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Matter 3 

Issue 3b: Strategic Allocations - South West Rugby  

Questions 

1. (a)  … What is the status of the masterplan SPD? 

 

1. (c) How would the development mitigate the impacts of additional traffic generation on 

Dunchurch village and the surrounding roads and maximise the use of sustainable modes of 

travel? 

Concise Answers and Summary 

1. (a)  The Draft SW Rugby Masterplan SPD is a flawed document, paid for by the developers 

and inappropriately referenced in the Proposal Draft. It has not been the subject of 

consultation. 

 

1. (c)  The development would exacerbate traffic conditions on some of the surrounding roads. 

RBC has not considered maximising the use of sustainable modes of travel. 

 

Masterplan SPD 

Origin of the Draft SW Rugby Masterplan SPD 

1. DS3 proposes three major new allocations viz DS7, DS8 and DS10. The first two are claimed 

to be sustainable urban extensions. Only one of these, DS8, is singled out by citing a Masterplan SPD 

in its relevant policy. The Proposal Draft states “Each Sustainable Urban Extension is supported by a 

comprehensive masterplan …”1 [my emphasis]. (In fact RBC published no masterplan for DS7 during 

its Proposals Draft consultations nor is one included in the Examination Library). 

 

2. The first sight of a masterplan for SW Rugby came at an event organised by WCC in Bilton on 

28 September 2016. Protests were made about the absence of this masterplan on the RBC website 

and it was eventually published there. However there was a critical difference between the Bilton 

document and the website document. Evidence of the author of the document, Savills, was removed 

for the website. RBC did not produce the Draft SW Rugby Masterplan SPD (DSWRMSPD)40 but rather 

it was produced for the developers who intend to build in the area. The RBC logo it sports on its 

front cover is thus misleading. 

 

3. Neither version of the DSWRMSPD is in the Examination Library indeed RBC now appear to 

deny that it ever existed6. 
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Flaws in the DSWRMSPD 

4. As expected for a document produced for developers and lacking input from the public the 

DSWRMSPD is flawed. Flaws include: 

 

- The alignment of the link road is not compliant with DS941; 

- The allocation of B8 employment land10 exceeds the DS8 allocation by a third; 

- Sustainable transport is not mentioned in the design principles42; 

- No sustainable transport link is shown connecting SW Rugby to the Town Centre41; 

- No sustainable transport link is shown connecting the eastern and western arms of SW 

Rugby41; 

- The required green infrastructure corridor linking Cawston Spinney with Cock Robin Wood2 

is not shown41; and 

- The 18ha Park & Garden required by HS4 is not shown. 

The DSWRMSPD states “this SPD be developed over the coming months”3 [sic] but the fifteen 

succeeding months have produced no further iterations.  

DS8 and the DSWRMSPD  

5. DS8 contains five internal references to the masterplan. But this puts the cart before the 

horse. SPDs are to add detail to Local Plans not to dictate them. The DSWRMSPD correctly states 

that it cannot be adopted until a Local Plan is adopted4. If the Council were to follow its Statement of 

Community Involvement this would require a minimum of a four week consultation stage, followed 

by an analysis of responses and adjustments to take them into account, the preparation of a report 

and scheduling the decision for a meeting of full Council5. Some months would elapse between Local 

Plan adoption and the SPD being adopted. Throughout this period policy DS8 would be meaningless 

because it would refer to a non-existent document. Framptons7 and Richborough Estates8 share this 

concern. 

 

6. During the first consultation period I suggested an alternative wording for policy DS8 which 

did not contain references to the masterplan. RBC have not produced a response to my 

representation, nor Framptons’ nor Richborough Estates’ (further examples of breaches of their 

Statement of Community Involvement9). 

No Consultation on the DSWRMSPD 

7. It is common ground that there has been no consultation on the DSWRMSPD11. 
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Traffic Congestion and Sustainable Transport 

Traffic Congestion 

The Strategic Transport Assessments 

8. The Strategic Transport Assessment (STA) on which RBC seek to rely [LP20] was not available 

during either of the consultations on the Proposals Draft. It is common ground that the earlier 

version of this document [ie LP19] had technical shortcomings13. Some of these shortcomings have 

now been addressed: 

 

• The model now uses 2016 data rather than 2009 traffic counts14; 

• The long tail of extra traffic that the radio masts site16 and DIRFT III17 will generate beyond 

2031 is now incorporated in the model; and 

• The model now includes some of the areas to the East of Rugby which would be affected by 

Lodge Farm15. 

However other problems remain. Five of these are: 

• The trip generation figures used for new housing. It would appear that the TRICS database 

does not have any relevant studies of new housing in Warwickshire. WCC do not know what 

trip generation figures have been included in their model. In LP20 they say the 08.00 to 

09.00 standard residential departure rate is 0.4818 but in their validation report they quote 

0.39419. In either case these figures are below the rate observed when SARD endeavoured to 

fill the gap in the TRICS database20; 

• Delivering DS9 would require crossing a disused railway line. WCC’s 2015 advice to RBC 

concluded (inter-alia) that the “ … SW allocation options would benefit from a … review of 

the deliverability of the link … since … a crossing is required of railway land”21. However the 

deliverability of a link across the disused railway line is neither evaluated in LP19 nor in LP20. 

This work has either not been done or not reported; 

• Development under DS8 would increase traffic flows on the A4071 and add to congestion at 

the complex A45/A4071/B4453 junction(s) – sometimes known as the “Blooms” junction. 

The impact of this is not shown in LP19. This gap in analysis was brought to WCC’s attention 

in October 201622. However LP20 still does not contain an analysis of this junction;  

• There are issues with validation (discussed below); and 

• LP20 assumes that improvements in sustainable transport will produce a 10% modal shift23. 

However LP20 contains no proposals to achieve this. The 2015 advice of WCC to RBC 

concluded (inter-alia) that “All of the options … would benefit from a review … encouraging 

use of sustainable transport modes particularly with a view to reducing car based trips 

between the site proposals and Rugby town centre …”21. WCC were reminded of this advice 

in March 2016 and gave the following commitment “It is proposed to develop a 

Sustainable Transport Strategy and submit this as evidence … to inform the next 
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iteration of the Local Plan”24. This commitment was either not honoured or the results 

not published.  

 

9. There are two further general points I wish to make about the STA [LP20]. First it is limited in 

scope. It does not repeat the analysis of different location options for “sustainable urban 

extensions” found in LP19. To the extent that there is a transport case for expanding Rugby to the 

SW [as opposed to the North or SE] this rests upon the discredited 2010 version of the Rugby Wide 

Area traffic model. Secondly LP20 has not been subject to the scrutiny of a public consultation. 

Validation 

11. WCC’s traffic model validation report shows that the 2016 model has been audited by 

consultants who concluded that “The model will therefore provide a suitable assessment platform 

for future development proposals at the local plan level”27. This does not mean that the predictions 

of the 2016 model should be taken as infallible or used without consideration of their likely level of 

accuracy. The 2016 traffic counts were input to the model and the validation consisted of comparing 

observed 2016 traffic conditions with modelled 2016 traffic conditions. The validation did not test 

how the model copes with traffic growth. An informative exercise would have been to compare the 

2010 RWA model predictions for 2016 with observed 2016 conditions. This exercise was either not 

done or not reported. 

 

12. There are concerns that the Vectos micro-simulation software used for the Rugby Wide Area 

model does not accurately model the operation of the Dun Cow crossroads in Dunchurch. WSP 

Parsons Brinckerhoff review of the 2010 model states “the crossroads do not appear to present the 

levels of congestion and queueing that might be expected in a forecast model”25. WCC advised 

developers not to use the 2010 model when assessing the impact of proposed developments on the 

Dun Cow crossroads as the model “underestimates the level of congestion”26. The problems present 

with the 2010 model appear to have continued into the 2016 model. This model underestimates the 

length of time it takes for a vehicle to pass through the Dun Cow crossroads in five out of six of the 

peak hours studied28. 

2016 RWA model predictions for Dunchurch Village and the surrounding roads 

13. The excel output file from the model, VM170140.sp001 (July 2017), contains predictions of 

two way traffic flows and speeds for each of the six peak hours at one hundred locations. As it 

contains seven alternative scenarios it has over sixteen thousand data points44.  

 

14. Thirteen locations in Dunchurch Village and the surrounding roads have been selected and 

appendix 1 shows a traffic flow for that location in each of three different scenarios during the 

morning peak hour. Appendix 2 shows the traffic speed which is predicted for that traffic flow. 

Similar data could be presented for the other 87 locations and the other five peak travel hours – but 

not within a 3,000 word limit! 

 

15. The lowest traffic speeds are predicted for the Dun Cow crossroads. Speeds on Rugby Road 

southbound are forecast at 7mph. Here mitigation is expected to produce an improvement as the 

current model speed is 4mph. However the model does not show that the Local Plan would be 
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benign across all the network. Out of the thirteen directions/locations chosen there are seven that 

show that WCC’s forecast of the Local Plan and its mitigation leads to both an increase in traffic and 

a reduction in traffic speeds. These are: 

 

i) Alwyn Road; 

ii) Ashlawn Road; 

iii) Cawston Lane29; 

iv) Dunchurch Road (North of Sainsburys); 

v) Dunchurch Road on approach to the Gyratory; 

vi) The Gyratory; and 

vii) Rugby Road on approach to Cock Robin Junction. 

 

16. A somewhat surprising omission from this list is Bawnmore Road. Here WCC forecast that 

building the 10,179 extra houses allowed for in the Proposals Draft will result in a 10% reduction in 

traffic flows. In 2014 Marrons Planning stated that just building the eastern arm alone of the SW 

Rugby allocation would result in a 24% increase in peak morning traffic along this road30 and this 

prediction was accepted by WCC. 

 

17. Two locations show a significant “post-mitigation” worsening of conditions. In the northern 

part of Dunchurch village WCC predict the effect of RBC’s Proposal Draft would be to increase traffic 

volumes by 100% and reduce traffic speeds by 76%. At the Gyratory itself WCC predict the effect of 

RBC’s Proposal Draft would be to increase traffic volumes by 31% and reduce traffic speeds by 36%. 

[This could be worse. Diagrams included in the validation report31 suggest the WCC’s model tends to 

underestimate queue lengths at the Gyratory.] The software package used by WCC contains a 

module, AIRE, which predicts nitrogen dioxide concentrations but either this module has not been 

run for these two locations or its results have not been reported. 

 

18. Of the Gyratory WCC advise RBC that “… the likelihood of additional highway capacity 

enhancements being identified in this area is very low. The area also suffers from an issue with air 

quality that means that it is considered favourable to promote options which limit the amount of 

additional traffic which needs to utilise the Gyratory”32. 

 

19. Annual nitrogen dioxide concentrations at the Gyratory already exceed legal limits43. Rather 

than take WCC’s advice and pursue options which limit the amount of additional traffic needing to 

utilise the Gyratory RBC are proposing to increase traffic flows by about a third and see traffic 

speeds fall to 9mph. The impact on nitrogen dioxide concentrations has either not been assessed or 

not reported. However I submit that a reasonable assumption is that the impact of the Proposal 

Draft would be to worsen the already illegal conditions at the Gyratory. 
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Sustainable Transport 

Recap 

20. I have shown above how WCC advised RBC in 2015 that conditions in the Town Centre were 

such that RBC should review the potential for a shift to sustainable transport21 and how in March 

2016 WCC undertook to do that work themselves and submit it as evidence to “inform the next 

iteration of the Local Plan”24. The STA [LP20] assumes that there will be a 10% modal shift towards 

sustainable transport23 but makes no proposals for delivering this. No report on sustainable 

transport was available for the public consultations on the Proposals Draft and no report on 

sustainable transport has been uploaded to the Examination Library. 

The need for sustainable transport 

21. The NPPF is generally supportive of sustainable transport eg paragraphs 29, 30, 32, 34 and 

35. The Proposals Draft continues the bad tradition set by the Core Strategy of not making any 

proposals in the spirit of NPPF paragraph 75. 

 

22. Apart from national policy there are two local geographical considerations which make the 

provision of sustainable transport in the context of DS8 particularly important. These are: 

 

(a) The traffic32 and air quality43 conditions in the Town Centre which require a reduction in “car 

based trips between the site proposals and Rugby town centre”21 [my emphasis]; 

(b) The nature of the development which has received planning permission in the eastern arm 

of SW Rugby. This has no shops, pubs or other class A space, no primary care and no civic 

space and falls significantly short of the HS4 standards for open space45. It has a boundary 

with a large Sainsburys but no sustainable route is proposed to link them. All the missing 

facilities would need to be provided in the western arm of SW Rugby. If SHARE’s application 

for Town Green status for Rokeby Playing Fields46 is successful secondary education will also 

need to be provided in the western arm. In any event I submit that good sustainable 

transport links would need to be provided between the western and eastern arms of SW 

Rugby. (This was raised by SARD in their response to the Preferred Options draft of the Local 

Plan but not acknowledged in RBC’s report35 – suggesting a further breach of the Statement 

of Community Involvement33). 

Shortcomings in DS8 

23. DS8 refers to the “provision of a comprehensive walking and cycling network to link 

residential areas with the key facilities on the site …”34 [my emphasis]. Good in itself but insufficient 

as there is also an urgent need to link the site with the town centre21. 

 

24. I submit that constructing a sustainable transport link from the “centre of gravity” of the 

western arm of SW Rugby (say from Dunkleys Farm) to the Town Centre presents a considerable 

challenge and might involve compulsory purchase orders. I further submit that if RBC wish to 

maintain that DS8 is sustainable then the burden of proof falls on them and that RBC should specify 

the route of such a link and how they propose to deliver it. So far they have failed to do so. 
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Shortcomings in the DSWRMSPD 

25. The masterplan does not show the route of the necessary sustainable transport link(s) from 

the western arm of SW Rugby to the Town Centre. The masterplan does not show proposed links to 

existing sustainable transport links. (A comparison of the diagram of WCC’s proposed junction 

between the A426 and the South West Link Road37 with the diagrams for other mitigations38 WCC 

are planning suggests that WCC do not plan to install a Toucan crossing (or indeed any form of 

controlled pedestrian crossing) at this junction. [The existing cycle path at this location is on the 

other side of the A426 from the proposed development]. This is not supportable. It should be noted 

that the correct installation of a crossing would reduce the predicted travel times in the RWA 

model).  

 

26. The masterplan also fails to show an internal network of sustainable transport routes. Some 

such routes could doubtless emerge through detailed planning but there are at least two significant 

issues which should be addressed before it could be claimed that there was a solution to the 

problems which DS8 would generate. The first of these has already been mentioned viz the 

sustainable transport route linking the western and eastern arms of DS8. The second concerns 

access to the proposed secondary school. This is proposed to lie on the south side of a 40mph link 

road. Most housing is proposed to lie on the north side of this road. WCC warn that “ … modelling 

predicts a substantial drop in flow along the SWLR if the speeds are dropped to 30m mph. A 40 mph 

design speed will also ensure that the link is delivered with reduced opportunities for 

conflict/friction which is … a key design principle …”39 [my emphasis]. This suggests that WCC have 

not modelled a Toucan crossing to provide access to the school. In any case an uncontrolled at-grade 

crossing of the route of the SWLR should be preferred to relying on pupils to invariably make safe 

use of a Toucan crossing over a 40mph road. Raising the SWLR to pass over a sustainable transport 

route at this point would add to cost and potentially to noise pollution. Lowering the SWLR to pass 

under a sustainable transport route would add to cost and potentially create a flooding challenge. 

There is no evidence that RBC have considered these challenges. 

 

Conclusion 

27. Neither RBC nor WCC nor the developers can demonstrate that they have incorporated 

sustainable transport into their designs for SW Rugby nor even that the sustainable transport 

challenges of the site can be economically addressed. 

 

Richard Allanach 

January 2018 

 

[2,986 words] 
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Appendix 1 – Morning Peak Hour Flows on Roads in and around Dunchurch 

 

 

Source: Excel output file from RWA model – VM170140.sp001 (July 2017) 

8am to 9am 

Note: WCC describe location G as Ashlawn Road. However the base line traffic flows, location on 

their map and the description of the location all point to this being false and that the road 

concerned is Dunchurch Road. 

  

Ref Road Location WCC Direction 2016 2031 2031

Ref Baseline Reference Local Plan

No Flow Flow Flow

A A4071 West of Cawston 41 North Bound 306 287 279

B A45 East of Blooms 61 East Bound 1,087 1,311 1,422

C Alwyn Rd Near Junction with Juliet Dr 72 North Bound 30 81 187

D Ashlawn Rd East of Barby Road 56 East Bound 675 711 1,256

E Bawnmore Rd Near Bawnmore School 85 North Bound 305 281 253

F Cawston Lane Near Coventry Road 42 East Bound 43 106 408

G "Dunchurch Rd" North of Bawnmore Rd 73 North Bound 560 554 1,010

H Dunchurch Rd Approach to Gyratory 27 North Bound 714 661 946

I Gyratory Russelheim Way arm 33 One way only (W) 1,456 1,516 1,991

J Longrood Rd Near Rugby High School 86 North Bound 113 97 220

K Rugby Road North of Dun Cow Junction 66 South Bound 705 693 513

L Rugby Road South of Cock Robin Junction 70 East Bound 771 783 1,564

M Rugby Western Relief Road North of Cawston 58 North Bound 493 531 847
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Appendix 2 – Morning Peak Hour Traffic Speeds on Roads in and around Dunchurch 

 

 

Source: Excel output file from RWA model – VM170140.sp001 (July 2017) 

8am to 9am 

Note: WCC describe location G as Ashlawn Road. However the base line traffic flows, location on 

their map and the description of the location all point to this being false and that the road 

concerned is Dunchurch Road. 

 

  

Ref Road Location WCC Direction 2016 2031 2031

Ref Baseline Reference Local Plan

No mph mph mph

A A4071 West of Cawston 41 North Bound 37 18 20

B A45 East of Blooms 61 East Bound 54 53 53

C Alwyn Rd Near Junction with Juliet Dr 72 North Bound 30 30 21

D Ashlawn Rd East of Barby Road 56 East Bound 47 47 33

E Bawnmore Rd Near Bawnmore School 85 North Bound 29 30 30

F Cawston Lane Near Coventry Road 42 East Bound 23 24 23

G "Dunchurch Rd" North of Bawnmore Rd 73 North Bound 41 38 34

H Dunchurch Rd Approach to Gyratory 27 North Bound 26 29 11

I Gyratory Russelheim Way arm 33 One way only (W) 15 14 9

J Longrood Rd Near Rugby High School 86 North Bound 29 29 30

K Rugby Road North of Dun Cow Junction 66 South Bound 4 3 7

L Rugby Road South of Cock Robin Junction 70 East Bound 41 41 10

M Rugby Western Relief Road North of Cawston 58 North Bound 54 54 54
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24. Page 4 of the minutes of WCC’s Communities Overview & Scrutiny Committee, 9 March 

2016. 
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27. Page 145 of Local Model Validation Report: Rugby Wide Area Model, WCC (2017). 

28. Pages 60 and 61 of Local Model Validation Report: Rugby Wide Area Model, WCC (2017). 

29. The impact on traffic speeds in Cawston Lane is predicted to be small but this 

location/direction does meet the joint condition of both showing an increase in traffic flows 

and a fall in traffic speeds. 

30. Paragraph 14.6.9 of Ashlawn Road West Vol 1 – Environmental Statement, Marrons Planning 

(2014). Not in the Examination Library but available at 

http://www.planningportal.rugby.gov.uk/fastweb_upload/Planning%20Scanned%20Applicat

ions/R13-2102/ES-Vol1.pdf  

31. Page 113 of Local Model Validation Report: Rugby Wide Area Model, WCC (2017). 

32. Page 28 of LP20. 

33. Page 14 of LP25. 

34. Page 29 of LP1. 

35. Local Plan Preferred Options – Summary of Consultation Responses, RBC (2016). At the time 

of writing this is not in the Examination Library but is available at: 

https://www.rugby.gov.uk/downloads/file/1113/local_plan_preferred_options_-

_consultation_responses 

36. Page 50 of LP18. 

37. Page 100 of LP20. 

38. Eg the Percival Road/A428 junction on page 151 on LP20.  

39. Page 150 of LP19. 

40. This statement was true at the time of writing (2 January 2018). The expurgated version of 

the DSWRMSPD is never-the-less available at: 

https://www.rugby.gov.uk/downloads/download/270/draft_south_west_rugby_masterplan

_supplementary_planning_document_spd  

41. Page 23 of the DSWRMSPD (2016). The expurgated version of the DSWRMSPD is available at: 

https://www.rugby.gov.uk/downloads/download/270/draft_south_west_rugby_masterplan

_supplementary_planning_document_spd 

42. Page 18 of the DSWRMSPD (2016). The expurgated version of the DSWRMSPD is available at: 

https://www.rugby.gov.uk/downloads/download/270/draft_south_west_rugby_masterplan

_supplementary_planning_document_spd 

43. Page 21 of Air Quality Annual Status Report 2016, RBC, 2017. Not in the Examination Library 

but available at: 

https://www.rugby.gov.uk/downloads/file/1109/air_quality_annual_status_report_2016  

44. That is to say two-way traffic flows [2x]; flows and speeds [2x]; peak hours [6x]; locations 

[100x]; and scenarios [7x]. Data points = 2 x 2 x 6 x 100 x 7 = 16,800. 

45. Land North of Ashlawn Road, SARD, 2016. Not in the Examination Library but available at 

http://www.planningportal.rugby.gov.uk/fastweb_upload/Planning%20Scanned%20Applicat

ions/R13-2102/Appeal/SARD-Rule6Documents.pdf  

46. Not in the Examination Library but available at: 

https://www.warwickshire.gov.uk/villagegreens . (Warwickshire County Council have given 

themselves planning permission for land allocated as public open space in the Proposals 

Draft. Conversely, therefore, if the application fails there will be more traffic using the 

Gyratory and a greater need for sustainable transport in general if not for journeys between 

the eastern and western arms of DS8). 
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http://www.planningportal.rugby.gov.uk/fastweb_upload/Planning%20Scanned%20Applications/R13-2102/Appeal/SARD-Rule6Documents.pdf
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