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Overall Development Needs - Housing 
1. As described under Matter 1, the Duty to Cooperate process drove Rugby to meet in full its 

allocated redistribution of Coventry’s claimed unmet needs.  The purpose of the Housing 
Memorandum of Understanding is “to ensure that the housing needs of the C&W HMA are 
met in full” (LP05 Appendix 1 paragraph 5).  Coventry demanded that its neighbours 
provide both housing and employment land so it can expand at a rate beyond its means.  It 
might be reasonable for one local authority to request its neighbour to contribute either 
housing land or employment land in order to address an imbalance, but Coventry’s export 
of both housing and employment claimed needs indicates that its chosen growth rate is 
unsustainable and unjustified. 
 

2. National planning guidance (PPG Paragraph: 045 Reference ID: 3-045-20141006) specifies 
that constraints such as Green Belt may restrain the ability of the local authority to meet 
need.  There is no evidence that the Council has properly evaluated the reasonable 
alternative of not meeting the claimed needs in full because of policy constraints and 
environmental impact.  The most sustainable approach would be for Coventry to grow at a 
more reasonable rate compatible with its resources and for Rugby to reduce its allocations.    
 

3. The proposed modifications (LP 54.12 in LP54a) confirm that the Local Plan is allocating an 
excessive amount of land for housing.  These figures show that over 24% more housing 
land is being provided than needed even if claimed unmet needs are met in full (and in 
Matter 1 the case was put that meeting claimed need in full is not justified).  Rugby’s 
excessive allocation is not justified - it would lead to ‘cherry picking’, whereby easy sites 
(typically on green field land) are built on but more challenging sites (typically brownfield) 
are ignored.   
 

4. Even if some excess allocation was justified as ‘an element of flexibility’ (LP 54.12 in 
LP54a), the plan offers no real justification for the amount of excess: why 24% rather than 
20% or 10% or 5% extra?  National policy (NPPF paragraph 14) is that there should be 
sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid change, specifying (NPPF paragraph 47) that a 5% 
buffer should be sufficient to provide flexibility and choice but, even in extreme 
circumstances, the buffer does not exceed 20%. There is no evidence to support Rugby’s 
proposed excessively large 24% buffer. 
 

5. By comparison with the proposed 24% over-allocation, the number of dwellings proposed in 
the Green Belt is under 4% of the total (LP01 Policy DS3).  If the proposed flexibility buffer 
was reduced just a little, from 24% extra to 20% extra, no new housing would be needed in 
the Green Belt.  The plan claims (LP01 paragraph 4.37) that the amount of housing makes 
an exceptional circumstance for Green Belt release.  The desire to provide ‘an element of 
flexibility’ does not justify exceptional circumstances for development in the Green Belt.  
This analysis reinforces the points made in Matter 1 that there are no valid exceptional 
circumstances for development in the Green Belt. 

Overall Development Needs - Employment 
6. As described in Matter 1, the Duty to Cooperate process drove Rugby to meet in full the 

allocation of employment land determined in the Employment Memorandum of 
Understanding (LP05 Appendix 2).  The MoU was designed “to ensure that the employment 
land needs of Coventry City are met” (LP05 Appendix 2 paragraph 2.4). There is no 
evidence that reasonable alternatives were considered properly as specified in national 
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guidance, for example not meeting the allocation because of the strategic constraint of 
Green Belt policy and environmental impact (PPG Paragraph: 021 Reference ID: 9-021-
20140410). 
 

7. The MoU process recognises (LP05 Appendix 2 Table E) that Rugby over-supplies against 
its allocation while other local authorities (e.g. Nuneaton & Bedworth, North Warwickshire) 
contribute little or nothing to meeting the redistribution in full. There is no valid justification 
for this inequity.  It is at odds with the constraints of the Green Belt. 
 

8. Rugby Borough continues to provide major employment sites (e.g. the former Peugeot 
manufacturing site, part of which is now known as Prologis Ryton,  and the former Regional 
Investment Site at Ansty Park) but it does not count these against its own needs (LP01 
table in 4.16 and policy DS4).  The emerging Coventry plan1 identifies 241ha of 
employment land “to be provided within Warwickshire adjacent to the city boundary, 
principally at Ansty Park, Ryton Park and Coventry Gateway”.  Coventry’s plan goes on to 
refer to potential expansion of Ansty Park and this is included in Coventry’s policy DS2 Duty 
to Cooperate.  The Duty to Cooperate is not a duty to agree (PPG Paragraph: 021 
Reference ID: 9-021-20140410). 
 

9. Major sites such as Ansty Park and Ryton clearly (LP01 table in 6.10) contribute to Rugby’s 
employment needs as well as Coventry’s.  Rugby’s plan is unjustified in its failure to count 
these contributions.  This is not just a historic problem of already developed sites.  For 
example, the large former Peugeot manufacturing site at Ryton was divided into 3 parts and 
one of these parts – brownfield land - is still completely undeveloped after many years.  The 
consequence of ignoring these sites is that Rugby’s plan allocates new green field sites 
which are not needed at all. 
 

10. As described in Matter 1, re-allocation of employment land across the sub-region was 
determined without proper consideration of environmental impact and policy constraints 
such as Green Belt.  Sub-regional employment site selection was driven by the Coventry & 
Warwickshire Local Enterprise Partnership through its Strategic Economic Plan and by 
developers with very close ties to the LEP.   By the nature of the LEP, its plan focused on 
economic aspects and there is no evidence that a thorough top-down Sustainability 
Appraisal has been completed for the Coventry and Warwickshire sub-region as a whole; 
such an appraisal should allow potential locations for employment to be allocated taking 
into account their relative environmental impact.  Government policy (NPPF paragraphs 7-
8) requires that economic considerations should not be taken in isolation and specifies 
(PPG Paragraph: 006 Reference ID: 9-006-20160519) that “Strategic Economic Plans are 
not part of, or a substitute for, the local plan for an area which guides development 
decisions, and it is important that they are not treated as such”.  Without proper 
sustainability assessment at the sub-regional level, allocation across the sub-region cannot 
be justified. 

Overall Development Needs - Brownfield Land 
11. Plan makers should be proactive in identifying as wide a range as possible of sites and 

broad locations for development (PPG Paragraph: 011 Reference ID: 3-011-20140306) but 

 
1 Section on Employment Land Needs 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   
 

http://www.coventry.gov.uk/downloads/file/23851/mod_1_local_plan_with_proposed_modifications
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Rugby is not meeting its obligations to identify and prioritise re-use of previously developed 
land.  Although Policy ED3 recognises the importance of the re-use of brownfield land and 
Policy ED1 supports the intensification of use of existing employment sites subject to 
constraints such as Green Belt, these policies are not carried through in practice.  
Brownfield land across the whole sub-region has not been assessed adequately and 
Rugby’s situation exemplifies this. 
  

12. The Town and Country Planning (Brownfield Land Register) Regulations 2017 requires that 
Rugby Borough Council published registers of previously developed (brownfield) land by 31 
December 2017 (PPG Paragraph: 002 Reference ID: 59-002-20170728).  At the time of 
writing (2 January 2018), there is no evidence that this requirement has been met properly.  
For example, the meaningless map2 claiming to be a map of sites included in the 
Brownfield Land Register does not match the spreadsheet claiming to be the Brownfield 
Land Register3.  Neither appears to include the Rolls Royce site at Ansty or the ex-Peugeot 
site at Ryton.  The brownfield site at Ansty alone is much larger than the total of all the sites 
in Rugby’s spreadsheet put together (a current total of under 16 hectares). 
 

13. Rugby’s local plan recognises that the large Rolls Royce site at Ansty is strategically 
significant (LP02.3 Rural Proposals Map and LP01 6.10) but the proposed Plan fails to 
include any specific policy on this site, in Policy DS4 for example.  This 200-acre (81 
hectares) brownfield site has been under-utilised for many years and it is now confirmed on 
the market for development – see Appendix A.  It abuts the existing employment site at 
Ansty Business Park, which has excellent road access and a dedicated bus service.  It 
does lie within the Green Belt on the edge of the urban area of Coventry but brownfield land 
within the Green Belt is covered by national Green Belt policy (NPPF paragraph 89). 
Without thorough consideration of this site, the Rugby plan is unsound. 
 

14. Despite the Government’s Core Planning Principle (NPPF paragraphs 17 and 111) of 
encouraging effective re-use of previously developed (brownfield) land, Rugby’s proposed 
plan is inadequate, in fact completely silent on re-use of brownfield land as far as housing is 
concerned.   If Rugby genuinely prioritised effective re-use of brownfield land, it would not 
be necessary to develop as much green field land in general, especially in the Green Belt. If 
extra development space is really justified, being silent on such an important large site as 
Rolls Royce at Ansty makes the Rugby plan unsound 

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

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

Rugby and across the sub-region.  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 housing allocation is excessive and the buffer ‘for 
flexibility’ should be reduced.  There are no justified exceptional circumstances for housing 
development in the Green Belt and this should be removed.  Major employment sites at 
Ryton and Ansty must be counted as part of Rugby’s plan.  If further development land is 
really justified, the Rolls Royce site at Ansty should be considered fully in the Plan instead 
of green field land. 

 
2 https://www.rugby.gov.uk/downloads/file/1476/map_of_sites_included_in_the_brownfield_land_register  uploaded on 28th 
December 2017 
3 https://www.rugby.gov.uk/downloads/file/1474/brownfield_land_register_excel  uploaded on 28th December 2017 

https://www.rugby.gov.uk/downloads/file/1476/map_of_sites_included_in_the_brownfield_land_register
https://www.rugby.gov.uk/downloads/file/1474/brownfield_land_register_excel
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Appendix A: Rolls-Royce looks to sell land at Ansty 
Source: http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-coventry-warwickshire-41934000 dated 9 November 2017 
and accessed on 31 December 2017 

 
Image copyright Above All Images/Ian Hay Image caption  

Rolls-Royce is seeking to sell a large swathe of land adjacent to its plant at Ansty in Warwickshire for a 
manufacturing development.  The company says the land is "surplus" and it hopes to offer it to other 
manufacturers 

The site, six miles east of Coventry, is the base for the firm's civil aerospace business and was formerly the 
hub of their UK defence operations. 

The company said it was seeking to offer the surplus land to other manufacturing firms. 

It said it was not seeking to reduce its own operations at the site. 

It is working with two property development companies who will help develop the site when prospective 
buyers are found. 

"[The site] will deliver more than 2,000,000 sq ft [185,000 sq m] of industrial manufacturing and office 
accommodation," said David Mitchell, from one of the companies, Manse LLP. 

Richard Smith, managing partner of Opus Land, the other company involved, said the land had the potential 
to create "thousands of new jobs". 

The firms hope the development will complement the neighbouring technology site at Ansty Park. 

They said the vacant Rolls-Royce buildings on the site were in the process of being demolished. 

http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-coventry-warwickshire-41934000
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-coventry-warwickshire-21145802
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-coventry-warwickshire-21145802
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