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Examination of the Rugby Borough Local Plan  

 

Hearing on Issue 1b: 23 January 2018 

 

Statement of Stand Against Lodge Farm Village, Grandborough Parish Council, 

Willoughby Parish Council and Barby & Onley Parish Council  

(collectively “SALFV et al”) 

 

 

Matter 1 - Legal Compliance and Duty to Co-operate 

Issue 1b:  Other legal and procedural requirements 

 

Question 2:  

Has the formulation of the RBLP been based on a sound process of sustainability appraisal 

(SA)?   

 

1. No. There are a number of significant problems with the SA that make it unsound, 

including flaws in how the SA scores certain allocations, and reliance on information that 

is incorrect or out of date, or insufficient to support the proposed Plan. These flaws 

particularly affect the comparative sustainability score given to the Lodge Farm (DS10) 

proposed allocation in comparison to the Walsgrave Hill (“WH”) preferred option 

allocation removed from the submission draft.  

 

Flaws in SA Scoring 

 

2. The scoring of housing allocations including Lodge Farm and Walsgrave Hill is clearly 

unsound, rising to the level of irrationality.   

 

3. The most sustainable locations for new housing development are commonly on the edge 

of urban areas as such sites offer a strong relationship with existing services and provide 

a wide range of opportunities for access to employment and services. WH is an example 

of such housing led mixed-use development site.  This preferred option site is 

strategically located on the edge of Coventry (from which significant unmet housing 

need arises) and has excellent potential for public transport connectivity to Coventry. It 

also lies adjacent to Ansty Business Park, meaning that approximately 4,000 jobs would 

be within easy walking distance of residences there.  

 

4. The least sustainable locations for new housing development are generally new 

dormitory settlements in open countryside. Lodge Farm is a remote location that holds no 

synergy with any other community within the Borough from a transport perspective. It is 

equidistant from Rugby and Daventry but near neither, and is the wrong side of the A45 

from both. Moreover, as a development of up to 1500 homes, Lodge Farm is at the very 

low end of the size that qualifies as a self-sustaining development especially as it does 

not offer any real employment opportunities (1,500 – 10,000 homes).  Because of this, it 

is highly questionable if Lodge Farm can be developed as a sustainable settlement with a 

mix of homes, employment, shopping and other services.  Further, even if Lodge Farm 

might eventually reach a sustainable size, it is likely to be many years after the 

conclusion of the plan period.  In the meantime, Lodge Farm would represent one of the 

least sustainable forms of development – a dormitory settlement in open countryside.  
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5. Despite these factors, the SA scores Lodge Farm higher than WH in terms of access to 

services and facilities (Obj. 2) and promoting a sustainable, accessible transport network 

(Obj. 14).  This does not withstand scrutiny.  Further, the SA scores Lodge Farm 

positively in relation to economic benefits and access to jobs. In reality, it is likely to 

perform very poorly in this respect. 

 

6. As one example of the flaws in the SA’s scoring, the existence of two bus stops on the 

A45 (Daventry Road) apparently helped gain Lodge Farm a positive score on four 

separate SA objectives (2, 6, 11, and 14).  Yet one of these bus stops is simply a signpost 

on the A45 verge while the other is comprised of a simple shelter standing next to a 

signpost.  However, these stops are currently served by only a single Stagecoach route 

with the peak frequency being hourly.  As discussed in the Transport Appraisal prepared 

on behalf of SALFV by Steve Johnstone of Walker Engineering (“SALFV TA” 

[Examination Library Document OTH 03]), at paras. 4.01-4.06, it is unlikely to be 

economically sustainable to improve the bus service to provide a viable public transport 

link between Lodge Farm and employment and retail centres in Rugby or Daventry. In 

any event, it is not reasonable to accord significant weight to the existence of two metal 

poles with “Bus Stop” signs and a minor piece of street furniture when determining the 

sustainability of the spatial strategy of the Borough.  The cost of new transport links such 

as bus services at Lodge Farm are likely to be many orders of magnitude higher than the 

cost of providing minor infrastructure of this nature – and therefore far more 

determinative of the sustainability of the development. 

 

Landscape 

7. There are also flaws in the SA’s scoring relating to harm to the landscape.  Attached to 

this statement is a January 2018 landscape report relating to the Lodge Farm site which 

was prepared by The Landscape Partnership on behalf of SALFV et al (“SALFV 

Landscape Report”).  The SALFV Landscape Report identifies serious shortcomings 

with the SA’s treatment of landscape issues in relation to the Lodge Farm allocation. 

 

8. In particular, the scoring in the SA relies on a finding that the landscape in which Lodge 

Farm is situated is of medium sensitivity. However, as explained below this finding is 

based on a misapplication of generalised information and is unsupported by any specific 

evidence relating to the site. 

 

9. The flawed finding of medium landscape sensitivity in the SA arose out of a 2006 

Landscape Assessment of the Borough of Rugby Sensitivity and Condition Study (LP 34 

- “2006 RBC Landscape Study”) which was carried out for the Council by Warwickshire 

County Council (“WCC”).  The 2006 RBC Landscape Study divides the authority into 

landscape character types.  This Study preceded the Lodge Farm site coming forward. 

However, the proposed Lodge Farm site is located within an area assessed by the 2006 

RBC Landscape Study as being part of the Feldon Vale Farmlands character type. The 

sensitivity of this landscape character type as a whole is “moderate” based on a 

combination of moderate fragility and moderate visibility. However, the 2006 RBC 

Landscape Study is clear that it is a “broad based assessment of the landscape within the 

Borough as a whole”.   

 

10. The Council rely on the findings in this 2006 RBC Landscape Study to make conclusions 

about the ‘inherent character’ and sensitivity of the whole of the Feldon Vale Farmlands.  

However this approach is unsound because: 
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a. The scale of assessment is too large and does not allow for local variations in 

the sensitivities in the landscape that would be assessed using the more fine-

grained unit of individual “Land Cover Parcels”. 

b. The assessment of the sensitivity of areas as a whole does not consider 

sensitivity to any particular type of development. Clearly the sensitivity of a 

location to accommodate a small development of 15 houses is likely to be very 

different to a development of 1,500 houses. 

c. The consideration of sensitivity to a specific type of development is a 

fundamental part of the approach set out the best practice Guidelines for 

Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (GLVIA3) of 2013, which postdates 

the approach used in the 2006 Study.  

 

11. In August 2016 WCC produced a Landscape Sensitivity Study for the Council (LP35 - 

“2016 RBC Landscape Study”).  The 2016 RBC Landscape Study presented a more fine-

grained analysis of landscape sensitivity in the Borough, including a detailed assessment 

of certain individual Land Cover Parcels around the fringes of settlements. However, the 

2016 RBC Landscape Study did not cover the Lodge Farm site or areas close to it. As 

one of the largest and more sensitive developments in the submission draft Local Plan 

the lack of such a site-specific assessment is a fundamental failing. 

 

12. The methodology in the 2016 RBC Landscape Study, however, indicates that a site like 

Lodge Farm being ‘in open countryside not closely associated with a settlement’ would 

be likely to be of “high sensitivity” rather than “moderate”.   

 

13. In 2017, WCC produced a Landscape Sensitivity Study for the Council specifically 

focused on the Rainsbrook Valley (LP 36 - “2017 RBC Rainsbrook Study”). This study 

did not reach as far as the Lodge Farm site. However, it is notable that in the 2017 Study, 

all of the parcels detached from the existing urban edge were assessed as being “high 

sensitivity”.  

 

14. The SA’s finding of “medium sensitivity” for the Lodge Farm site is derived from the 

2006 RBC Landscape Study. However, this clearly does not fit with the approach taken 

in the 2016 RBC Landscape Study and the 2017 RBC Rainsbrook Study wherein RBC 

determined that sites in open countryside not closely associated with a settlement are of 

“high sensitivity”. 

 

15. The scoring in the SA directly relies on this finding of medium sensitivity, and is 

therefore flawed.  

 

 

SA’s Reliance on Incorrect/Out-of-date Information and Gaps in the SA’s Analysis 

16. The SA relies on evidence that is incorrect, out of date, or insufficient to support the 

Council’s proposed Plan.  In particular this is the case with respect to air quality and 

transport. 

 

Air Quality 

 

17. In relation to Air Quality, the attached report prepared on behalf of SALFV et al by Dr 

Claire Holman on the air quality implications of Lodge Farm identifies serious 
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shortcomings with the SA’s treatment of air quality issues in relation to the Lodge Farm 

allocation, including: 

a. The SA mentions possible exceedences in Dunchurch when exceedences have 

been reported since 2012  

b. The SA indicates that the Rugby western relief road helps to alleviate traffic 

flows in Rugby, but this was completed in 2010 and exceedences of the air 

quality standard have continued in the town centre since then.   

c. No Air Quality Assessment (AQA) for the proposed allocation at Lodge Farm 

has been carried out. Given the importance of the outcome of the AQA to 

deliverability on the site as a minimum an AQA should be done for the local 

plan stage to test deliverability. 

 

18. The report by Dr Holman also notes a number of general concerns with the approach of 

the SA which are not specific to the Lodge Farm allocation but which raise questions 

about whether the analysis is suitable to evaluate the overall air quality implications of 

the Plan: 

a. No modelling of the impacts of the Plan has been undertaken; and no evidence 

is provided that it can be delivered within legal air quality limits. 

b. The SA does not consider the site-specific traffic flows (and resulting air 

quality impacts) from housing allocations.  It simply assumes that sites that are 

within or directly linked by road to an AQMA are likely to have a significant 

negative effect and sites that are not within or directly linked by road to an 

AQMA will have a negligible effect.  This simplistic approach entirely fails to 

account for the actual effects of specific developments. 

c. The SA does not take account of the fact that there are large variations in air 

pollutant concentrations within the AQMA.  Therefore, it treats allocations 

which exacerbate air quality problems at particularly polluted locations within 

the AQMA (such as Lodge Farm does in relation to the Dunchurch 

Crossroads) the same as other allocations which are linked by road to parts of 

the AQMA which are within the NO2 limits. This means the SA both (1) fails 

to accurately capture the actual air quality effects arising from these 

allocations, and (2) fails to identify potential options and mitigation 

opportunities that would involve locations directly linked by road to an 

AQMA but where pollutant concentrations might be low.   

d. The proposed air quality monitoring indicator for the RLP is the number of 

AQMAs.  But this is a poor indicator of whether the Plan is sustainable from an 

air quality perspective. For instance, if air quality became significantly worse 

in large areas of the Borough, the number AQMAs might remain at one by 

declaring the whole of the Borough an AQMA.  

e. The SA also fails to take account of emerging evidence of new areas of poor 

air quality outside the AQMA.  As data is typically collected for several years 

before declaring an AQMA, monitoring data provides earlier warning of an 

issue than the presence of an AQMA. 

 

Transport 

 

19. RBC commissioned VECTOS to prepare a Strategic Transport Assessment (“RBC 

STA”), which was released in June 2017 in order to supplement the transport evidence 

base underlying the Plan.  However, as the September 2017 Transport Appraisal 
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commissioned by SALFV and prepared by Steve Johnstone of Walker Engineering
1
 

(“SALFV TA” – [Examination Library document OTH 03]) notes: 

a. The Lodge Farm allocation post-dates nearly all of the modelling work 

undertaken by VECTOS so VECTOS has not fully assessed the transport 

impacts of the site.  The extent of the model at Figure 1 does not include any 

of the areas to the south of the site. This means that impacts along the A45 

towards Daventry have not been assessed, which is the direction all traffic 

would need to travel to reach Daventry, Leamington Spa, Northampton and 

the M1. The impact of a significant proportion of the traffic likely to be 

produced by Lodge Farm has therefore simply not been considered. 

b. The local improvement to the Dunchurch Crossroads identified by VECTOS 

will not fit within the existing Highway Boundary or between the existing 

Buildings and Monuments. It cannot therefore realistically be delivered nor 

relied upon to mitigate Lodge Farm. 

c. Nowhere in either the RBC STA or in any of the documentation provided by 

RBC has any consideration of road safety along the A45 been provided. 

 

 

In particular:  

a. Does the SA test the plan against reasonable alternatives, in terms of its overall strategy 

for growth and development, site allocations and policies? 

 

20. No, for the reasons above. 

 

b. Has the Council provided clear reasons for not selecting unreasonable alternatives? 

 

21. No. In December 2015, RBC believed that an “exceptional need” existed to release land 

from the Green Belt in order to allocate WH.  RBC now argue that there is no 

exceptional need because a non-green-belt site has been identified.  However, the 

Council has not adequately explained its determination that exceptional circumstances no 

longer exist to justify withdrawal of the area comprising the WH allocation from the 

Green Belt.   

 

22. It is simply not right for the Council to discount a site for new housing solely because it 

is in the Green Belt.  Instead, the relative sustainability of the allocations at Lodge Farm 

and WH in economic, social and environmental terms must be considered. The Council 

has not adequately considered whether, given the significant benefits that WH offers 

over Lodge Farm in terms of sustainable development – combined with the fact of 

Coventry’s unmet housing need – exceptional circumstances still exist to justify the 

selection of the WH allocation over Lodge Farm.  And for the reasons given above, to 

the extent that the relative sustainability of these two allocations was considered, that 

consideration was flawed.   

 

c. Is it clear how the SA has influenced the RBLP strategy, policies and proposals and how 

mitigation measures have been taken account of? 

 

                                                      
1
 The SALFV TA was attached to a letter of 2.11.17 sent by SALFV’s solicitors to RBC. 
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23. In light of the gaps in the SA, the flaws in scoring, and the reliance on incorrect and/or 

out-of-date information identified above, while the SA may have had technical 

“influence,” reliance upon it is not justified.   

 

d. Have the requirements for Strategic Environmental Assessment been met, including in 

respect of the cumulative impacts of the plan?    

 

24. No.  For the reasons identified above the SA does not meet the legal requirements for 

SEA. 


