
 
 

 

Hearing Statement on behalf of Mr A Macdonald 

Land at M6 Junction 2 

Hearing Session 1b – Other legal and procedural requirements 

 

Context 

The land at M6 Junction 2 is identified as Land Parcel C6 of the Joint Green Belt Review for Coventry 

and Warwickshire June 2015 (see attached). 

In the Green Belt Review assessment, it is concluded that the land performs poorly in meeting the 

functions of Green Belt scoring only 6/20. It is therefore recommended for release from the Green 

Belt at paragraph 5.8 of the Stage 1 Report (June 2015).   

This recommendation is taken forward in the Sustainability Appraisal. At Para 6.14 (page 65 of the 

Sustainability Appraisal Sept 2016), it is noted that the land parcel C6 (of the joint GB Review) is 

proposed to be released from the Green Belt  alongside another site at Brownsover Road.  

This is also referenced at para 4.37 of the Publication Local Plan  (Sept 2016) (page 24) which states: 

“The urban boundary and some Main Rural Sett lement boundaries have been altered in order to 

accommodate housing allocations and this has therefore released land from the Green Belt. The 

adoption of this Local Plan and the Proposals Map has also released land at M6 Junction 2 from the 

Green Belt, as evidenced by the Coventry and Warwickshire Joint Green Belt Review 2014”  

However, the Local Plan Publication Draft – Minor Modifications (4 December 2017) now intends to 

remove this proposed change to Green Belt boundary at M6 Junction 2 (Reference LP54.20) on the 

basis that the release of land from the Green Belt in this location is not justified.  

It is understood that this is on the basis that RBC has already identified sufficient site allocations for 

development and as such felt that there were no exceptional circumstances to justify further Green 

Belt release. 

 

Case 

The Minor Modifications change LP54.20 is contested. It should be deleted from the Minor 

Modifications and Parcel C6 should be released from the Green Belt as originally intended.  

The release of Parcel C6 would allow the strengthening of the boundary to the Green Belt as it would 

allow the roads immediately adjacent to the surrounding countryside to become the clearly 

recognisable and enduring physical limit to the Green Belt.       

The NPPF states at Para 83 that  

“Local planning authorities with Green Belts in their area should establish Green Belt boundaries in 

their Local Plans which set the framework for Green Belt and settlement policy. Once established, 

Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exception circumstances, through the preparation or 

review of the Local Plan. At that time, authorities should consider the Green Belt boundaries having 

regard to their intended permanence in the long term, so that they are capable of enduring beyond 

the plan period.”  

It continues at para 85 stating inter alia –  



 
 

 

“When defining boundaries, local planning authorities should:  

• Ensure consistency with the Local Plan strategy for meeting identified requirements for 

sustainable development; 

• Not include land which it is unnecessary to keep permanently open;  

• Satisfy themselves that Green Belt boundaries will not need to be altered at the end of the 

development plan period; and 

• Define boundaries clearly using physical features that are readily recogni sable and likely to 

be permanent. “ 

 

As noted in the Green Belt Review (paragraphs 2.11-2.13), the spatial extent of the West Midlands 

Green Belt was generally defined from 1955 (albeit not formally approved until 1975).  Given the time 

that has passed, circumstances and geography influencing the definition of Green Belt boundaries 

then would have been different to now, with a number of factors such as population increase, 

infrastructure improvements (including junction improvements around Junction 2 of the M6) affecting 

boundary definition. It is right therefore that Green Belt boundaries should be revisited as part of 

the Local Plan review and refinement to ensure their intended permanence (consistent with para 83 

of the NPPF) should be considered.     

Notwithstanding whether such refinement of Green Belt boundaries (to ensure their long-term 

permanence) is an ‘exceptional circumstance’ in itself, it is the case that RBC has already considered 

that exceptional circumstances exist to review Green Belt boundaries in Rugby to accommodate 

sustainable development. This is a key (and supported) component of the Local Plan strategy and 

supports the proposed alterations to the urban boundary and some main rural settlement boundaries 

to accommodate housing allocations in the plan.   

In this context it follows that the refinement of Green Belt boundaries should also be considered at 

this time. This is not to facilitate further development, but simply to ensure boundaries are clearly 

defined using physical features that are readily recognisable and likely to be permanent. Failure to 

do so would be inconsistent with Para 85 of the NPPF.   

There is no explicit requirement in the NPPF to provide exceptional circumstances for each individual 

Green Belt boundary revision. Surely, once local authorities have established exceptional 

circumstances for the principle of a Green Belt review (as required by Para 83 of the NPPF), it should 

do so in the context of paragraph 85.       

In summary, it is common ground that the site performs poorly as Green Belt and boundaries could 

be strengthened in this location through its release. The recommendations of the Joint Green Belt 

Review are clear and the Sustainability Appraisal also supports its release.  

In not now proposing the release of Parcel C6 from the Green Belt, the Local Plan is at odds with its 

evidence base and ultimately unsound. 
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Land Parcel Ref: C6

Parcel Type: Land Parcel

Main Authority: Rugby Borough Council

Main Authority: Rugby Borough Council

Other Authorities: N/A



Land Parcel Ref: C6

Parcel Type: Land Parcel

Main Authority: Rugby Borough Council

Purpose 1 - To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas

Does the parcel play a role in preventing ribbon development and/or has the Green Belt within the parcel 
already been compromised by ribbon development?

0

Issue 1a - Ribbon development

Issue 1b - Openness

Is the parcel free from development?  
Does the parcel have a sense of openness?

0

Notes:

As well as the main motorways, this parcel also contains a Highways Agency maintenance compound which 
compromises the openness of the parcel.  The relatively, small and flat islands of countryside, surrounded 
by large, raised and busy roads, combined with buildings and hardstanding associated with the other land 
uses, wholly compromise the openness of the countryside within the parcel.

Notes:

This parcel is bordered by major road routes such as the M6, M69 and A46 dual carriageway which means 
this parcel is unlikely to prevent ribbon development as there is limited potential.

Score:

Score:



Land Parcel Ref: C6

Parcel Type: Land Parcel

Main Authority: Rugby Borough Council

Purpose 2 - To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another

Is the parcel located within an existing settlement?
If no, what is the width of the gap between the settlements at the point that the parcel is intersected?

2

Issue 2a - Location of parcel and distance between neighbouring settlements 

Notes:

The village of Ansty lies 1.2km to the north of Coventry along Hinckley Road.

Score:



Land Parcel Ref: C6

Parcel Type: Land Parcel

Main Authority: Rugby Borough Council

Purpose 3 - To assist in the safeguarding of the countryside from encroachment

Does the parcel have the characteristics of countryside and/or connect to land with the characteristics of 
countryside?  
Has the parcel already been affected by encroachment of urbanised built development? 

0

Issue 3a - Significance of existing urbanising influences

Issue 3b - Significance of boundaries / features to contain development and prevent encroachment

Are there existing natural or man-made features / boundaries that would prevent encroachment in the long 
term? (These could be outside the parcel)

0

Notes:

The main routes of the M6, M69 and A46 would prevent the encroachment of development into this area of 
Green Belt.

Notes:

This parcel contains significant urbanising development in the form of major roads and areas of hard 
standing for a maintenance compound.  The remaining areas of the parcel are agricultural fields, therefore 
the land within the parcel is still considered to be countryside; however, these relatively, small and flat 
islands of countryside, surrounded by large, raised and busy roads, combined with buildings and 
hardstanding associated with the other land uses, are considered to have been urbanised.

Score:

Score:



Land Parcel Ref: C6

Parcel Type: Land Parcel

Main Authority: Rugby Borough Council

Purpose 4 - To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns

Is the parcel partially or wholly within or adjacent to a Conservation Area within an historic town? 
Does the parcel have good intervisibility with the historic core of an historic town?

0

Issue 4a - Parcel forms an historical and/or visual setting to the historic town

Notes:

The parcel does not overlap with a Conservation Area within an historic town.  In addition, there is no 
intervisibility between the historic core of a historic town and the parcel.

Score:



Land Parcel Ref: C6

Parcel Type: Land Parcel

Main Authority: Rugby Borough Council

Purpose 5 - To assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of 

derelict and other urban land

Issue 5a - The need to incentivise development on derelict and other urban land within settlements

All Green Belt makes a strategic contribution to urban regeneration by restricting the land available for 
development and encouraging developers to seek out and recycle derelict / urban sites.

The Local Authorities involved in this review are covered by the Coventry and Warwickshire Housing Market 
Area (HMA). Defining the area as an HMA reflects the key functional linkages that operate between where 
people live and work and the household demand and preferences that define the area. As the whole 
Housing Market Area functions as one unit, this makes it difficult to accurately assess whether one 
individual parcel considered in isolation makes a more significant contribution than another to incentivising 
development on previously developed land. What can be said is that all parcels make an equally significant 
contribution to this purpose and are each given a score of 4.

All parcels make an equally significant contribution (+4) to this purpose.



Land Parcel Ref: C6

Parcel Type: Land Parcel

Main Authority: Rugby Borough Council

Score Summary

Purpose 4 Score: 0

Total Score: 6

Purpose 3 Score: 0

Purpose 2 Score: 2

Purpose 1 Score: 0

Purpose 5 Score: 4

/20

/4

/4

/4

/4

/4




