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Rugby Borough Local Plan Examinations: Stage 1 Hearings 

Issue 3b: Strategic Allocations – Lodge Farm (Policies DS5 and DS10) 

HEARING STATEMENT  -  DAVID THOMPSON   

 
1. This hearing statement to the Inspector, appointed by the Secretary of State to 

examine in public the Draft Local Plan of Rugby Borough Council (RBC), has 
been prepared and submitted by David Thompson. He is Chairman of Stand 
Against Lodge Farm Village (SALFV). This is a voluntary residents’ action group 
which was formed in August 2016 to resist the proposal to include Lodge Farm 
Village (Policy DS10) in the adopted Local Plan of RBC. This statement, 
however, is my personal statement and reiterates and expands on my letter to 
RBC Councillors and the second consultation dated 21 December 2016. This 
letter was used as their framework agenda for the meeting of RBC with SALFV 
of 3 January 2017.  
 

2. I am a graduate of Cambridge University with a Degree in Agriculture and a 
Postgraduate Diploma in Agriculture (Agricultural Economics). I was formerly a 
Director of Lawrence Gould + Company plc, Agricultural and Environmental 
Consultants, and Managing Director of its UK and European subsidiary 
company. I have lived in the locality of Lodge Farm for over 30 years.   
 

3. Since August 2016, I have consistently stressed that I recognise the vital 
necessity for more housing in the Borough and that this can only be achieved 
through the adoption of a sound Local Plan to forestall uncontrolled and 
unplanned development. However from the outset  I have believed that a new 
settlement at Lodge Farm is unsound because:-  
 

● The proposal is not sustainable insofar as it is located in a remote 
and isolated part of the Borough 

● The proposal is not deliverable because the cost of providing 
adequate infrastructure at the outset of the implementation of the 
policy will preclude the promoter of the site from delivering the policy 
as proposed.  

● There is not sufficient objective evidence to remove the alternative 
site of Walsgrave Hill Farm,  proposed in the “Preferred Options” 
report, from the Local Plan 

● There is minimal local support for this proposal from the residents 
living within a 3 mile radius of the site including those in the 
neighbouring District/County of Daventry/Northamptonshire. 
 

4. However, I believe that the Lodge Farm allocation is derived from an 
opportunistic availability of land being brought forward by speculative 
landowners and developers and that the site – located in open countryside - 
should not have been selected. Effectively, RBC would be giving in to those 
same forces which it seeks to forestall through the Local Plan. 
 

5. Numerous personal representations, guided to a significant extent by SALFV 
and its professional advisers, have been made by local residents during the two 
consultations pointing out that Policy DS10 was unsound because  
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● it failed to meet the sustainability objectives, defined by RBC and 
incorporating the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
sustainability criteria.  

● the RAG scoring of the  proposal and of the policy, carried out by LUC, 
contained obvious errors – particularly with regard to transport and 
traffic. 
 

6. Professional representations on behalf of SALFV were made during the 
consultations to demonstrate that Policy DS10 was unsound, was not justified, 
was not effective and was not consistent with the requirements of the NPPF.  
 

7. At a meeting, held at the instigation of Rugby Borough Council on 3 January 
2017 and attended by the then professional adviser of SALFV, the Rugby 
Borough Councillor representing Leam Valley Ward (the ward including the 
Lodge Farm site) and me, a senior Officer of Rugby Borough Council agreed to 
revisit the sustainability appraisal for Lodge Farm with LUC and to allow SALFV 
to raise their concerns with LUC. Despite repeated reminders, RBC failed to 
keep their promise. However, RBC did ask LUC to review their sustainability 
scores and, unsurprisingly, LUC concluded that their work had been without 
blemish. However, no independent reappraisal was carried out.  
 

8. I continue to believe that Policy DS10 is unsustainable. There is minimal 
information available about the detailed proposals of Policy DS10. The 
proposals concerning DS10 upon which the public has been consulted 
comprise the Vision Document (now withdrawn from the Examination Library), 
the Draft Local Plan Publication Draft (LP01) and the Sustainability Appraisal 
Report (LP03). In the absence of further information, it was upon this evidence 
that the public were asked to comment.  
 

9. From the date of the publication of the Draft Local Plan in September 2016, 
RBC acknowledged that the Vision Document for the Lodge Farm site 
contained errors. For example, it was admitted to me at the consultation 
meeting, held in Grandborough Village Hall on 29 September 2016, that there 
would not be an allocation of employment land on the site. It was misleading of 
RBC to promote this document, which clearly contained errors, throughout the 
consultation. Equally, no further details of the development of this site have 
been released with the exception of the reduced delivery of housing within the 
plan period as identified in the Housing Trajectory (from 850 houses in LP01 – 
Appendix 2 to 665 houses in LP55 – Appendix 2)  and the Local Plan Viability 
Testing Report (LP22). In the absence of further information, it can only be 
assumed that these documents, including the Vision Document, form the basis 
for the implementation of Policy DS10.  
 

10. I believe that no significant consideration has been given to where the residents 
of the proposed Lodge Farm would work. Currently residents in the 
neighbouring villages drive to work in every direction – principally using the A45 
towards Coventry, Rugby and Daventry, and any traffic heading towards Rugby 
would inevitably exacerbate congestion at the Dunchurch crossroads.  
 
Significant numbers also drive south-west towards Southam, Leamington Spa 
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and Gaydon (JLR) and north-east towards Barby and the Daventry International 
Rail Freight Terminal (DIRFT). An increase in the traffic using these country 
roads – many of which are single track with passing spaces – would cause 
severe traffic impacts contrary to the NPPF vision of locating new housing to 
avoid use of the private cars.1 The traffic passing through the villages of 
Grandborough, Willoughby and Barby would increase and the problems of 
existing bottlenecks would be exacerbated. Only by massive investment in the 
widening and improvement of these country roads could these be alleviated 
and, even so, the problems in the villages themselves could not be solved.         
 

11. I believe that DS10 is unsustainable in its own right; but would be even more 
so if the investment in infrastructure required to bring this proposal to fruition 
was not completed before the first house came on stream – provisionally 
scheduled in the revised Housing Trajectory for 2022-23. The developer, having 
already made a contribution towards the construction of the South West Spine 
Road, would be required prior to this date to fund:  

 
● improvements to the A45 – a considerable task given that it is 

already classified as a High Risk Crash Route and will be even 
more heavily used throughout the period of construction of 
almost 20 years (based on housing trajectory delivery of 80 
houses a year) 

● investment in the country road network, heavily subsidised 
public transport provision, flood prevention,  sewage disposal, 
utility supplies etc 

● as well as the on-site provision of access roads, landscaping, a 
local centre with a shop and premises for additional police staff, 
and a primary school.  

 
12. Given this requirement for massive up-front investment, there is little doubt that 

the developer would be unable, in practice, to meet the requirement of 30% 
affordable housing. The Head of Growth and Investment of RBC conceded this 
in a recorded interview (recorded with his permission) with me. It should also 
be noted that St. Modwen, the promoters of the site, and RBC have a track 
record of agreeing low levels of affordable housing – with RBC having agreed 
to the inclusion of only 5% affordable housing in the Planning Permission 
application by St Modwen on Technology Drive, Rugby in June 2017 
(R17/0036).  
 

13. Mr Christopher Barfield has produced a telling analysis of the financial viability 
of DS10 and has submitted this analysis to the Inspector. This analysis 
concludes that the proposal is not viable based on the criteria identified by 
Dixon Searle in their Local Plan Viability Testing Report (LP22). Dixon Searle 
have used different assumptions in their detailed calculations from those 
described in the body of their report. It is these errors which together have led 
Dixon Searle to the conclusion that the site is viable. This is not correct. 
 

                                                           
1 (See also point 17 below in relation to the proximity to Coventry to meet Coventry’s 
unmet housing needs) 
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14.  Furthermore, the Dixon Searle Report (LP22) uses a standard assumption of 
£20,000 per house as the investment requirement for the provision of 
infrastructure – giving a figure of £30 million for the site. It is extremely unlikely 
that such a figure is adequate for an isolated rural site, with poor existing roads 
and no public transport provision. It is believed that the only reason that RBC 
initially chose 1500 houses was in order to qualify as an applicant for the 
Government’s Locally-Led Green Villages, Towns and Cities initiative (the 
application failed) and that the Government specified a minimum site size of 
1500 houses because this was the absolute minimum size of a self-sustaining 
village site. The Lodge Farm site has multiple adverse factors which suggest it 
would need to be much larger for it to be a sustainable development in the 
format and the manner of delivery which has been proposed.  
 

15. I believe that the Walsgrave Hill Farm site offers a more sustainable solution to 
meeting the Housing Need of RBC. As part of the Memorandum of 
Understanding, entered into by neighbouring authorities in Coventry and 
Warwickshire in September 2015, RBC agreed to provide for an additional 2800 
homes in the Borough to meet Coventry’s unmet housing need. In its Preferred 
Options document, RBC agreed to allocate land at Walsgrave Hill Farm 
specifically to meet a significant part of this need. This document stated 

 
“In consideration of the significant contribution other areas of the borough will 
be making to meeting Rugby’s housing need and that the additional need is 
coming from Coventry, delivery on the edge of Coventry is a logical approach”  
  
Furthermore, the document continues  
 
“…the promotion of sustainable patterns of development that meet identified 
housing needs is an exceptional circumstance that can justify Green Belt 
release. In this specific location, the advantages of locating development that 
meet the unmet housing needs of the Coventry and Warwickshire housing 
market area, Coventry City specifically, are a further sufficiently exceptional 
circumstance to justify Green Belt release within Rugby Borough”  

 
16. Following the publication of the Preferred Options document and the further 

“call for sites”, the Walsgrave Hill Farm site was excluded and the Lodge Farm 
site was included.  The reasons for the exclusion of Walsgrave Hill Farm, have 
been identified as 
 

● doubts about the deliverability of the essential road 
improvements 

● concerns about local ecology (SSSI) and heritage (Coombe 
Abbey) 

● the requirement of the site promoters to include employment 
land 

● meeting the exceptional circumstances for Green Belt release. 
 

I believe that the first three of these concerns have been adequately addressed 
in the submissions and representations on behalf of the promoters, Roxhill. It 
should also be noted that the sustainability assessment of the Walsgrave Hill 
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Farm site (S14075) shows that even LUC demonstrate this site to be more 
sustainable than in the original assessment of the Lodge Farm site (S16046). 
Hence, the criterion provided for removal of a site from the Green Belt (at 
Paragraph 84 of the NPPF) is met.    
  
  

17. I believe that the Draft Local Plan does not provide adequately for the provision 
of the unmet housing needs of Coventry. This totals 2800 houses and is 
substantially more than the number of houses scheduled for construction in the 
Draft Local Plan in the north-west area of the borough. The NPPF supports 
development which “facilitates the use of sustainable modes of transport” and 
“where the need to travel will be minimised”. The proposed site of Lodge Farm 
in the Draft Local Plan ostensibly fails these tests in respect of Coventry’s needs 
- being fourteen miles from the City. 
 

18. The Preferred Options document attracted a total of approximately 280 
representations – including a handful relating to the Walsgrave Hill Farm 
allocation. The number of representations submitted to the two consultations 
on the Draft Local Plan is unknown – but is believed to be approximately 6,000 
including a petition concerning Policy DS10 signed by approximately 1,800 
people. A significant majority of the representations related to Lodge Farm – 
Policy DS10 – demanding the withdrawal of this allocation from the Local Plan. 
 

19. In addition to the representations from residents living in the locality, there has 
been unanimity in the support of the politicians representing local residents  for 
the withdrawal of this allocation. There has been support from Rt. Hon. Jeremy 
Wright MP, QC, the MP for the Kenilworth and Southam Constituency in which 
Lodge Farm is located and from the MPs of the neighbouring constituencies, 
Mark Pawsey MP, the MP for Rugby and Bulkington and Chris Heaton-Harris, 
the MP for Daventry. Councillor Howard Roberts, the Warwickshire County 
Councillor for the Dunsmore ward, and Councillor Emma Crane, Rugby 
Borough Councillor for the Leam Valley ward, have actively supported the 
withdrawal of Policy DS10 from the Draft Local Plan as have the Parish 
Councils of Grandborough, Willoughby and Barby & Onley.  
 

20. Councillor Emma Crane tabled an amendment, at the Rugby Council Meeting 
at which the decision to submit the Draft Local Plan to the Secretary of State 
was taken, to remove Lodge Farm from the submission. The amendment was 
defeated by 20 votes to 18 with the Leader of the Council supporting the 
amendment. Such a narrow margin was remarkable given that several 
Councillors admitted during the debate that their decisions not to support the 
amendment were based on the fear of the Lodge Farm allocation being re-
allocated to their ward or on the perceived need (magnified by the Portfolio 
Holder for Growth and Investment) to submit the Draft Local Plan to the 
Secretary of State as soon as possible. (SALFV have a full recording of the 
proceedings of this meeting).   
 

21. I believe that the allocation of Lodge Farm (DS10) in the adopted RBC Local 
Plan would be a denial of local democracy. The vast majority of local residents 
are united in their wholehearted opposition to this policy. The large attendances 
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at public meetings held by SALFV are indicative of the groundswell of 
opposition to Lodge Farm. In “A Plain English Guide to the Localism Act” 
published in 2011 in support of the Localism Act, it is stated that “Instead of 
local people being told what to do, the Government thinks that local 
communities should have genuine opportunities to influence the future of the 
places where they live”.  
 

22. It is plain that RBC is seeking to impose DS10 on the local community. Its failed 
application to be recognised as one of the Government’s Locally-Led Green  
Village, Towns and Cities was made before consulting local Parish Councils or 
residents despite consultation being a specified requirement for applications to 
the initiative. 
 

23. In Para 4.75 of LP01 Publication Local Plan (September 2016), RBC states ‘It 
is important that the overall vision is clearly established to help develop the 
community's own identity. To this end, the Council will submit an expression of 
interest for a locally led garden village with the support from the site 
promoter/developers of the new village. The input of existing local communities 
will also be key to the successful development of the new garden village’. 
Clearly local people are an afterthought. Following the subsequent consultation 
periods on the Local Plan, RBC can have been in no doubt that there was and 
would not be any local support. Yet, in spite of this, they have tenaciously clung 
onto the Lodge Farm allocation.  
 

24. LP54 amends Para 4.75 to leave out the second sentence about the garden 
village as the application failed. But RBC continues to assert that ‘The input of 
existing local communities will also be key to the successful development of the 
new village’. 

 
25. Both the Senior Officer and Councillors promoting the Draft Local Plan appear 

to have gone through the process of consultation so that they could tick the 
right boxes rather than listen and respond to local concerns. Indicative of this 
is the fact that minimal amendments to the Draft Local Plan were made despite 
substantial representations.  
 
 

26. In conclusion, for all the reasons given above, I continue to believe that DS10 
is 
 

● Unsustainable 

● Undeliverable 

● Unnecessary because there is a viable alternative 

 
I regard the allocation of 1500 houses at Lodge Farm under Policy DS10 as 
being wholly inappropriate.  

 


