
Rugby Borough Local Plan Examination 

STAGE 1 HEARINGS 

Statement by the Save Brandon Stadium Campaign Group 

SBSCG Comments 

The Save Brandon Stadium Campaign Group (SBSCG) submitted the representations on the local 
plan. Since then, and following Brandon Estates decision to close the stadium, the campaign has 
become much larger and more active and is commonly referred to as the Save Coventry Speedway 
and Stox Campaign. More information about the campaign is summarised in Appendix 1. 

SBSCG note that the questions in Stage 1 of the Hearings do not address most of the matters made 
in their representations and anticipate that these will fall into Stage 2 of the Examination process. 
Accordingly, the comments made below under Stage 1 do not seek to update or add detail to the 
evidence already included within the original representations submitted by SBSCG. 

Matter 1 - Legal Compliance and Duty to Co-operate 

Issue la: Duty to Co-operate Questions 

1. In preparing the RBLP, has the Council complied with the requirements of the Duty to Co 
operate 1, with particular reference to: 

a. The relevant strategic matters to which the duty applies as defined by S33A(4) of the Planning and 
Compulsory Purchase Act? 

b. The relevant local authorities and prescribed bodies as defined by S33A(l) in terms of co 
operating on these strategic matters? 

c. Whether the Council has engaged constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis with these 
organisations on the relevant strategic matters? 

SBSCG Comments 

1. At paragraph 6.6 of the Duty to Cooperate Statement (LP0S) the "provision of health, security, 
community and community infrastructure and other local facilities" are identified as a strategic issue 
for consideration under the Duty to Cooperate. There is no mention, however, of any discussions on 
the future of Brandon (aka Coventry) Stadium or its potential replacement in this section or 
elsewhere within the LP0S. This suggests that RBC treat this as a matter to be resolved within Rugby 
Borough. 

2. This supports the Save Brandon Stadium Campaign Group's (SBSCG) representations that the long 
term future of the stadium should be protected through the local plan, or in the event that the local 
plan were to allocate the land for housing as proposed by Brandon Estates in their objections, that 
the local plan should make provision for the allocation and development of an alternative stadium 
facility. 

3. The SBSCG acknowledge the joint work working undertaken under the Duty to Co-operate and 
note this includes a Joint Green Belt Review. This is highlighted since the site of Brandon Stadium is 
wholly included within the Green Belt within Broad Area 2 of the Part One Green Belt Study (LP30). 





This area continues to perform an important function as part of the West Midlands Green Belt, "It 
makes a considerable contribution to all five purposes of Green Belt" (para 4.10). 

Issue lb: Other legal and procedural requirements Questions 

1. Has consultation on the RBLP been undertaken in accordance with the Council's adopted 
Statement of Community Involvement (LP25) and the consultation requirements in the Regulations? 

6. Has the preparation of the SDLPP2 complied with Part 2 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase 
Act 2004 and the Town and Country Planning (Local Plan) (England) Regulations 2012 in all other 
respects? 

SBSCG Comments 

The table at paragraph 3.5.4 of the Statement of Community Involvement (SCI, LP25) includes a 
commitment by the Council, "All representations must be taken into account". 

The SBSCG assume that this means that in relation to the local plan that Council Members will be 
made aware of the full range of issues, if not the detail, raised in representations in coming to 
decisions on the local plan. 

In April 2017 RBC published a summary of the representations made on the Publication Draft version 
of the local plan. This summary did not make any mention regarding Brandon (Coventry) Stadium or 
the representations of the SBSCG. Given the controversy over the future of the stadium this 
omission was somewhat surprising. 

At the Council meeting on 21 June 2017, when the decision to submit the local plan was made, there 
was no summary of the representations made on the local plan considered at the meeting (i.e. there 
is no appendix summarising the representations made at LPSS which is the binder of documents 
placed before the Council meeting). 

A more detailed summary of all the representations received was subsequently produced (LP53) but 
this only emerged after the local plan had been submitted. 

The SBSCG recognise, given the scale of responses, that RBC faced an unenviable task in preparing 
the summary of representations to the local plan but considers that the summary of its 
representations is inadequate. The suggested new policy and supporting text proposed for inclusion 
within the Development Strategy is poorly summarised and most of the other comments have either 
not been summarised or recorded against a different part of the local plan. Given the level of 
understanding of the representations made it will not be surprising that the SBSCG consider the 
Council's responses as inappropriate and miss-informed. 

It follows from this that in making decisions on the local plan, all Councillors had not been made 
aware of the objections that had been submitted by SBSCG. The same point may well apply to other 
representors. There could be some doubt, therefore, that the RBC has strictly met the requirements 
of Local Plan Regulations and, in particular, Regulation 22. 

RBC's Regulation 22c Consultation Statement (LP26) confirms the above analysis to the extent that it 
briefly summarises (and largely dismisses) SBSCG's representations in relation to the Preferred 
Options but makes no mention of the representations in relation to the Publication Draft version of 
the local plan. 





Taking the above points into consideration the SBSCG would not wish to press for a delay to the 
preparation of the local plan subject to both recognition of the validity of their representations as 
duly submitted and the appropriateness for main modifications to be made to the local plan in 
response to those representations in order to make the plan sound. 

Matter 2 - Overall Development Needs (Covers Policy DSl) 

Issue 2a: Housing Needs 

SBSCG Comments 

The SBSCG would not wish to comment on the questions under Issue 2a. 

Issue 2b: Employment Land Questions: 

1. Has the RBLP been positively prepared and is it justified, effective and consistent with national 
policy in relation to its proposal to provide 110 hectares of employment land between 2011 and 
2031? In particular: 

a. What is the basis for the 110 ha of employment land planned for in Policy DSl? Is it justified in 
the light of available labour demand and supply forecasts for the plan period? 

b. How does it relate to the jobs growth estimates used to inform the overall level of housing 
provision proposed in the plan? What is the relationship between housing and employment land 
provision? 

c. How does the planned level of provision compare with past and recent take up rates for 
employment land in the borough of Rugby? Are the remaining commitments and allocations 
sufficient to meet the likely future demand for B Use Class floorspace in the borough? 

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? 

b. The need for further strategic employment sites to support the economic growth ambitions 
contained in the Coventry and Warwickshire LEP Strategic Economic Plan? 

SBSCG Comments 

The SBSCG would not wish to comment in detail on the questions under Issue 2b but the Inspector 
might not be aware from the summary of representations in LPSS that representations affecting 
economic aspects of the plan have been made in relation to Brandon Stadium. 

These affect the Local Economy section of the Portrait of Rugby and Policy ED4 and the importance 
of Brandon Stadium to the local economy as part of the automotive and motorsports clusters as well 
as being an important tourist attraction in its own right. It is important to remember that the 
economy is about much more than the provision of business parks. 

Matter 3 - Development Strategy (Deals with strategic aspects of Policies GP2, DS3-DS10 and EDl) 
Issue 3a: Overall Development Strategy Questions 





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? 

SBSCG Comments 

The SBSCG would not wish to comment in detail on the questions under Issue 3a but the Inspector 
might not be aware from the summary of representations in LPSS that representations affecting the 
Development Strategy have been made in relation to Brandon Stadium. 

In addition to suggesting a new detailed policy and supporting text covering Brandon Stadium for 
inclusion under the Development Strategy the SBSCG has also commented on Policies GP2 and GP3 
as well as para 3.15 relating to Green Belt. 

The only specific comment to add relating to the above questions is to indicate that SBSCG supports 
(in Policy GP2} the identification of Binley Woods as a 'Main Rural Settlement' subject to the housing 
growth proposals that might emerge ensure the continuity of Speedway and Stock Car Racing. 
SBSCG consider that the housing proposal included in the plan is at a location and scale in line with 
Policy GP2 and would not have an impact on activities at Brandon Stadium. 

Since the other matters raised by SBSCG have not been included in the above questions it is 
assumed they will be covered in Stage 2 of the Examination. 

Issue 3b: Strategic Allocations - South West Rugby (Policies DSS, DSS and 0S9) 

Issue 3b: Strategic Allocations - Lodge Farm (Policies DSS and DSlO) 

Issue 3b: Strategic Allocations - Coton Park East (Policies DSS and DS7) 

SBSCG Comments 

The SBSCG would not wish to comment on the questions under Issue 3b. 





Appendix 1 

The Campaign to Save Coventry Speedway and Stox 

The original Facebook Group 'Save Coventry Speedway' campaign was the brainchild of Pete 
Lawrence, and set up on behalf of supporters of the Coventry Bees Speedway team and Stock Car 
Racing in late 2015, in the face of news that an outline planning application was being prepared to 
build up to 250 houses on the site, which would mean certain demolition for the stadium, much 
loved by many generations as one of the country's top speedway and stock car stadia since its first 
race was staged way back in 1928. 

Brandon stadium is an iconic venue, an important community focus and a heritage asset as well as 
being the largest entertainment venue in the Rugby borough. Its loss as a sporting venue would be 
devastating to the area and to the sports of Speedway and Stock Car Racing. It would probably spell 
the end of Speedway in Coventry/ Rugby forever. 

The representations to the Rugby Local Plan at both Preferred Options and Publication Stages were 
submitted by Pete Lawrence and David Carter under the name, Save Brandon Stadium Campaign 
Group. Please note that this name has been retained for the purposes of the representations 
through all stages of the local plan. 

The original Save Coventry Speedway Facebook Group (which remains online with c3,800 members), 
the Coventry Observer Campaign and various other well intended activities associated with trying to 
get Speedway and Stox back to Coventry have all been pulled together in the form of a Campaign 
Group. 

The objective of forming this Campaign Group was to identify a clear vision, avoid duplication of 
effort and co-ordinate activities to achieve that vision, in a structured manner. That vision is to see 
the return of both Speedway and Stock Car Racing back to Coventry/ Rugby, preferably at the iconic 
Brandon Stadium or at a new venue, as soon as possible. 

Both sports are well represented in the group and share the common vision, and the Committee 
members are: 

Jeff Davies - Retired Motor Industry Director and Coventry Track Photographer for 33 years 

David Rowe - Sports Journalist, Writer and Broadcaster of Football and Speedway 
Steve Jones - Nuneaton Speedway Supporters Club representative 
John Clarke - Retired former Director of Buildbase 
Pete Lawrence - Started the original Facebook group a few years ago 
David Carter - Town Planner and long standing stock car supporter 
Wayne Roberts - Local radio BBC Coventry & Warwickshire correspondent 
Shaun Reynolds - Journalist from the Coventry Observer 
Chris Anderson - Director of Whale Tankers and Manager of Chris Harris 
Colin Bate - Former Marketing Director at Unipart 
Nigel Harrhy- Stock Car driver and son of former Bees rider John Harrhy 
Paul Hines- Stock Car Driver and Drivers Association Committee Member 
Paul Taylor - Retired former Legal Secretary specialising in property 

For further information please visit both the original Facebook Group: 
https://www.facebook.com/gro ups/ savecoventryspeedway/ 





and the Campaign Group's website: 
http://www.savecoventryspeedway.com/ 




