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RUGBY BOROUGH LOCAL PLAN EXAMINATION  

STATEMENT TO THE STAGE 1 HEARINGS  

On behalf of Rural Development Holdings Ltd 

 

Matter 3 Overall Development Strategy  

a) Is the settlement hierarchy set out in Policy GP2 justified and consistent with national 

policy? 

 

b) How does Policy GP2 deal with development opportunities and pressures arising on the 

urban edges of Coventry and Hinckley along the borough boundary?  Is this justified and 

would it be effective? 

 

Policy GP2: Settlement Hierarchy identifies that Rugby will be the main focus for development in 

the Borough with the second tier of the hierarchy being the ‘Main Rural Settlements’.  While it is 

appropriate for Rugby to remain the primary focus for growth, we question the stark difference in 

approach and the significant constraints imposed upon the next level of settlement in the 

hierarchy below Rugby.  The justification for the proposed approach to delivering development to 

meet the unmet needs of Coventry is also unclear, with sustainable locations closest to Coventry 

apparently rejected. 

Although Main Rural Settlements are proposed to accommodate some growth, their potential is 

severely limited by tightly drawn development boundaries, and these settlements are not 

positioned to play as full a role as they might in delivering sustainable growth across the 

Borough. For example, Binley Woods is a Main Rural Settlement located at the edge of the 

Borough, and is also close to the boundary with Coventry City.  As such it is ideally situated to 

assist in delivering growth for the Borough and in accommodating some of the unmet need from 

Coventry.  Amendments to the settlement boundary are proposed in the emerging Inset Map (3), 

but only to include a small allocation of ‘up to 62’ units.  This is not sufficient to provide flexibility 

for housing delivery and distribution for the medium term of the Plan period, and fails to capitalise 

on an opportunity for sustainable growth close to Coventry.   

The Main Rural Settlements are sustainable settlements, and the emerging Spatial Strategy 

purports to see them as having an “important role locally” in delivering growth, but the tightly 

drawn settlement boundary and limited site allocations will prevent settlements such as Binley 

Woods from delivering on their potential to accommodate sustainable growth.  Furthermore, 

there is almost no difference in the policy approach to Main Rural Settlements as the settlements 

at the next level down in the hierarchy (‘Rural Villages’).  The publication plan suggests that the 

intention of the settlement hierarchy is to “support the sustainability and maintenance of existing 

services……by enabling development which will support the local community” in the Main Rural 

Settlements (para 3.11).  It is unclear how the low levels of growth proposed in these settlements 

will deliver this objective, and to what extent the Council has considered allocating appropriate 

but higher levels of development to the Main Rural Settlements.  If considered, it is not clear how 

this compares to the proposed approach, or on what grounds this alternative strategy was 

rejected.  

However, it is noteworthy and telling that Policy GP2 is assessed as having only a neutral impact 

on delivery of Sustainability Appraisal Objective 4 regarding Housing (see table 6.2 of the 

Sustainability Appraisal Report, Sept 2016).  It seems clear that to deliver the ‘significant boost’ 

to housing delivery required by the NPPF the settlement hierarchy could and should plan more 

proactively to enable housing growth across the Borough. 
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The previous iteration of the Local Plan included a supporting statement regarding Main Rural 

Settlements which stated that “each delivers approximately 100 dwellings over the first five years 

of the plan post adoption”. Our earlier input to the process queried this lack of ambition, but it is 

disappointing to see that even this modest target has not been carried forward into the 

submission draft Plan.  Having been clear that the Main Rural Settlements are considered 

suitable and capable of accommodating some growth and it is therefore perplexing that at Binley 

Woods an allocation has been attached to the settlement for only ‘up to 62’ dwellings.  It is noted 

that none of the Main Rural Settlements have allocations of more than 100 units, but many 

others are also well below the 100 dwelling figure.  Therefore it is difficult to understand how 

Main Rural Settlements will be able to perform the “important role locally” in delivering growth 

and in alleviating pressure on the smaller, less sustainable Rural Villages and countryside.  More 

allocations are required at this level of the Hierarchy even to meet the Council’s unambitious 

earlier target.  

The development boundary around Main Rural Settlements such as Binley Woods should be 

flexible enough to accommodate further development over the plan period, and maximise 

efficient use of previously developed land.  To ensure flexibility the Binley Woods settlement 

boundary should be amended to include an allocation at the former Oakdale Garden Centre site 

located to the immediate east of the Primary School and settlement boundary.  The western part 

of this site is previously developed land in the Green Belt, and its redevelopment would represent 

efficient and sustainable use of land by protecting other parts of the Green Belt around Binley 

Woods and beyond.  The NPPF explicitly encourages re-use and redevelopment of previously 

developed land in the Green Belt (NPPF paragraph 89). 

The supporting text for GP2 also states that countryside locations are inappropriate for 

development, but without building flexibility in the Plan by enabling Main Rural Settlements to 

appropriately fulfil their potential, it is difficult to see how the Council will be able to ensure that 

the countryside is robustly protected in a scenario where housing delivery falls behind (also see 

Matter 3 i).    

The site is located adjacent to the village of Binley Woods, but in the Parish of Brandon.  This 

administrative issue has been given informally as one reason why the site was not assessed 

during the earlier ‘call for sites’ process, and was not considered a reasonable alternative 

(because development here would not be in Binley Woods).  The site is clearly well located to 

meet the needs of Binley Woods, and is some distance remote from the village of Brandon.  In 

our view this fails to comply with the need to consider all reasonable alternatives in allocating 

housing land associated with Binley Woods.  

The only other reason indicated for the rejection of the site is found in Appendix 3 of the 2016 

SHLAA Update where the site (reference S16037) is considered ‘not suitable’ due to “landscape 

sensitivity and impact on coalescence of settlements”.  The evidence for this conclusion is not 

clear, and there appears to be no detail provided in any of the subsequent SHLAA or 

Sustainability Assessment reports.  However, this conclusion is at odds with a proposal to 

redevelop just the western part of the site which still contains derelict built structures, hard-

standing areas, and a bungalow, and which has extant planning permission for a replacement, 

larger Garden Centre.  Landscape and Visual Assessment work undertaken on behalf of the site 

promoters does not identify landscape sensitivity as a constraint on redevelopment of the 

western most part of the site. 
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d) Is it justified as the most appropriate 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? 

 

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? 

 

The Council’s proposed strategy underplays the role of the Main Rural Settlements (the 2
nd

 tier in the 

settlement hierarchy), including those well located to help deliver the unmet needs of Coventry, and 

over relies on growth located in or adjacent to Rugby, and a new settlement in the open countryside 

to the south of Rugby.  Additional allocations to the Main Rural Settlements would represent a 

sustainable alternative to the proposed strategy (also see matter 3 f) regarding the needs of 

Coventry).  

The former Oakdale Garden Centre site was submitted in response to the Council’s 2015/16 ‘Call for 

Sites’ exercise seeking additional residential development land.  A capacity of 100 dwellings was 

indicated.  The site presents an ideal opportunity for the Council to deliver development at a 

sustainable location on a partly previously developed site with excellent access to local services and 

infrastructure in a countryside location which does not make a significant contribution to the stated 

objectives of the Coventry Green Belt. 

The site is in the Parish of Brandon, not within Binley Woods. However, the presence of the Parish 

boundary should not prevent full consideration of the site which is adjacent to the Primary School, and 

very close to the physical extent of Binley Woods.  It is within a few minutes’ walk of local retail 

facilities of Binley Woods, and well located for existing bus services on Rugby Road running 

immediately past the site and which provide connections to Coventry as well as Rugby.  The site is 

available now and could deliver housing quickly.  In delivering growth required across the Borough it 

would also support Binley Woods as a Main Rural Settlement, and fit with the “important” local role 

envisaged by the settlement hierarchy.  

Although the site is currently Green Belt it includes previously developed land which has been vacant 

for approximately 10 years and is in a state of disrepair.  The former buildings and other development 

on the site presents an unattractive and problematic feature for local residents and, despite the 

decent existing boundary planting which screens the site from many points to the east, from some 

viewpoints on Rugby Road.  Policy GP3 of the Publication Plan supports the development of 

previously developed land.  The allocation of the former garden centre site at Binley Woods would 

therefore satisfy this emerging policy by bringing back into use an unattractive and vacant site. 

A number of potential redevelopment options for the site are currently being considered, and the 

landowner is actively promoting residential development to meet the needs of older people alongside 

a children’s nursery.  Emerging landscape led masterplanning shows a strong and generous 

landscape buffer would maintain separation between Binley Woods and Brandon, and minimise any 

effects on the openness of the Green Belt or on the gap between Binley Woods and Brandon.  

However, separating these villages is understood not to be one of the stated objectives of the 

Coventry Green Belt which serves to prevent the encroachment of Coventry City.  

The Local Plan sets out clear objectives for the development of the Borough over the Plan period, 

including Social Objective 3 which discusses housing for older people and Economic Objective 5 

which seeks to support business, regardless of size.   

Should other sites not progress as anticipated and should the Council need to find alternative options 

for development opportunities in order to maintain a deliverable supply of housing sites.  The site at 

the former Oakdale Roses Garden Centre provides a viable and available opportunity for sustainable 

development at Binley Woods. The reliance on a Parish Boundary to explain the lack of consideration 
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to the allocation of a previously developed land in the Green Belt adjacent to Binley Woods 

represents a failure to properly consider all reasonable alternatives.  This site  would bring vacant, 

derelict and unattractive land back into use and could help in delivering some of the need derived 

from Coventry as well as contributing to the Council’s 5 year housing land supply obligations. The 

settlement boundary should therefore be amended and this site allocated for development. 

 

 

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? 

 

As noted previously, the Local Plan Options consultation document stated that delivery of 

housing towards the edge of Coventry is a logical approach due to the fact that some of the 

Borough’s housing requirement is derived from unmet need in Coventry. This logical approach 

previously identified has been lost in the submitted Publication document, rendering it unsound.  

Whilst Rugby town should remain the main focus for development over the Plan period, the need 

derived from Coventry should be met as close to the boundary as possible. It is surprising that 

this is no longer the approach being proposed by the Council, and the reasons for the change 

are not clear with regards to overall sustainability objectives and imperatives, and to deliverability 

of the Plan. 

The Main Rural Settlement of Binley Woods could assist in delivering more of Coventry’s unmet 

need in a sustainable location close to the administrative boundary with the City.  This 

opportunity will be lost through the allocation of a small site which will deliver significantly below 

the previously suggested 100 dwellings and the constraints imposed by a tightly drawn 

settlement boundary.  An opportunity to incorporate a vacant, derelict previously developed site 

to the immediate east of Binley Woods is being overlooked, and appears not to have been 

properly considered. 

We believe that the Council should seek to accommodate development on and close to the edge 

of Coventry to provide a balanced delivery strategy.  Extending the settlement boundary to 

include an allocation at the former Oakdale Garden Centre along with other measures to locate 

growth closer to the City would help ensure more balanced delivery and a more direct response 

to the needs of Coventry. 

 

 

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? 

Large sites and new settlements are typically slow to deliver due to a combination of land 

assembly where there are multiple landowners, and where significant new infrastructure can be 

required in advance of development.  

A strategy which provides greater flexibility for a larger number of smaller developments, 

including sites associated with suitable levels of growth of the Main Rural Settlements such as 

Binley Woods would represent a more deliverable strategy.   

This approach would enable smaller and medium-sized developers to play a more active role in 

delivering the growth required, and would also reduce the risks of slow and inadequate rates of 

development which is very common where there is a reliance on a small number of very large 

sites. 


