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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 This is the first of three Hearing Statements that are submitted on behalf of Roxhill 

Developments in response to the Planning Inspector’s Stage 1 Hearings (MIQs) 

letter, sent out on 5 December 2017. Roxhill have land interests at Walsgrave Hill 

Farm to the western side of the borough, directly adjacent to the boundary with 

Coventry City, east of the A46. 

 

1.2 Roxhill has previously made representation at the various stages of the Local Plan 

process. This includes making strong objections to the Publication Draft version of 

the plan on the basis that it is neither legally compliant, nor sound. A summary of 

the concerns raised, insofar as these are relevant to Matter 1 (Legal Compliance 

and Duty to Co-operate), is provided below: 

 

o Unsound reversal of the Local Plan Preferred Options, which allocated 

Walsgrave Hill as an urban extension to help meet the City’s unmet 

housing need. 

o Housing allocations predominantly around the Rugby Urban Area, a 

significant distance from Coventry where a portion of the need arises. 

o Lack of attention given to the NPPF requirement to review Green Belt 

boundaries to promote sustainable patterns of development. 

o Conflict with NPPF policy in relation to minimising car-borne travel and 

making full use of public transport. 

o Inconsistent allocations when compared with other neighbouring Local 

Plans which allocate sustainable Edge of City sites. 

o Lodge Farm site allocated despite significant concerns about its remote 

and unsustainable location. 

o Substantial evidence that future residents of Lodge Farm would be 

heavily dependent upon the private car, using roads that suffer from a 

high number of traffic accidents and via the heavily congested Dunchurch 

Crossroads. 

o Lodge Farm allocation fails to consider traffic impacts on 

Northamptonshire County Council’s highway network. 

o Lodge Farm has no established infrastructure, which will affect the 

timescales for delivery and will influence viability.  

o The SA judgements are inconsistent and highly subjective. 

 

1.3 This Hearing Statement sets out Roxhill’s position in respect of Matter 1. 
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2.0  Issue 1a: Duty to Co-operate (Question 1. c.) 

2.1  The 2011 Localism Act places a legal duty on local authorities to engage 
constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis to maximise the effectiveness of 
Local Plan preparation in the context of strategic cross boundary matters. This 
requirement is also set out in paragraphs 178-181 of the NPPF. 

 
2.2  Rugby Borough Council has provided evidence that it has worked with local 

authority partners from across the Coventry and Warwickshire Housing Market 
Area in the commissioning of evidence and reaching agreement about the 
distribution of unmet need. This has led to the signing of Memorandum of 
Understanding relating to both housing (2015) and employment (2016). 

 
2.3  While there is no duty to agree with neighbouring authorities, it is evident from the 

representations made by Coventry City Council to Rugby Borough Council’s 
Preferred Options consultation (dated 11 November 2016), that they supported the 
principle of delivering sustainable Edge of City development, recognising that this 
could help to meet the City’s unmet housing need where it is supported by 
appropriate infrastructure. The City supported the delivery of 1,500 homes on the 
Walsgrave Hill Farm site and recognised the benefits of delivering junction 
upgrades on the A46 and enhanced access arrangements to the University 
Hospital at Walsgrave. Furthermore, as part of their representations, the City 
Council referred to the support given at their own Local Plan examination that key 
stakeholders (University Hospital, Highways England, Transport for West Midlands 
and the Coventry and Warwickshire LEP) were also supportive of the Walsgrave 
Hill allocation. The City Council expressed their support for employment growth 
and emphasised that new Edge of City development would represent a 
sustainable solution. 

 
2.4  The City Council’s approach to allocating Green Belt sites for employment 

development was made clear at its own Local Plan examination. The Inspector 
stated in his October 2017 report (Paragraph 178):  

 
“The Council seeks to allocate additional land for employment within the Green 
Belt as well as supporting its Warwickshire neighbours’ intention to allocate 
additional sites adjacent to the City boundary within the Green Belt. 
 

2.5  The decision to remove the Walsgrave Hill housing allocation from the Publication 
Draft version of Rugby’s Plan came out of the blue. Rugby BC has provided no 
evidence of constructive dialogue with its neighbours about this change of 
strategy, and the implications it would have on supporting the City’s economy, its 
housing needs, the operation of the hospital or the implications upon the transport 
network. This was despite being aware that provision needed to be made in the 
emerging plan for 2,800 homes that would otherwise have been provided within 
Coventry City’s administrative area. This lack of engagement with the City Council 
and other public stakeholders conflicts with the statutory duty to work jointly on 
areas of common interest “for the mutual benefit of neighbouring authorities” 
(NPPF, Para. 178). 
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3.0 Issue 1b: Other Legal and Procedural Requirements (Question 2) 
 
3.1  Section 19 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires local 

authorities to carry out a Sustainability Appraisal (SA) to test the likely 
environmental effects of local plan allocations and policies when judged against 
reasonable alternatives. The purpose of this process is to ensure that the potential 
environmental effects are given full consideration alongside social and economic 
issues. 

 
3.2  In 2015, the Coventry and Warwickshire local authorities reached agreement upon 

the distribution of housing need by producing a Memorandum of Understanding 
(MoU). This was endorsed by Rugby BC on 27 October 2015. The work carried 
out by the local authorities in advance of the MoU identified a shortfall of land for 
17,800 homes. Before allocating this unmet need across the HMA, the authorities 
tested six different growth options through the SA process. This concluded that the 
most sustainable solution for distributing this unmet need would be the ‘Edge of 
Coventry’ and ‘Growth Corridor’ options. One of the least sustainable options 
tested through this process was the creation of a new settlement. 

 
3.3  The Council tested their emerging plan against reasonable alternatives at 

Preferred Options stage (December 2015) and at Publication Draft Stage 
(September 2016). These assessments were both carried out by LUC on behalf of 
the Council. 

 
3.4  The Walsgrave Hill site was identified in the Preferred Options version of the Plan 

as an allocation for 1,500 homes. The allocation was proposed having fully 
considered the environmental effects and tested the impacts against other 
reasonable alternatives. The Lodge Farm site was not identified as a reasonable 
alternative and therefore there was no assessment of the environmental effects 
within the 2015 Preferred Options SA. While this process identified some negative 
effects for Walsgrave Hill, as it did for the other three strategic allocations, the 
Council was confident that any adverse impacts could be mitigated. The Preferred 
Option to allocate Walsgrave Hill to take a substantial number of the houses 
‘inherited’ from Coventry City was a logical solution given the SA process 
informing the distribution of Coventry’s unmet need identified ‘Edge of Coventry’ 
as one of the two “most sustainable spatial approaches”. 

 
3.5  The 2016 Publication version of the plan identified the Lodge Farm site as a new 

Garden Village, in preference to the 1,500 home allocation at Walsgrave Hill. The 
council justified this allocation through its SA process, claiming that it is a more 
sustainable solution. However, the scores given to the Lodge Farm site against 
the various SA criteria appear to be falsely inflated and biased in favour of 
supporting the allocation. The scores given to the Walsgrave Hill site on the other 
hand give a negative perspective to the environmental impacts of the 
development. When the two sites’ scores are compared, it is clear that the process 
has not been carried out objectively. Numerous anomalies and inconsistencies 
have been identified when comparing the SA analysis for both sites, which results 
in an outcome that heavily favours Lodge Farm.  

 
3.6  The NPPF (Para. 150) advises that “Local Plans are key to delivering sustainable 

development” and “must be prepared with the objective of contributing to the 
achievement of sustainable development” (Para. 151). The subjective and 
inconsistent SA process in relation to the Walsgrave Hill site has resulted in a 
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spatial solution that is unsustainable. In this regard, the plan fails the test of legal 
compliance. 

 
3.7 The SA process was introduced by government to provide a tool to allow local 

authorities to objectively appraise different local plan strategies, and 
guide/influence decision making to ensure that the local plan process provides the 
most sustainable solution. It was not intended to be used subjectively as a way of 
justifying unsustainable policy decisions. 

 
3.8  To highlight the anomalies and inconsistencies in SA process, Oxalis Planning has 

carried out its own assessment of the SA scores for Lodge Farm and Walsgrave 
Hill. A summary table of this analysis is provided at Appendix A. To make the 
comparison simpler to understand, the scoring system provided in the Council’s 
LUC report has been converted to numerical scores ranging from 1 point for a 
double negative (--) score to 5 points for a double positive (++) score. Using this 
scoring system, LUC (2016) scores the Lodge Farm allocation 53-60 points and 
scores Walsgrave Hill (2015) 48 points, which would suggest that Lodge Farm is a 
far more sustainable option. This compares to Oxalis’ analysis, which scores 
Lodge Farm 46 points and Walsgrave Hill 61 points. In carrying out this work the 
following errors and inaccuracies were identified through the Council’s SA 
process: 

 

 1 – Poverty and Social exclusion. Unlike Lodge Farm, which is in a remote 

location, Walsgrave Hill site is located on the edge of Coventry City, close 

to public transport and within easy range of shops, employment, health and 

other facilities, accessed by a wide range of infrastructure. The site will be 

accessible by people from a range of backgrounds, including those who 

aren’t able to afford private car travel. The conclusion that Lodge Farm 

should score higher because it provides broadband (no recognition that 

Walsgrave Hill will too) is an overly-simplistic way of assessing the site. 

 2 – Services and Facilities. The Council’s SA has scored Lodge Farm ++ (5 

points) but – (2 points) for Walsgrave Hill without justification. Walsgrave 

Hill residents will have access to a far greater range of facilities given its 

proximity to a high quality public transport route to the City Centre and 

surrounding suburbs and given that the site is directly adjacent to a wide 

range of services and facilities. Within nearby Walsgrave, for instance, 

residents will be able to access a choice of supermarkets and non-food 

retail uses, day nurseries, hospital and other health facilities, leisure uses, 

take-aways/restaurants, primary and secondary schools, fuel stations, 

public houses, hotels, places of worship and a post office. This evidence is 

supported within representations made by the C&W Chamber of Trade, 

who refers to this being a unique opportunity to bring employment and 

housing together, close to the motorway network, to support the city and 

other services. 

 4 – Housing. The Council’s SA process does not give weight to the 

benefits that would be brought by allocating the Walsgrave Hill site directly 

adjacent to Coventry City, which is the where the unmet housing need 

arises. The allocation would have provided the opportunity to build a 
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choice of housing types, including much needed affordable housing close 

to the City’s boundary. Walsgrave Hill should have been scored as a far 

more sustainable site than Lodge Farm, which is 10 miles from Coventry’s 

boundary and is unlikely to be a suitable place for residents who would 

otherwise have chosen to live close to the City. 

 6 – Economy. The Council’s SA process scores both sites the same when 

assessing the economic benefits. This is clearly a misleading conclusion to 

reach as the Walsgrave Hill residents will have the opportunity to access a 

wide range of employment opportunities within nearby business / industrial 

areas and within the City itself, all accessed by a choice of transport 

modes. The allocation of Walsgrave Hill would also provide the opportunity 

to unlock the allocation of the adjacent site for additional strategic 

employment development, which would bring significant local economic 

opportunities, providing jobs to local people and investment in the local 

area. The same cannot be said for Lodge Farm, which provides negligible 

employment opportunities on site and residents would live some 

considerable distance from places of work. 

 9 – Resources & 10 – Waste. The Council’s scores give credit to Lodge 

Farm because of opportunities to minimise energy use. However, similar 

weight has not been given to Walsgrave Hill even though the same 

construction standards would apply. No analysis has been carried out 

about the impact upon the land quality of Lodge Farm. The process fails to 

reflect opportunities for sustainable waste recycling from Walsgrave Hill 

given its proximity to the City Centre. 

 11 – Climate Change & 12 – Flooding. The Council’s SA analysis doesn’t 

recognise the impact of additional travelling from the remote Lodge Farm 

site to local towns, the City and areas where there is employment, shops 

and leisure facilities. It fails to recognise the positive benefits to sustainable 

drainage that would be provided within the Walsgrave Hill development. 

 14 – Sustainable Transport. The SA scores Lodge Farm the highest 

possible score despite being in a remote location with only an occasional 

bus service. Even with heavy investment to improve the frequency of 

service, a high quality public transport connection to Rugby and Coventry 

City and to major employment areas would be extremely difficult to 

achieve. Because public transport would be so poor and improvements 

would need to be heavily subsidised, it is unrealistic to expect future 

residents to be able to rely upon public transport. Walsgrave Hill on the 

other hand is on the doorstep to a major public transport interchange at 

Walsgrave Hospital, serving 14 bus routes to the city centre and to 

surrounding suburbs and settlements. There is the potential to extend 

some of these services into the application site. Residents would also be 

within a short bus or cycle to the City’s rail station. The SA process should 

have scored Walsgrave Hill considerably higher than Lodge Farm against 

this criteria. 
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 16 – Biodiversity. Both sites are located near to Local Wildlife sites, yet for 

no apparent reason, Lodge Farm is scored higher than Walsgrave Hill 

despite there being the opportunity to mitigate impacts. 

4.0  Conclusions 
 
4.1  The Council has not properly or effectively engaged with Coventry City Council 

about where development should be located to best meet the City’s unmet needs. 
 
4.2  The Council has not recognised the support expressed by Coventry City Council, 

the Coventry and Warwickshire Local Enterprise Partnership and the Coventry and 
Warwickshire Chamber of Trade for providing sufficient strategic employment land 
to meet the growing pressure for economic investment in the area. Furthermore, 
they have failed to effectively engage with the University Hospital to ensure that in 
deciding where to allocate strategic development sites, the opportunity to solve 
their emergency access requirements is not missed. 

 
4.2  The SA process for distributing unmet housing need from Coventry gave a clear 

steer that ‘Edge of Coventry’ allocations would represent one of the most 
sustainable solutions. The Council recognised this in its Preferred Options 
document by allocating Walsgrave Hill. Illogically, its Publication Draft document 
favours the less sustainable Lodge Farm site. 

 
4.3  The strategy for selecting strategic sites in the Council’s emerging plan has not 

been based on a sound process of Sustainability Appraisal. The decision to not 
allocate the site at Walsgrave Hill for a mixed residential and employment 
development fails to recognise the site’s excellent relationship with Coventry City 
and associated employment opportunities, infrastructure, local services and a 
choice of travel options. The council has not properly balanced the limited 
environmental harm against the significant social and economic benefits that 
development would bring as that would have demonstrated that exceptional 
circumstances exist to justify altering the Green Belt and allocating the Walsgrave 
Hill site for development. 

 
4.4  The Sustainability Appraisals for the Walsgrave Hill and Lodge Farm sites have 

not been based on a fair and objective assessment of the impacts when weighed 
against sustainability criteria. The process for the Lodge Farm site appears to 
have been carried out after the decision to allocate the site, rather than being used 
as a tool to inform the process. The criteria applied through policy DS10 has 
inflated the appraisal score for Lodge Farm but this has not been consistently 
applied in the case of Walsgrave Hill.  

 
4.5  The SA process brushes over the obvious merits of Walsgrave Hill in respect of 

economic benefit, access to employment, services and facilities, sustainable 
travel, climate change, pollution and delivering a choice of homes in the most 
sustainable location. Had a more objective SA process been carried out, as is 
demonstrated at Appendix A, the Walsgrave Hill site would have been chosen as 
the most sustainable option for growth, helping to justify that exceptional 
circumstances exist to release the site from the Green Belt. 


