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Settlement Hierarchy 
1. As described under Matters 1 and 2, there is no valid justification or exceptional 

circumstance for development in the Green Belt. 
 

2. The settlement hierarchy is justified and consistent with national policy in the 
Publication Draft now that the earlier misguided ‘Coventry Urban Edge’ tier has been 
removed: this was in conflict with the most protected area, the Green Belt, and 
related national policy.  Unfortunately, the plan (e.g. proposed policy DS3) is not 
consistent with the now-sound Policy GP2.   

Spatial Distribution 
3. The proposed distribution would cause damage to the Green Belt even though there 

are no justifiable exceptional circumstances.  Belatedly, Rugby Borough Council has 
accepted this lack of justification in principle.  As documented by the Council’s 
Executive Director (document LP55, paragraphs 4.1 and 4.6), the test of 
exceptional circumstances required for Green Belt release is not justified.  
 

4. Unfortunately, the Council applies this assessment inconsistently.  Correctly, it has 
dropped the very damaging Walsgrave Hill Farm proposal.  Incorrectly, it persists 
with other proposals for development in the Green Belt.  The remaining damage to 
the Green Belt is still substantial and unjustified.    
 

5. Policy DS3 continues to promote development outside the established boundaries of 
seven Main Rural Settlements.  These lie within the Green Belt so they should 
receive the maximum protection as stated in policy GP2: “new development will be 
resisted”.  The Council’s position on Walsgrave Hill Farm applies equally to each 
proposed development in the Green Belt.  Expansion beyond the boundary of any 
MRS in the Green Belt is not justified.   
 

6. The Government has repeatedly confirmed that it will continue to protect the Green 
Belt.  The recent Housing White Paper confirms1 its policy of “maintaining existing 
strong protections for the Green Belt, and clarifying that Green Belt boundaries 
should be amended only in exceptional circumstances when local authorities can 
demonstrate that they have fully examined all other reasonable options for meeting 
their identified housing requirements”. Rugby has not demonstrated that it has fully 
examined all other reasonable options to avoid damage to the Green Belt, for 
example: 
 

 Not meeting its allocation of Coventry’s claimed need in full; 
 Reducing its buffer ‘for flexibility’; 
 Increasing re-use of brownfield land rather than building on green fields; 
 Intensifying development on existing sites outside the Green Belt. 

 
1 Planning for the right homes in the right places in ‘Fixing our Broken Housing Market’, February 2017, at 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/fixing-our-broken-housing-market  
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The Government has also repeatedly confirmed2 that unmet need is unlikely to 
outweigh harm to the Green Belt.  Despite this unwavering national policy, the 
proposed policy DS3 includes up to 527 new homes in the Green Belt outside 
established MRS boundaries. 
 

7. Even if it had been justified because of compelling proven need and complete lack of 
development potential outside the Green Belt, the broad-brush approach to MRS 
expansion in the Green Belt is the very antithesis of ‘exceptional’.  The Council 
proposes to expand 7 of the 9 MRSs (LP01 paragraphs 4.31- 4.32), each of the 7 
located in the Green Belt without exception (see LP02 Proposal Maps).  It does not 
propose to expand any MRS outside the Green Belt.  Its approach undermines 
Green Belt protection and makes a mockery of ‘exceptional circumstances’. 
 

8. There is no compelling evidence of justification of truly exceptional circumstances 
specific to each individual location: 

 what makes this location unique to justify truly exceptional circumstances? 
 what scale of housing is really justified outside each existing village boundary in the 

Green Belt? Not just broad-brush allocations and developer-led proposals. 
 What damage would be caused to the Green Belt for this scale of development 

according to the specific assessments in the Coventry and Warwickshire Green Belt 
Review (LP30)? The Council asserts (LP05 section 6.9) that the Green Belt study 
“has helped inform the site selection process” but there is very little evidence of 
this in practice. 
 

9. The Government’s policy – much repeated by ministers – is to protect the Green 
Belt, emphasising its openness and permanence. Policy DS3 as proposed is 
contrary to national policy, is not justified and is unsound. 

Unsustainable Development 
10. The least sustainable type of development in the publication draft is the proposed 

extension of MRSs in the Green Belt. Any argument depending on close proximity to 
Coventry would undermine the purposes of the Green Belt of protecting the 
countryside and preventing urban sprawl.  Most villages do not offer good access to 
urban areas, being dependent on narrow lanes and infrequent bus services. 
 

11. The SHMA accepts (for example, in paragraphs 3.29, 3.34, 3.56, … 7.5, … in LP08) 
that housing need has a high degree of uncertainty  so it would be expected that 
such a forecast would contain at least a 10% estimating error. Yet the total extra 
housing proposed by extension of each MRS in the Green Belt is under 4% of the 
total housing proposed in the whole plan, well within the expected estimating error. 
By the end of the plan period, it is likely to be clear that the forecasts were not 
accurate but by then houses could have been built in the rural Green Belt areas.  
The harm will be done to both the environment and to the purposes of the Green Belt 
even if the claimed need was proven as not genuine.  Expansion of each MRS in the 

 
2 For example in the Planning Policy Statement at 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/457632/Final_Chief_Planning_Officer_let
ter_and_written_statement.pdf  
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Green Belt is not justified: there are possibilities outside the Green Belt and there are 
no proven exceptional circumstances. 

Walsgrave Hill Farm 
12. Any return to the proposal for development of Walsgrave Hill Farm at this stage 

would undermine confidence in the public consultation process; the publication draft 
would be seen as misdirecting the public on this very damaging proposal. 
 

13. The proposed site at Walsgrave Hill Farm is particularly unsuitable for development.  
It is in the Green Belt and the Joint Green Belt Review assessed its broad area as 
making a considerable contribution to all five purposes of the Green Belt (Broad Area 
2 in LP30 JGBR Appendix 1 Rugby Part 1).  More specifically, the site is a large part 
of Parcel C7 which is rated well in the assessment.  In both parts of the assessment, 
it is stressed that the A46 “represents a permanent defensible boundary inhibiting 
encroachment” of urban sprawl into the countryside.  It further emphasises that 
“development within the parcel [C7] would represent a significant breach of this 
defensible boundary”.  Development would cause severe damage to the Green Belt, 
impacting both the openness and permanence of the Green Belt, contrary to national 
policy (NPPF paragraphs 79-80).  As the Council acknowledges (document LP55, 
paragraphs 4.1 and 4.6), there are no valid exceptional circumstances which would 
justify it.   
 

14. Any development of the part of Walsgrave Hill Farm in Rugby Borough would be 
even more damaging because of its cumulative effect with an allocation in 
Coventry’s emerging plan3.  This includes 900 dwellings at Walsgrave Hill Farm on 
the Coventry side of the A46 with development right up to (and including) the A46. 
The cumulative impact of the two proposals would drive urban sprawl right across 
the A46 from Coventry deep into the countryside.  This would be very damaging to 
the Green Belt and the rural environment.  Once again, there has not been an 
adequate sustainability assessment of this cross-border issue, which would create 
an unprecedented breach in the ‘permanent defensible boundary’. 

Necessary Actions 
15. Proposed modifications (LP54a) do not address these issues.   

 
16. Comprehensive brownfield land registers must be taken fully into account.  

Reasonable alternatives must take fully into account environmental impact and 
strategic constraints such as the Green Belt and evaluate not meeting claimed need 
in full.  The Plan is not consistent in its application of its position that there are no 
exceptional circumstances to justify new development in the Green Belt.  All housing 
allocation in the Green Belt should be removed and the excessive buffer ‘for 
flexibility’ should be reduced.   

 
3 Policy H2 Housing Allocations in the proposed Coventry Local Plan (with modifications from Examination in Public) 
found at http://www.coventry.gov.uk/downloads/file/23851/mod_1_local_plan_with_proposed_modifications   
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