at the Examination 
 hearings. We note that the Plan indicates at Paragraph 4.12 that 13,664 dwellings are expected to come 
 forward in the Plan period as reflected in the Housing Trajectory.  

i. Is there capacity in the local housing market and housebuilding industry to support the scale and rate of 
housing growth committed and planned on the south side of Rugby?  

1.29 We make no comment except to draw attention to the conclusions of the GL Hearn study on behalf of 
 the Council in the Housing Delivery Study (2015), which stated that providing additional large strategic 
 sites in the town would not necessarily increase overall housing delivery as the majority of major 
 national and regional house-builders are already committed to extant or proposed schemes.  

j. To what extent do the proposed allocations in Policy DS4 and the available supply at existing employment 
sites identified in Policy ED1 provide for the long term strategic and local employment land requirements of 
the borough and wider sub-region, in terms of location, quality and quantity?  

1.30 No comment.  

k. Is there a need to consider additional allocations of employment land at Ansty and Ryton Prologis Park, 
given their role as sub-regional employment sites and the limited remaining supply of undeveloped land at 
both sites?  

1.31 No comment. 


