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RUGBY LOCAL PLAN – REPRESENTATIONS 
 

Part B – Please use a separate sheet for each representation  

 

Name or Organisation :  CPRE Warwickshire 
 

3. To which part of the Plan does this representation relate?  

 

Paragraph / Page Number  

 

Policy   

Number  DS1(b) 

Employment Land 

Proposals Map Reference  

4. Do you consider the Plan is :  

 

4.(1) Legally compliant*  

4.(2) Sound*  

Yes  

Yes  

No  

No  
* Refer to guidance notes for explanation.  

If you have entered No to 4.(2), please continue to Q5. In all other circumstances, please 

go to Q6.  

 

 

5. Do you consider the Plan is unsound because it is not:  

(1) Positively Prepared     * 

(2) Justified                       * 

(3) Effective                      * 

(4) Consistent with national policy  * 

 

6. Please give details of why you consider the Plan is not legally compliant or is unsound. 

Please be as precise as possible.  

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Plan, please also use this box to 

set out your comments.  

 

The Scale of Provision for Employment 

 

Policy DS1(b) proposes 110 hectares of employment land in the Plan. 

 

The employment provision is poorly presented in the plan itself and very poorly justified there and 

in the Employment Land Background Paper1. 

 

The plan states2 that, based on the Employment Land Study, there is a target of creating 6,729 full 

time equivalent jobs, equating to 79 hectares of employment land.  This statistical relationship 

between land and jobs begs many questions about the likely trend in jobs from within existing 

economic enterprises; and also about – 

 

• the likely ratio between land area and floorspace for any new development; 

                                                           

1 Employment Land Background Paper September 2016 

 

2 Paragraphs 4.17 and 4.18 
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• the likely mix of new employment, with different categories of development having 

very different plot ratios; 

• therefore the overall number of jobs that can be expected from 79 hectares of new 

development. 

 

It is also not made clear whether these figures relate only to B1, B2 and B8 employment, or to 

employment as a whole.  The Employment Land Study3 concentrates on B1, B2 and B8 but it is not 

clear why this is or why other forms of employment have been disregarded.  This decision greatly 

limits the relevance of any overall comparison between employment growth and growth in the 

number of households. 

 

The Employment Land Study shows that average take-up rates for B1, B2 and B8 were only 4 ha 

per annum in Rugby Borough between 2003 and 2013.  However they recommend that 

employment land provision should be between 6 and 8 hectares per annum, up to double that rate.  

The analysis on which this recommendation is based is shaky, to say the least.  Labour demand has 

been analysed sectorally but there is no reason why Rugby’s growth rates should reflect those of 

the UK as a whole.  Growth in labour supply could vary between 7,000 and 13,300.  The analysis 

of completions is based on a period of only 5 years (2009-14).  The study’s assumptions about 

commuting are arbitrary and unclear. 

 

In paragraph 4.18 of the plan we learn that the target of 79 hectares has been arbitrarily increased to 

110 hectares - an increase of almost 40%.  Confusingly this paragraph claims that the 110 hectare 

figure is in line with a recommendation in the Employment Land Study.  This fundamental 

anomaly between paragraphs 4.17 and 4.18 is never resolved. 

 

An attempt is made to explain the 31 hectare increase in paragraph 4.19, but this is far from 

convincing. The proposed excess provision is almost 40% and this is unsound because it is 

unjustified and inflated.   

 

The Employment Memorandum of Understanding 

 

Surprisingly, very little reference is made in the plan or its supporting documents to the 

Memorandum of Understanding Relating to Employment Land Requirements and Distribution 

within Coventry and Warwickshire.  The Memorandum adds a further layer of confusion to the 

plan’s proposals and their justification. 

 

As with the Housing Memorandum, the Employment Memorandum claims that Coventry is unable 

to meet its full employment requirement within the city boundary, but no attempt is made to present 

evidence to that effect.  CPRE cannot accept a mere assertion on this subject.  Coventry’s 

requirement is said to be 369 hectares, but allegedly it can meet only 128 hectares of this – a mere 

35% of the total.  No explanation of how the employment land requirement has been assessed is 

given. 

 

Rugby is expected to take 98 hectares of the surplus 241 hectares from Coventry.  Once again, no 

explanation is given as to how this figure was arrived at.  However the figure is said to relate to 

ongoing developments at Ansty Park and Prologis Ryton. These locations are established and Ansty 

has much land available and not taken up. 

                                                           

3 Employment land Study 2015, G L Hearn 
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Table 3 of the Memorandum concludes that Rugby’s ‘minimum’ employment land provision for 

the period 2011-2031 should be 197 hectares – split roughly half and half between meeting 

Rugby’s own needs and meeting Coventry’s.  This very high figure bears no relationship to the 

figures given in the Rugby Local Plan.  Policy DS1 gives the employment land provision between 

2011 and 2031 as 110 hectares and this figure is related to individual sites in the table at paragraph 

4.16.  Puzzlingly this table includes neither Ansty nor Ryton, even though both sites contribute 

employment development within the period 2011-2031. 

 

Conclusion on the Scale of Provision for Employment  

 

As is clear from the comments above, employment provision in the plan and its justification is a 

mess.  It is impossible to be certain what is intended. The employment aspects of the development 

strategy need to be completely rewritten before the plan’s submission, with proper justification for 

the scale of provision proposed. 

 

This confusion about the scale of provision justifies objection to the proposal for 35 hectares of 

employment development at Cawston Spinney in South West Rugby.  This is by far the largest 

single employment proposal in the plan and its scale has been greatly increased by comparison with 

the previous version of the plan.  This greenfield proposal contrasts with the emphasis on 

brownfield development elsewhere in the plan.  The proposal that this development should be for 

B8 warehousing in such an environmentally sensitive area is unacceptable. 

 

The provision of employment land at the already committed Rugby Radio Station site has been 

reduced from 29 hectares in the adopted Core Strategy to 16 hectares.  We are not convinced by the 

reasons given for this reduction and we find it difficult to understand why such a vast site cannot 

make a greater contribution.  Our concerns are increased by the confusion about the level of 

employment provision proposed in the plan and its lack of justification. 

 

 

7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Plan legally compliant or 

sound, having regard to the test you have identified at 5 above where this relates to soundness. 

You will need to say why this change will make the Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be 

helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. 

Please be as precise as possible.  

 

Because of the poor analysis and inadequate justification, as discussed above, it is difficult 

to put a figure to the requirement for more employment land. There does not appear to be 

a need for any new allocations on greenfield land. 

The employment land provision at the committed Rugby Radio Station site should not be 

reduced from the CS figure of 29 ha. If necessary this provision could be increased. 

 

 

 

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and 

supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested 

change, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations 

based on the original representation at publication stage.  

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the 

matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.  
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8. If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to participate at the 

oral part of the examination? Please note that if you do not participate at the oral examination 

your representations will be dealt with as written representations and will carry the same 

weight as those presented orally.  

No, I do not wish to participate at the  

oral examination  

Yes, I wish to participate at the  

oral examination      YES 

 

9. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider 

this to be necessary:  

 

To advance the reasons for finding that the Policy is not sound and to respond to other 

representations including those by the planning authority. 

 

 

 

 

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those 

who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.  

 

10. Do you wish to be notified of any of the following? (Please tick as appropriate)  

The submission of the Local Plan for 

independent examination.      / 

The publication of the recommendations of the 

Inspector.   / 

The adoption of the Local Plan.   / 

 

Signature:   Mark A Sullivan Date:        11 November 2016 

 


