
Coventry City Council – Hearing Statement to the Rugby Borough Council Local Plan EIP – 5
th

 January 

2018 

Matter 1 - Legal Compliance and Duty to Co-operate 
 
Issue la: Duty to Co-operate 
 
Question 1. In preparing the RBLP, has the Council complied with the 
requirements of the Duty to Co-operate. 
 
The City Council wishes to confirm that it has worked actively, continuously and 
constructively with the Borough Council throughout the development of their new 
Local Plan. This has included individual engagement as well as ongoing 
engagement as part of the Coventry and Warwickshire Sub-region.  
 
Work in relation to the Duty to Cooperate has been constructive and effective and 
resulted in Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) covering matters of housing and 
employment land requirements. In addition, joint evidence has been undertaken in 
relation to housing needs, employment requirements and Green Belt considerations. 
 
We would also highlight the extensive joint working we have undertaken with Rugby 
Borough Council around the continued development of the existing employment land 
commitments at Ansty Park and Prologis Ryton, which are both recognised as 
contributing towards Coventry’s and the wider sub-regions employment land needs. 
 
Issue lb: Other legal and procedural requirements 
 
We have no further comment to make on this section 
 
Matter 2 - Overall Development Needs (Covers Policy DS1) 
 
Issue 2a: Housing Needs 
 
Question 1. Has the RBLP been positively prepared and is it justified, effective 
and consistent with national policy in relation to its proposal to provide for 
12,400 additional dwellings between 2011 and 2031? 
 
In response to parts A-H of this question we would provide the following response: 
 
The City Council have worked jointly with its Warwickshire neighbours to produce a 
shared and consistent evidence base of housing needs across the sub-region as a 
whole and for individual authority areas. This work has accelerated since 2013, 
producing a Joint SHMA and subsequent updates reflecting new population 
projections etc. There is also a commitment to future joint reviews (as appropriate 
and necessary). The assessment of need and its distribution has culminated in a 
Housing Requirements MOU signed by 5 of the 6 authorities in December 2015 – 
January 2016. Nuneaton and Bedworth were not able to sign the MOU at that time 
but have recently indicated a commitment to do so as part of their own ongoing EIP. 
 
The joint SHMA work has been closely examined as part of the recent Local Plan 
hearings at Warwick District and Coventry City. In both cases the nominated 
Inspectors found it to offer a robust and justified platform from which to develop the 
respective Local Plans. By way of clarity the most recent assessment of the 2016 
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based SNPP was specifically requested by the Coventry Local Plan Inspector as part 
of our hearings. The timing of which reflected their date of publication. This review 
was again undertaken jointly and reflected the sub-regional commitment to joint 
working on matters of strategic relevance and importance. 
 
Part I of this question asks: Is the basis for the distribution of Coventry's 
unmet housing needs set out in the Memorandums of Understanding (MoU’s) 
positively prepared and justified as the most appropriate strategy? Does this 
deal effectively with the issue? This matter was again discussed at length during 
the examinations of the Coventry and Warwick Local Plans. The MOU was based on 
an appropriate and justified redistribution of housing need from the city to the shire 
Districts and Boroughs. This reflected the constrained land supply within Coventry – 
something that has again been tested and accepted through independent 
examination of the Coventry Local Plan. The redistribution was based on a shared 
assessment of migration patterns and commuting flows between Coventry and its 
Warwickshire neighbours. This highlighted the strongest relationship between 
Warwick District and Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough with a slightly lesser 
relationship with Rugby Borough and lesser still with North Warwickshire and 
Stratford. Such a pattern reflected the extensive shared boundaries that Coventry 
has with Warwick, Nuneaton and Bedworth and Rugby. 
 
As part of its new Local Plan, the City Council has a commitment to continuing to 
work jointly with its Warwickshire neighbours to support the delivery of housing and 
employment land within Warwickshire where it relates directly to the unmet need of 
Coventry. In deed within our Plan we have included a Duty to Cooperate Policy 
(DS2) and a clear in-principle acceptance of development on our boundary where it 
is supported by appropriate infrastructure. 
 
We make no further comment at this stage in relation to part J of this question. 
 
We have no further comment to make in relation to questions 2 or 3 of Issue 2a. 
 
Issue 2b: Employment Land 
 

We make no further comment at this stage in relation to part 1 of this Issue as it 
relates directly to the Boroughs own evidence base. 
 
Question 2. To what extent does the planned provision assist in meeting the 
sub-regional employment land requirements of the Coventry and Warwickshire 
functional economic market area, including:  
 
a. The shortfall in Coventry's employment land supply for the period 2011-
2031? 
 
All six authorities in the Coventry and Warwickshire sub-region agreed an 
Employment Land Requirements MOU in October 2016. This MOU sought to agree 
a redistribution of unmet employment land needs from Coventry to the Shire Districts 
and Boroughs. It had full regard to travel to work areas, commuting flows, migration 
trends and the redistribution proposals for housing. It also had regard to 
developments since 2011 (the start of the Plan period) and extant planning 
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commitments and proposals. This process also broadly aligned with the 
recommendations in the CBRE employment land study (2015) which was 
commissioned by the CWLEP and supported by all 6 Local Authorities. This report 
recommended the focus of new employment investment in or around the city 
boundary and travel to work area to maximise regeneration opportunities and to 
target the areas of highest deprivation and lower employment rates. It was this 
evidence that, in part at least, supported the allocation of the Gateway site in close 
proximity to Coventry airport for example. The study also highlighted the importance 
of opportunities towards the Coventry/Nuneaton boundary linked primarily to matters 
of deprivation. The consideration of Ansty Park through the MOU was key to this 
recommendation and as such any opportunities for further expansion there would 
align with the recommendations of the CBRE report. 
 
To clarify though from a quantitative position at least, the Rugby Local Plan appears 
to make adequate provision for the level of employment land identified within the 
MOU. 
 
Notwithstanding, our engagement with the CWLEP and Chamber of Commerce 
means we are mindful of wider employment land pressures across the sub-region. 
To this end we welcome the recent positive proposals to support additional 
employment land churn within Rugby Borough at the Rolls Royce site in close 
proximity to Ansty Park in particular. There are clear opportunities in this location to 
grow employment land provisions. When having regard to existing employment 
provisions, clustering opportunities, accessibility by transport and to local workforce 
and recent and planned infrastructure investment this is a clearly sustainable 
location to support such investment. Given this location to Coventry boundary it is 
also a prime opportunity to support the economic growth of the city, support jobs 
provision within Coventry and provide further opportunities to support employment 
land churn within the urban area. 
 
Furthermore, it is worth noting that the 6 C&W authorities, the County and the 
C&WLEP are looking to jointly commission a targeted piece of research around 
employment land market signals in early 2018. This reflects our ongoing commitment 
to staying on top of the employment land position across the sub-region and keeping 
informed regarding detailed levels of demand and market requirements. This work 
will also feed into any subsequent update of development requirements that could be 
commissioned following the next round of sub-national population projections. 
 
b. The need for further strategic employment sites to support the economic 
growth ambitions contained in the Coventry and Warwickshire LEP Strategic 
Economic Plan? 
 
The Coventry Local Plan is clear that the city has constrained boundaries and a land 
supply issue in terms of providing deliverable site opportunities within its own 
boundary for both housing and employment. It does however also recognise the 
continued growth of inward investment in the sub region as well as the wider West 
Midlands. Such investment and economic interest represents a step change across 
the sub-region, compared to trends over the last 10/15 years. It is however 
welcomed by the City Council, and we believe is welcomed by our neighbouring 
authorities and the LEP. 
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We are clear in our Plan that should economic growth continue to run above past 
trends that additional sites may be required and that we would be happy to work with 
our neighbours to bring forward suitable opportunities in accordance with the sub 
regional MOU and wider Duty to Cooperate considerations. This could also have 
regard to 2015 CBRE report (commissioned by the LEP) that recommended the 
focus of new employment investment in or around the city boundary and travel to 
work area. It was this evidence that has supported the allocation of the Gateway site 
in close proximity to Coventry airport for example. Due to the boundary and land 
constraints experienced across Coventry though (as evidenced by the MOU’s, our 
recent EIP and Plan adoption) our opportunities to potentially respond to this do not 
currently exist.  
 
 

Matter 3 - Development Strategy 
 
Issue 3a: Overall Development Strategy 
 
Question 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? In particular: 
 
a. Is the settlement hierarchy set out in Policy GP2 justified and consistent 
with national policy? 
 
When consulted on the Preferred Option draft of the Rugby Borough Plan we 
requested that the Coventry urban fringe be included within the settlement hierarchy. 
This reflected the proposed inclusion (at the time) of the site allocation at Walsgrave 
Hill Farm. Notwithstanding the removal of that particular site from the Borough Plan, 
we remain of the view that the Coventry urban fringe could be reflected in the 
settlement hierarchy (alongside other urban areas), which is not uncommon where 
shire authorities adjoin urbanised boundaries.  
 
Such a consideration clearly reflects the same sustainable development principles 
covered in the Rugby Plan when relating to Rugby town and other smaller 
settlements across the Borough. As such, it could not be argued that such 
developments would not be sustainable in principle given the degree of services and 
local facilities that already exist on the city’s eastern boundary. 
 
In this context, we welcome the reference in Para 3.16 that acknowledges such 
opportunities may exist and recognise that development on the boundary of 
Coventry would not necessarily support the growth of Rugby town. However we 
would again highlight that it would be sustainable in principle and in the context of 
the Coventry Local Plan, the C&W Housing and Employment MOU’s and the NPPF. 
The Rugby Plan should not suggest otherwise. 
 
To clarify, we have always been clear that should Rugby Borough propose 
development on the city’s eastern boundary (supported by appropriate infrastructure) 
we would be supportive of this in principle. This would clearly be a sustainable 
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location for development and would support opportunities that relate directly to 
Coventry in terms of its housing needs, inward investment demand, accessibility to 
workforce and links to supporting infrastructure. 
 
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? 
 
As part of developing and agreeing the Housing Requirements MOU in particular, it 
was agreed that the Warwickshire authorities would retain their sovereign right to 
determine the most sustainable and justified locations for housing delivery. As such, 
the City Council could express a preference or an opinion as to where new homes 
(originating from Coventry) could be delivered but that the final decision rested with 
the respective authority. This formed part of the ongoing nature of the Duty to 
Cooperate and the wider recognition of the housing market area as a whole.  
 
Such considerations have already played themselves out in respect of the Warwick 
District Local Plan, where 2 significant allocations were identified on the city’s 
southern boundary. These required removal of land from the Green Belt and were 
deemed justified and appropriate by the Inspector given their relationship to the city, 
the origins of the housing need they would serve, and the infrastructure delivery they 
could support. 
 
With the exception of accepting the principle of further limited development at the 
existing employment sites at Rolls Royce and Ansty Park, the Rugby Local Plan 
doesn’t really respond to the wider development opportunities and pressures that 
exist along the city’s eastern boundary. For example, when developing the city’s 
Local Plan the wider development of the Walsgrave Hill Farm site was identified in 
the Rugby Plan. This proposal would have seen a wider development opportunity 
straddle the A46 and straddle the city/borough boundary. As such, it featured within 
our wider evidence base considerations and appeared to reflect the wider 
infrastructure opportunities associated with the University Hospital (that serves both 
Coventry and Rugby) and the Highways England investment programme (to grade 
Separate the Clifford Bridge junction). The removal of this site from the Rugby Plan 
was therefore disappointing in this respect and as a result the Plan has not really 
covered these wider pressures in so far as they could relate to the city boundary, 
and the subsequent economic growth and inward investment benefits to the city. 
Indeed, we have recently become aware that the removal of the wider site on the 
Rugby Borough side of the A46 may have contributed to a delay in the planned 
delivery of the Clifford Bridge Junction, which in turn could delay supporting highway 
works associated with the University Hospital and housing delivery in Coventry.  
 
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? 
 
It is our view that the Plan does provide for the unmet housing and employment 
needs of the city in accordance with the agreed MOU’s. 
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From an employment land perspective this reflects the excellent location of 
employment land situated within a highly sustainable location in Rugby Borough, 
adjacent to and highly accessible from the city boundary. With regards the location of 
housing proposals, we refer back to our comments in response to ‘question a & b’ of 
this matter in particular. 
 
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? 
 
We are aware of the wider development proposals associated with both sites, but in 
particular Ansty Park and the existing Rolls Royce site which sits adjacent to it. The 
development of both Prologis and Ansty Park over the last 5-10 years has 
accelerated significantly and we understand that both are now close to full 
completion.  
 
Further to our earlier comments, we would stress that decisions over site allocations 
have always remained the duty to the relevant authority. However the City Council 
have always expressed their support for the principle of development along the city’s 
eastern boundary and in particular in and around Ansty Park and Prologis Ryton. 
Indeed, such support in principle has also been forthcoming from Rugby Borough 
who have overseen the planning application processes for the delivery of both sites 
and we understand expressed a positive outlook in relation to recent proposals for 
the employment land churn at the Rolls Royce site. 
 
Issue 3b: Strategic Allocations 
 
We have no further comments to make in relation to issue 3b and the strategic 
allocations. 
 


