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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 This Statement has been prepared on behalf of Bloor Homes South Midlands (BHSM).  Bloor 

Homes are one of the largest privately owned housebuilding companies in England and are 

active in the Rugby BC (RBC) area.  BHSM  are looking to develop various sites within the 

Borough including on land proposed for Green Belt release adjacent to the Main Rural 

Settlement (MRS) at Long Lawford (site  reference DS3.8 in policy DS3, S16034 in the SHMA 

and LL2 in the Green Belt Review Study).   

2 Issue 4(B):  Site Specific Issues for the MRS and Coton House allocations.  

Question. Are the proposed residential allocations at the MRSs identified in DS3 justified as 

the most appropriate sites when considered against the reasonable alternatives and would 

they be consistent with national policy, with particular regard to the following for each 

site.  

 

2.1 BHSM wish only to comment on this question with regard to site S16034 at Long Lawford 

MRS (also known as LL2 in various RBC documents). 

 

2.2 BHSM believe the answer to this question is ‘yes’. RBC have carried out a thorough Site 

Selection process prior to shortlisting those 9 MRS sites listed in DS3.  The Housing 

Background Paper (LP11) provides a succinct breakdown of the selection process and the 

consideration of Reasonable Alternatives prior to RBC settling on those sites listed in DS3.  

 

2.3 In summary: 

 LP11 paras 3.67-3.98 reports on the MRS site allocation process. Individual sites 

within/adjacent to MRSs were assessed with reference to the findings of the Rural 

Sustainability Study (LP28).   

 LP11 para 3.69 notes the advantages of locating new housing in/adjacent to the MRS having 

reference to the Housing Delivery Study and Spatial and Social Objectives in the LP.   

 LP11 para 3.75 notes ‘whilst development within these boundaries would be preferable, it 

will not be sufficient to met the shortfall of dwellings within the first five years of the Plan’.   

 LP11 para 3.75 continues ’only options that involve the alteration of boundaries to MRS can 

be considered realistic for this plan period’.  

 LP11 Para 3.76 states there are no land options within the MRS boundaries to assist meet 

OAN housing targets and accordingly consideration of Green Belt release was justified 

having regard to RBCs Spatial Objectives and Settlement Hierarchy as per GP2.  

 LP11 Figure 19 p38 and para 3.78 discusses the Reasonable Options considered including of 

allocations in various ‘Local Needs Settlements’ (footnote 19 lists 25 such LNS small scale 

settlements in the Open Countryside).  

 Para 3.80 notes that the Rural Sustainability Study (LP28) concludes none of the LNS contain 

the same levels of services as available to MRSs. Paras 3.81-3.84 discussed whether 

extensions to LNS could contribute units but found that the quantity of development likely 

to come forward would not ‘support the level of additional services required to either 

mitigate the impact of the expansion of to upgrade the settlement to a MRS’.    



 

 

 Para 3.84 concludes that no LNS could be upgraded to a MRS and that all other non-Green 

Belt locations (including those on deliverable brownfield sites, estate regeneration, under- 

 

2.4 RBC have undertaken a robust assessment to critique the contribution each Green Belt land 

parcel around their 9 MRSs makes to the purposes of the Green Belt.  This approach has 

informed which MRSs can accommodate additional growth on their edges and the rationale 

to support that stance. In this way the suitability of each proposed allocated site for housing 

delivery has been assessed.  Via this process a wide range and selection of sites was 

considered by RBC, reasonable alternatives considered (for example LNS in the Open 

Countryside) and conclusions reached. The outcome of this exercise was that focus on the 

MRS for housing delivery was made, that the site selection process around each MRS was 

sound and that the same could then be considered further in conjunction with the relevant 

MRS Parish Council (para 3.85 LP11). 

 

2.5 With particular reference to site S16034 (DS3.8 of DS3), each MRS was appraised in greater 

detail to inform whether all material criteria had been taken into account to justify the 

proposed allocation.  P6 of LP46 sets out that the Site Identification process was informed 

by the SHLAA, the Call for Sites and a Site Allocation Development Pack prepared for each 

MRS.  

 

2.6 Turning to the 6 subsections of Issue 4(b) no.1 and with particular reference to Site DS3.8 of 

DS3 (ref: S16034 and LL2 in other documents): 

 

1 (a)  The effect of development on the purposes of the Green Belt as set out in paragraph 80 of 

the NPPF.  

 

2.7 Against the background of the Site Selection process summarised above and RBC’s 

Objectives and Preferred Options, for any MRS to contribute housing numbers ‘and as there 

are no land options within the settlement boundaries of the MRS there would be a need to 

alter the settlement boundaries in order for MRS to fulfil a role in meeting the housing 

target. As each MRS .. is located within the Green Belt this would require Green Belt release’ 

(Para 3.76 of LP11) .     

 

2.8 The Joint Green Belt Study (LP30) found the contribution DS3.8 made to the purposes of the 

Green Belt to be in the lowest category against NPPF para 80 criteria. The Study 

complemented other bodies of work including those relating to landscape, sustainability and 

housing capacity which cumulatively informed the preferred areas for MRS expansion.  The 

Study found that site DS3.8 ‘.. .is considered to make a less significant contribution to Green 

Belt purposes. This is primarily due to the development that has occurred along Coventry 

Road to the east and west of the parcel limiting the role that the land within the parcel plays 

in inhibiting ribbon development and maintain the gap between Rugby and Long Lawford’. 

(LP30 Para 4.28)  

 

2.9 The Study found the overall contribution DS3.8 made to upholding para 80 purposes to be 

the 2nd lowest of all RBC based Green Belt sites considered in the whole Study.  



 

 

 

2.10 Purpose 1: Restricting urban sprawl. The Study allocated DS3.8 the lowest possible score in 

terms of this purpose. The southern boundary was defined by Coventry Road and a strong 

landscape boundary, the east and west by ribbon development and built form to the north. 

Site DS3.8 contributed little to restricting urban sprawl  

 

2.11 Purpose 2: to prevent towns merging.  Again the Study attributed DS3.8 the lowest possible 

score in terms of this purpose. Rugby is c800m to the east and development had already 

occurred along Coventry Road to either site of DS3.8 - accordingly development on DS3.8 

would not narrow the gap to Rugby owing to intervening development.  

 

2.12 Purpose 3: safeguarding the countryside from encroachment. The Study attributed DS3.8 a 

medium score noting it is surrounded to 3 sides by development and is itself undeveloped 

minimising encroachment. Whilst not noted in the Study, the southern boundary/Coventry 

Road boundary is extensively landscaped across the full width (save for access points to 2 

rights of way) by 2-3m high hedging. The live application R17/1089 would retain this 

boundary demarcation. The retention of southern boundary treatment would assist mitigate 

the extent of encroachment on the Green Belt setting.  

 

2.13 Purpose 4: to preserve the setting and character of historic towns. The Study attributed 

DS3.8 the lowest possible score for this purpose. DS3.8 does not overlap with a conservation 

area and there is no intervisibility between the historic core of Long Lawford and the site.  

 

2.14 Purpose 5:  To assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict/other 

urban land.  RBC determined that as all land within the cross-boundary Housing Market Area 

functioned as one unit, it was difficult to assess the contribution individual land parcels 

would make in isolation.  All sites, including those in the Green Belt, were therefore 

attributed the same maximum score.  

  

1 (b) Whether the resulting Green Belt boundaries would be clearly defined using physical 

features that are readily recognisable.  

 

2.15 The Green Belt Study noted DS3.8 would be bordered by residential development on three 

sides with Coventry Road forming the southern edge. The Study found Coventry Road would 

‘represent a significant boundary helping to protect the countryside immediately to the south 

of the parcel from encroachment’. (LP30 P100 Appendix 1 Rugby Part 1). As noted above the 

southern boundary/Coventry Road  boundary is extensively landscaped across the full width 

by 2-3m high hedging. Application R17/1089 would retain this established demarcation. The 

allocation of DS.3 would not diminish the function of the Green Belt boundary around Long 

Lawford. 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

1 (c)  The effect of development on landscape character, heritage, biodiversity, agricultural land, 

flood risk, highway safety, infrastructure and facilities. 

  

2.16 See 1(a) for comment on landscape and heritage matters.  LP46 notes that when selecting 

sites RBC engaged statutory consultees including those responsible for infrastructure 

provision.  No constraints were identified to prevent the delivery of 100 dwellings on DS3.3.   

 

1 (d) The relationship of the site to the existing settlement and its accessibility to local services 

and facilities.  

 

2.17 RBC considered 4 sites in and around Long Lawford. Their findings including consideration of 

each sites relationship to the settlement in terms of access/proximity to local services. LP46 

notes 6 criteria were used or which 4 were applicable to Long Lawford.  The distances (in 

meters)  from the sites to the 4 facilities in the MRS are: 

 

Site Reference Village Hall Convenience Shop Primary School Bus Stop 

S059 730 670 850 400 

S033 1250 920 740 600 

S16052 1020 1160 1330 320 

DS3.8 / S16034 270 410 730 100 

 

2.18 Against all applied measures, site DS3.8 was found closest to all facilities.   

 

1 (e)  The evidence to support the site’s ‘deliverability’ as defined in footnote 11 of the NPPF?  

 

2.19 With reference to NPPF footnote 11, DS3.8 is available and can realistically be delivered 

within the first 5 years of the Local Plan.  Reference the response to 1(d), the site is also in a 

suitable location for development and in an area with high demand for the housing 

proposed in R17/1089. BHSM lodged the Full Planning application for 153 units in January 

2018 following pre-application consultation with RBC and principal statutory parties 

including Herts CC Highways. The application has been lodged in anticipation of the Local 

Plan being adopted as submitted (with changes to DS3 capacity numbers as set out above). 

In agreement with RBC the application will not be determined until adoption but works can 

commence immediately thereafter releasing unit numbers promptly towards OAN targets.   

 

2.20 Reviewing RBC’s latest Housing Trajectory for Site DS3.8 Long Lawford, the forecast delivery 

of 10/40/40/10 units across 2018-2022 is considered an under-estimation and can be 

justifiably revised to 10/50/50/50 delivering the 153 units within the first 5 years.  The uplift 

is appropriate given the completion rate on 2 BHSM phases to the north of Site DS3.8 and 

also both accessed off Back Lane. A completed 107 unit scheme commenced build in 2012, 

finished in 2014 with annual completion rates of 50/51/6. Build commenced in 2017 on a 

112 BHSM scheme to the immediate north of site DS3.8 which has realised 16 completions 

to date.  Accordingly based on actual build rates BHSM contend that an increased forecast 

build rate of an extra 10 unit p.a. is realistic on site DS3.8. This rate would also align with the 

rate attributed to the 100 unit MRS allocations at Wolvey and Brinklow both of which are 



 

 

considered by RBC as being capable of providing 50 units per annum from a standing start 

compared to Long Lawford only providing 10 in the first year and 40 thereafter. Exact annual 

build numbers will of course vary, but it is deemed reasonable to attribute similar build out 

rates at DS3.8 to those both of the other larger MRS sites and as evident on past & current 

BHSM schemes in Long Lawford.  

 

1 (f)  Their viability having regard to the provision of any infrastructure, affordable housing and 

other Policy requirements? 

 

2.21 Negotiations with RBC on viability matters inherent to R17/1089 continue.  

 

3 (2)  BHSM do not wish to comment on the proposed allocation at Coton House.  

 

 

 

 

Word count:  2044 


